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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI 

SOUTHERN DIVISION 

PAMELA YOUNG SMITH, individually; as 
Parent and Next Friend of  
LOREN E. SMITH, a minor; and as Special 
Administrator of the Estates of 
STEVE C. SMITH, deceased and of  
LANCE C. SMITH, deceased  

Plaintiff,

 

vs. 
Case No. 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
RIPLEY ENTERTAINMENT, INC., 
d/b/a RIDE THE DUCKS 
c/o CT CORPORATION SYSTEM 
120 South Central Avenue 
Clayton, MO 63105 

and 

RIDE THE DUCKS INTERNATIONAL 
LLC, d/b/a RIDE THE DUCKS 
c/o Capitol Corporate Services, Inc. 
222 E. Dunklin Street, Suite 102 
Jefferson City, MO 65101 

Defendants.

 

 
COMPLAINT 

Plaintiff, Pamela Young Smith (“Pamela”), individually; as Parent and Next Friend of 

Loren E. Smith, a minor (“Loren”); and as Special Administrator of the Estates of Steve C. 

Smith, deceased, and of Lance C. Smith, deceased (the “Estates”), by and through her 

attorneys, Friday, Eldredge & Clark, LLP, and for her Complaint, alleges as follows: 

I. PARTIES 

1. Steve C. Smith (“Steve”) and Lance C. Smith (“Lance,” and together with Steve, 

“Decedents”) died, and Loren was traumatized and injured physically, when Defendants’ 
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DUKW (pronounced “duck”) amphibious vehicle, on which they were being provided a guided 

tour of Branson, Missouri, sank to the bottom of Table Rock Lake on July 19, 2018.   

2. Pamela is Steve’s widow, and she is Lance’s and Loren’s mother.  

3. Pamela and Loren are residents of the State of Arkansas.  Decedents also were 

Arkansas residents at all times relevant to this action until their respective deaths on July 19, 

2018, in Branson, Taney County, Missouri. 

4. Pamela is authorized as Loren’s natural mother and next friend to bring the claims 

alleged herein on Loren’s behalf.  Additionally, Pamela is authorized to sue on behalf of 

Decedents because she is a member of the statutory class of individuals with authority to sue on 

a decedent’s behalf identified in R.S.MO. § 537.080, and because she has been appointed in 

Arkansas as the Special Administrator of both Estates.  

5. Defendant Ripley Entertainment, Inc. d/b/a Ride the Ducks (“Ripley”) is a 

Delaware corporation authorized to conduct business in Missouri that can be served through its 

registered agent for service of process at the above-captioned address. 

6. Defendant Ride The Ducks International, LLC d/b/a Ride the Ducks (“RTDI”), 

i s  a for-profit corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of Missouri that 

can be served through its registered agent for service of process at the above-captioned address.   

7. RTDI was the surviving entity when it was merged in 2005 with Amphibious 

Vehicle Manufacturing, LLC; Duck Development, LLC; Ozark Scenic Tours, LLC; Ride the 

Ducks of Branson, LLC; Ride the Ducks of Memphis, LLC; Ride the Ducks of San Diego, 

LLC; Ride the Ducks of Baltimore, LLC; and Ride the Ducks of Philadelphia, LLC 

(collectively, “RTDI”).   

8. At all times relevant to this action, RTDI has been engaged in the business of 
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designing, modifying, and manufacturing DUKW amphibious vehicles (“Duck Boats”) and 

providing guided land and water tours utilizing its Duck Boats, including tours of Branson and 

Table Rock Lake in Taney County, Missouri (“Branson Duck Tours”).  

9. RTDI continues to operate as the nation’s largest amphibious tour operator, 

carrying over 1 million guests annually on its fleet of nearly 100 Duck Boats.  

10. Ripley acquired RTDI and all its Duck Boats in 2017, adding the Branson Duck 

Tours to its more than 100 family-friendly attractions in 11 countries, which collectively attract 

over 14 million visitors annually.   

11. At all times relevant to this matter, Defendants each acted by and through their 

respective agents, employees, representatives, and/or servants acting within the course and scope 

of their agency and/or employment, which include but are not limited to Kenneth McKee 

(“McKee”) and Robert Williams (“Williams”). 

II. JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

12. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant to 

28 U.S.C. § 1332(a), and it has personal jurisdiction over Defendants as a result of their 

minimum contacts with the State of Missouri.  

