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Statement of Subject Matter Jurisdiction 

The district court had subject matter jurisdiction over 

this case pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331. 

Statement of Appe~~ate Jurisdiction 

This Court has jurisdiction over this appeal pursuant to 28 

U.S.C. §1291 in that this is an appeal from a final order of the 

district court. 

Statement of Issues 

1. whether the district court's findings of fact 

concerning the date of separation of Thomas Sullivan and Lavona 

Hill was clearly erroneous. 

The district court found that Thomas Sullivan and Lavona 

Hill separated around 1983. 

2. Whether the district court's conclusion of law that 

the marriage between Thomas Sullivan and Barbara Sullivan was 

void under South Carolina law was in error. 

The district court concluded that the marriage between 

Thomas Sullivan and Barbara Sullivan was void under South 

Carolina law. 

3. Whether the district court's conclusion of law that 

South Carolina has not adopted the putative spouse doctrine was 

in error. 



The district court concluded that South Carolina has not 

adopted the putative spouse doctrine. 
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Statement of the Case 

This case was initiated by the filing of a complaint by 

Lavona Hill ("Hill") against the Bert Bell/Pete Rozelle NFL 

Player Retirement Plan and the Retirement Board of the Bert Bell 

NFL Player Retirement Plan {the \\NFL Defendants"} on August 13, 

2009 in the Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas. On September 4, 

2009, the NFL Defendants removed the case to the United States 

District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania because 

the Plan was governed by the Employee Retirement Income Security 

Act of 1974, as amended, 29 U.S.C. §§ 1001, et seq. {"ERISA"}. 

Hill filed an Amended Complaint on September 24, 2009 under 

ERISA against the NFL Defendants. On October 13, 2009, the NFL 

Defendants answered the Amended Complaint and filed an 

interpleader counterclaim (the "Interpleader Complaint") against 

Hill and Barbara Sullivan ("Barbara"). Hill and Barbara 

answered the Interpleader Complaint. On November 4, 2010, the 

district court entered judgment with respect to the Interpleader 

Complaint in favor of Hill. On December 3, 2010, Barbara timely 

filed a notice of appeal to this Court. 
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Statement of Facts 

The Bert Bell/Pete Rozelle NFL Player Retirement Plan 

("Plan") is a mUlti-employer employee benefit plan governed by 

the Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974, as amended 

("ERISA"), 29 U.S.C. §§ 1001, et seq. The Plan provides pension 

and welfare benefits to former National Football League ("NFL") 

players and their beneficiaries. Thomas Sullivan ("Thomas ll ), a 

Plan participant, played professional football from 1972 through 

1978. Under the Terms of the Plan, he had seven years of 

service, or "Credited Seasonsll, by virtue of his NFL career. 

When a Plan participant dies, the Plan pays death benefits 

to the surviving spouse or children. As of the date of Thomas' 

death, the benefit provided by the Plan was as follows: 

7.2 Widow's and Surviving Children's Benefit. 

If a Player dies 
before the date his retirement benefits begin, 
and he was, at the time of his death, {a} an 
Acti ve Player, (b) a Vested Inactive Player 
who was vested solely because of Credited 
Seasons, and not by reason of Years of Service 
after ceasing to be an Active Player, or (c) 
entitled to disability benefits under Article 
5 or 6 (regardless of when such entitlement is 
determined), his surviving Spouse, or if there 
is no surviving Spouse, his surviving minor 
children, if any, will, subj ect to [an 
election by the Plan beneficiary], receive a 
monthly widow's and survlvlng children's 
benefit equal to the greater of (a) 50% of the 
Player's Benefit Credits, or (b) $1,200. 
Further, for the first 48 months following 
such Player's death, the amount of this 
benefi t will be (a) for a Player who is an 
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Active Player after the 1976 Plan Year, no 
less than $2,000 per month, and (b) for a 
Player who is an Active Player after the 1981 
Plan Year, no less than $3,000 per month. 

Effective April 1, 2006, certain benefits under the 

Plan were increased. Pursuant to that amendment, a 

qualifying beneficiary would receive 

A monthly widow's and surviving children's 
benefit equal to the greater of (a) 50% of the 
Player's Benefit Credits, or (b) $3,600. 
Further, for the first 48 months following 
such a Player's death, the amount of this 
benefit will be (a) for a Player who is an 
Active Player after the 1981 Plan Year, no 
less than $9,000 per month. For payments with 
respect to benefits prior to April 1, 2006, 
the Widow's and Surviving Children's Benefit 
will be determined based on the Plan in effect 
for such periods. 

As of the suspension of benefits pending the interpleader, 

and based upon a 25% early pension payment to Thomas, benefits 

payable were $2,700 per month. 

On or about March 15, 1986, Thomas married Barbara Sullivan 

(nee Carson) ("Barbara") in the State of South Carolina. In May 

1991, in connection with a pension benefit election, Thomas 

submitted a notarized marital status questionnaire identifying 

Barbara as his "current legal spouse". At the same time, 

Barbara submitted a notarized statement confirming that she was 

Thomas' "legal spouse". Thomas also indicated having been in a 

previous marriage. 
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The Plan investigated the prior marriage identified by 

Thomas. Specifically, the Plan reviewed a divorce decree dated 

April 4, 1973, evidencing a divorce between Thomas and Cynthia 

Lloyd Sullivan. This divorce decree did not govern distribution 

of Thomas' pension benefits because it did not address such 

benefits. 

Thomas died on October 10, 2002. On or about October 25, 

2002, Barbara submitted a claim for Widow's and Surviving 

Children's Benefit to the Plan. The claim included