13. Venue in the U.S. District Court for the Western District of Missouri is proper 

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(2) because a substantial part of the events and omissions 

giving rise to Plaintiff’s claims occurred in this judicial district. 

III. FACTS 

14. The DUKW from which the Duck Boats were derived is a six-wheel-drive 

amphibious modification of the 2½-ton GMC CCKW trucks used by the U.S. Army during 

World War II.  The acronym DUKW indicates that it was designed in 1942 (“D”); is 
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amphibious (“U”); and has both front- and rear-wheel drive capabilities (“K” and “W” 

respectively). 

15. DUKWs were designed for “making beach landings and then proceeding 

onshore to provide limited troop transportation away from the beachhead.”  See U.S. Coast 

Guard publication NVIC No. 1-01, Inspection of Amphibious Passenger Carrying Vehicles 

(emphasis added).  Due to the “accelerated production schedule and the vehicle’s anticipated 

short life expectancy,” DUKWs were constructed with a simplified hull.  Id. 

A. Duck Boats’ Deadly History 

16. More than 21,000 DUKWs were built, many of which were sold as surplus 

after the war and, despite their “anticipated short life expectancy,” subsequently were 

converted into Duck Boats. 

17. Former President and Owner of RTDI, Robert McDowell (“McDowell”), began 

converting surplus military Duck Boats into what he called “Stretch Ducks” despite his lack of 

any engineering, design or other mechanical training.  

18. One such Stretch Duck was the RTDI Duck Boat that sank on Table Rock Lake 

in Branson, Missouri on July 19, 2018, killing seventeen (17) people (the “Branson Duck Boat 

Tragedy”).  Upon information and belief, that Duck Boat had been modified to extend the 

length of the hull by 2 feet in order to make room for additional passengers. 

19. Duck Boats have had a deadly history since well before the Branson Duck Boat 

Tragedy, though.  At least 39 people have died in Duck Boat accidents since 1999.  

20. On May 1, 1999, the “Miss Majestic” Duck Boat, which was similar to the 

Duck Boat on which Steve, Lance, and Loren were passengers, sank on Lake Hamilton in 

Arkansas, killing thirteen (13) passengers. 
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21. The National Transportation Safety Board (“NTSB”) found regarding the 

“Miss Majestic” incident that:  

  The Duck Boat lacked adequate reserve buoyancy;   

  It contained no bulkheads, which are areas sealed from flooding, or other buoyancy 
devices to prevent it from sinking; 
 

  Its overhead canopy contributed to the passengers’ deaths, because “the natural 
buoyancy of the passengers’ bodies forced them into the overhead canopy” which 
“essentially caged them, making escape in limited time available extremely difficult”. 
 
22. The NTSB concluded that “canopies can represent an unacceptable risk to 

passenger safety” on Duck Boats that are unable to remain afloat when flooded. 

23. RTDI representatives attended an NTSB meeting in Memphis, Tennessee 

following the “Miss Majestic” incident at which information was presented regarding the 

characteristics of Duck Boats that makes them particularly susceptible to flooding, alternative 

design options for Duck Boats, and passenger safety and survival equipment. 

24. The NTSB’s consultant hired to determine the feasibility of designing a Duck 

Boat capable of remaining afloat even when fully flooded was included among the presenters.  

The consultant explained that a Duck Boat with up to 28 passengers and an operator could 

remain afloat despite being fully flooded by the simple addition of bulkheads to the Duck Boats’ 

design, which would cost an estimated $2,000 per Duck Boat. 

25. Following the conference, the NTSB issued safety bulletin M-00-5 to Duck Boat 

users, instructing them to:  

Without delay, alter your amphibious passenger vehicles to provide reserve 
buoyancy through passive means, such as watertight compartmentalization 
[bulkheads], built-in flotation, or equivalent measures, so that they will remain 
afloat and upright in the event of flooding, even when carrying a full compartment 
of passengers and crew. 

 
26. McDowell responded to the bulletin, sending a letter to the NTSB’s Chairman 
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that referenced the costs RTDI would incur in connection with implementing safety measures 

for its Duck Boats, and that claimed RTDI was in the process of building an aluminum Duck 

Boat with foam buoyancy incorporated into its design that would meet the NTSB’s 

requirements. 

27. The NTSB Chairman responded, emphasizing that the recommendations were 

made because the NTSB “believed that immediate action was necessary to avoid 

additional loss of life.”   

28. However, RTDI never began to use the safer aluminum boats it claimed it was 

in the process of making, but instead has, upon information and belief, continued to use for its 

Duck Boat Tours nationwide and has continued to make available for sale the very same Duck 

Boats deemed unsafe by the NTSB due to their lack of reserve buoyancy.  

29. A RTDI Duck Boat sank in Lake Union, Washington on December 8, 2001, 

leading the NTSB to issue another safety bulletin to Duck Boat users stating “[u]ntil such time 

that owners provide sufficient reserve buoyancy in their amphibious passenger vehicles so that 

they will remain upright and float in a fully flooded condition,” the following safety measures 

should be taken:  

 Removal of canopies;  

 Permanent closure of unnecessary access plugs;  

 Installation of four independently powered bilge alarms and adequate, independently 
powered bilge pumps; and  
 

 Require passengers wear life jackets at all times during waterborne operations on 
Duck Boats without adequate reserve buoyancy.  
 
30. On June 23, 2002, another Duck Boat sank in the Ottowa River in Ontario, 

Canada.  Of the ten passengers on the tour, four, including a mother and her two young 
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children, were trapped under the Duck Boat’s canopy and drowned.  

31. On July 7, 2010, yet another RTDI Duck Boat sank on the Delaware River in 

Philadelphia, killing two tourist passengers. 

32. The NTSB investigation report from the Delaware River incident concluded 

that issues contributing to that Duck Boat’s sinking “and other noted systematic failures to 

properly execute company safety procedures may have been detected” if there had been “a 

more effective safety culture… at Ride The Ducks.” 

33. In response to that report, RTDI shut down all operations and claimed it would 

retrain all employees on safety and emergency response procedures. 

34. Duck Boats have continued to cause death and injury since that time, though.  

Five college students were killed and 69 others were injured on a RTDI Duck Boat Tour in 

Seattle in 2015, resulting in a safety violation fine of $500,000; and a Philadelphia woman was 

killed in 2015 and a Boston woman was killed in 2016, both by Duck Boats. 

35. An incident that occurred on October 3, 2015 on the Delaware River in 

Philadelphia is notably similar to the incident at issue in this case, although no passengers 

were killed and the Duck Boat was able to be towed safely to land – RTDI had refused to 

abort the tour despite worsening weather and river conditions when a 3 to 4 foot wave crashed 

over the Duck Boat, stalling the engine.  The Coast Guard determined that the incident 

occurred because RTDI had “failed to anticipate the change in the weather conditions.”  

B. The Branson Duck Boat Tragedy 

36.  Pamela and Steve had taken their children to Branson for a family vacation, 

and Steve, Lance and Loren decided to take a Duck Boat Tour on July 19, 2018.   

37. The tour was scheduled to leave at 5:30, but it was delayed as a result of 
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maintenance issues with another Duck Boat.   

38. McKee and Williams, Defendants’ employees, boarded the Duck Boat at 6:27 

p.m.  Another representative of Defendants’ boarded the Duck Boat and instructed McKee and 

Williams to alter the normal route of the Duck Boat Tour to do the waterborne portion first. 

39. Passengers began to board the Duck Boat at 6:29 p.m.  The Duck Boat’s 

Captain mentioned during boarding that he had reviewed the weather radar. 

40. A Severe Thunderstorm Warning was announced for Table Rock Lake at 6:32 

p.m., warning that the area was expected to experience strong winds of up to 60 miles per hour. 

41. However, Defendants proceeded with boarding and the Duck Boat Tour began 

anyway. 

42. The Duck Boat entered the waters of Table Rock Lake at 6:55 p.m., more than 

twenty minutes after the Severe Thunderstorm Warning was announced. 

43. Shortly after entering the water, the waves began to “whitecap” and the winds 

increased in velocity. 

44. The Captain ordered the plastic side curtains lowered over the windows on the 

Duck Boat at 7:00 p.m.  This decision later prevented passengers’ escape through the windows of 

the Duck Boat. 

45. The bilge alarm sounded at 7:04 p.m., indicating that the Duck Boat had begun 

taking on water.   

46. The Duck Boat’s onboard recorder stopped working at 7:08 p.m., and the Duck 

Boat subsequently sank to the bottom of Table Rock Lake only a short distance from land. 

47. Steve and Lance were among the seventeen passengers who lost their lives.  

Loren survived, traumatized and having suffered physical injuries. 
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IV. LEGAL CLAIMS 

A. Count 1 – Strict Liability 

48. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations set forth in the preceding 

paragraphs, as if set forth here in full. 

49. Defendants have, in the normal course of their business, been actively engaged in 

designing, manufacturing, and modifying Duck Boats, including the Duck Boat on which Steve, 

Lance and Loren had been passengers, in a defective and unreasonably dangerous condition. 

50.   The Duck Boat involved in the Branson Duck Boat Tragedy was used at all 

times relevant to this action in a manner reasonably foreseeable and/or reasonably anticipated 

and intended by Defendants. 

51. That Duck Boat was defective and unreasonably dangerous when put to a 

reasonably foreseeable and anticipated use because: 

a) It was not seaworthy as a passenger vessel due to inadequate reserve 
buoyancy to prevent sinking when flooded;  

 
b) It was not seaworthy as a passenger vessel because it had inadequate bilge 

pumps to prevent it from sinking when it took on water;   
 
c) Its overhead canopy was a known trap to passengers in the event of 

sinking;  
 
d) It lacked bulkheads and foam to prevent sinking in the event that it took on 

water; 
 
e) It was improperly designed, lacking sufficient passenger egress locations 

in the event it took on water, including improper window height, aisle 
width, seating space, window coverings, and canopy;  

 
f) Its design allowed water to enter the exhaust and/or engine compartments 

and flood the engine, preventing the primary bilge pump from working; 
 
g) It was improperly designed in that its personal flotation devices were 

stored in an inadequately accessible location, were not the correct type 
of devices, and there was an inadequate number of them;  
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h) It lacked reasonable and adequate warnings to passengers of the lack of 

reserve buoyancy or the propensity of Duck Boats to sink in a reasonably 
foreseeable event; 

 
i) It lacked reasonable and adequate warnings on the methods of egress 

should it begin to take on water; 
 
j) It lacked reasonable and adequate warnings that the overhead canopy 

could trap and drown passengers in the event it began to sink;  
 
k) It lacked reasonable and adequate warnings concerning passengers’ use of 

personal flotation devices; 
 
l) It lacked reasonable and adequate warnings that it was not intended to be 

used in inclement weather due to Duck Boats’ tendency to take on water 
and sink due to inadequate reserve buoyancy; and 

 
m) It was not properly tested before and during its design, engineering, 

modification and production phases before it was placed into use and 
made available to the public. 

 
52. Steve and Lance were killed and Loren was traumatized and physically injured 

as a direct and proximate result of the defective and unreasonably dangerous condition of the 

Duck Boat.  

53. Steve and Lance were killed and Loren was traumatized and physically injured 

as a direct and proximate result of the Duck Boat’s inadequate warnings. 

54. Accordingly, Defendants are strictly liable to Plaintiff pursuant to R.S.Mo. §§ 

537.760.1, 537.090 for the following damages: 

a) Pecuniary losses due to Decedents’ deaths;  

b) Decedents’ funeral expenses;  

c) The reasonable value of the services, consortium, companionship, 
comfort, instruction, guidance, counsel, training, and support Decedents 
provided to Plaintiff;  

 
d) Damages Decedents suffered prior to their deaths for which they would 

have maintained an action had they survived; 
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e) All damages and benefits allowed by R.S.Mo. §§ 537.080, 537.090; and, 
 
f) Compensatory damages for Loren’s emotional and physical injuries, her 

past and future medical expenses, and damages for her ongoing injury, 
pain, and mental and emotional distress.  

 
55. Moreover, Defendants knew or should have known, in advance of the Branson 

Duck Boat Tragedy, that: 

a) The Duck Boat lacked sufficient reserve buoyancy, and in the event it 
took on water, it was likely to sink; 

 
b) Its overhead canopy could trap and drown passengers;  
 
c) There was a rapidly approaching severe thunderstorm;  
 
d) The U.S. Coast Guard’s Certification barred the Duck Boat from being 

waterborne under such weather conditions;  
 
e) In the weather conditions predicted to occur, water could enter the 

exhaust and/or the engine hood/vent, causing the engine to stall out and 
the bilge pump to fail; 

 
f) The Duck Boat’s cramped quarters lacked sufficient passenger egress 

locations in the event of an emergency due to aisle width, distance 
between the seats, window height, window coverings, and overhead 
canopy; and 

 
g) The Duck Boat was defective and dangerous, and under similar 

circumstances, had caused serious injuries and deaths. 
 

56. Defendants’ reckless indifference to or conscious disregard for the safety of 

others, including Decedents and Loren, justify the imposition of punitive damages in an amount 

suitable to punish Defendants and to deter them and others from similar conduct in the future. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against Defendants RTDI and Ripley, 

jointly and severally, for compensatory damages in an amount to be determined at trial but in all 

events in excess of $75,000 that will fairly and justly compensate Plaintiff for the damages 
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suffered, plus punitive damages, costs, interests, fees, and any other relief allowable by law.  

B. Count 2 – Negligence 

57. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations set forth in the preceding 

paragraphs, as if set forth here in full. 

58. Defendants designed, manufactured, modified, and utilized the Duck Boat 

involved in the Branson Duck Boat Tragedy as a part of their Duck Boat Tour business 

operations.  

59. As designers, manufacturers, modifiers and users of Duck Boats, Defendants 

knew or should have known of Duck Boats’ dangerous history and of the deaths and injuries 

associated with them.  

60. Defendants owed a duty to exercise ordinary and reasonable care to the general 

public, which included Decedents and Loren, to design, manufacture, modify, inspect, test, use 

and operate Duck Boats in such a manner as not to subject passengers to an unreasonable 

risk of harm during a reasonably foreseeable event.   

61. Defendants also owed a duty to reasonably and adequately warn passengers, 

including Decedents and Loren, of all known dangers associated with participating in a Duck 

Boat Tour. 

62.  Defendants failed to use ordinary care in the manufacture, design, modification, 

operation, use and warnings issued for the Duck Boat involved in the Branson Duck Boat 

Tragedy, including but not limited to the following failures: 

a)  Failure to use ordinary care in adequately warning passengers of the risk 
the Duck Boat could sink due to inadequate buoyancy;  

 
b)  Failure to use ordinary care in adequately warning of the risk the Duck 

Boat could take on water and sink in reasonably foreseeable inclement 
weather conditions;  
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c )  Failure to use ordinary care in adequately warning passengers regarding 

the proper use of personal flotation devices;  
 
d)  Failure to use ordinary care in adequately warning passengers regarding 

proper egress procedures in the event the Duck Boat began sinking; and 
 
e)  Failure to use ordinary care in adequately warning passengers that in the 

event of sinking, the overhead canopy could act as a trap as passengers 
tried to egress.  

 
63. Defendants breached their duty of care by the foregoing and by the following 

negligent acts or omissions: 

a) Deciding to continue with the tour before it departed after 
having knowledge and warnings that a violent thunderstorm was 
imminent; 

 
b) Continuing with the tour once it was started after learning the severe 

thunderstorm was imminent; 
 
c) Failing to implement policies, procedures and crew training to ensure 

passenger safety on Duck Boats operated on Table Rock Lake; 
 
d) Failing to develop and implement sufficient safety procedures for 

emergency situations, including but not limited to, abandoning ship; 
 
e) Failing to adequately train personnel how to properly operate Duck 

Boats in adverse weather conditions; 
 
f) Operating the Duck Boat in a careless and negligent manner; 
 
g) Failing to exercise reasonable care under all of the circumstances; 
 
h) Failing to have properly operating safety equipment on board;  
 
i) Failing to distribute life jackets to passengers in a timely manner; 
 
j) Failing to correct conditions of unseaworthiness within their privity or 

knowledge;  
 
k) Failing to ensure the Duck Boat was piloted by a competent crew; 
 
l) Failing to enact a policy prohibiting Duck Boat Tours from occurring 
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during a severe thunderstorm warning;  
 
m) Failing to train personnel not to operate Duck Boats during a severe 

thunderstorm warning; 
 
n) Failing to use in its Duck Boat Tour operations a Duck Boat with adequate 

reserve buoyancy and capable of remaining afloat while flooded;  
 
o) Operating a Duck Boat the design of which could allow water to enter the 

engine through the exhaust and/or the engine vent, and cause the engine 
to stall; 

 
p) Operating a Duck Boat without an adequate, independently powered bilge 

pump system capable of removing water in the event the engine stalled;  
 
q) Failing to incorporate the NTSB safety bulletin requirements;  
 
r) Failing to properly monitor weather conditions;  
 
s) Failing to equip the Duck Boat with weather monitoring and notification 

systems;  
 
t) Failing to inform the crew of the imminent storm;  
 
u) Failing to instruct the Captain to abort the tour;  
 
v) Failing to remove the canopy;  
 
w) Lowering the side windows; and 
 
x) Failing to alert passengers regarding the proper use of personal flotation 

devices. 
 
64. Steve and Lance were killed and Loren suffered physical and emotional injuries 

as a direct and proximate result of the negligent acts and omissions of the Defendants, including 

those set forth above, entitling them to the following damages pursuant to R.S.Mo. § 537.090:  

a) Pecuniary losses due to Decedents’ deaths;  

b) Decedents’ funeral expenses;  

c) The reasonable value of the services, consortium, companionship, 
comfort, instruction, guidance, counsel, training, and support Decedents 
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provided to Plaintiff;  
 
d) Damages Decedents suffered prior to their deaths for which they would 

have maintained an action had they survived; 
 
e) All damages and benefits allowed by R.S.Mo. §§ 537.080, 537.090; and, 
 
f) Compensatory damages for Loren’s emotional and physical injuries, her 

past and future medical expenses, and damages for her ongoing injury, 
pain, and mental and emotional distress.  
 

65. Moreover, Defendants knew or should have known, in advance of the Branson 

Duck Boat Tragedy, that: 

a) The Duck Boat lacked sufficient reserve buoyancy, and in the event it 
took on water, it was likely to sink; 

 
b) Its overhead canopy could trap and drown passengers;  
 
c) There was a rapidly approaching severe thunderstorm;  
 
d) The U.S. Coast Guard’s Certification barred the Duck Boat from being 

waterborne under such weather conditions;  
 
e) In the weather conditions predicted to occur, water could enter the 

exhaust and/or the engine hood/vent, causing the engine to stall out and 
the bilge pump to fail; 

 
f) The Duck Boat’s cramped quarters lacked sufficient passenger egress 

locations in the event of an emergency due to aisle width, distance 
between the seats, window height, window coverings, and overhead 
canopy; and 

 
g) The Duck Boat was defective and dangerous, and under similar 

circumstances, had caused serious injuries and deaths. 
 

66. Defendants’ reckless indifference to or conscious disregard for the safety of 

others, including Decedents and Loren, justify the imposition of punitive damages in an amount 

suitable to punish Defendants and to deter it and others from similar conduct in the future. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against Defendants RTDI and Ripley, 
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jointly and severally, for compensatory damages in an amount to be determined at trial but in all 

events in excess of $75,000 that will fairly and justly compensate Plaintiff for the damages 

suffered, plus punitive damages, costs, interests, fees, and any other relief allowable by law.  

C. Count 3 – Negligent Infliction of Emotional Distress 

67. Plaintiff incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as if set forth here 

in full. 

68. Loren was a passenger, along with Decedents, on the Duck Boat involved in the 

Branson Duck Boat Tragedy. 

69. As the Duck Boat took on water and sank, Loren was in the zone of danger and 

was placed in danger of, and actually suffered, physical injuries. 

70. Loren witnessed as other passengers, including her brother and her father, 

suffered serious injuries, many of which were fatal, as a direct result of Defendants’ conduct. 

71. In addition to her physical injuries, Loren suffered further injuries, including but 

not limited to, emotional distress, psychological pain and suffering, severe mental anguish, and 

other psychological, emotional, and mental injuries as a result of witnessing injuries other 

passengers suffered and the deaths of her brother and father.  

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against Defendants RTDI and Ripley, 

jointly and severally, for compensatory damages in an amount to be determined at trial but in all 

events in excess of $75,000 that will fairly and justly compensate Plaintiff for the damages 

suffered, plus punitive damages, costs, interests, fees, and any other relief allowable by law.  
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Respectfully submitted, 

FRIDAY, ELDREDGE & CLARK, LLP 
        

Angela C. Artherton, MO Bar No. 65488 
3350 S. Pinnacle Hills Parkway, Suite 301 

       Rogers, AR  72758 
       Phone:  (479) 695-6044 
       Fax:  (501) 537-2934 
       aartherton@fridayfirm.com  

 
and  
 
Clifford W. Plunkett, MO Bar No.70847 
3425 North Futrall Drive, Suite 103 
Fayetteville, AR 72703 
Phone: (479) 695-2011 
Fax: (501) 244-5343 
plunkett@fridayfirm.com 
 
Application for Admission Pending 

By:_/s/ Angela C. Artherton   
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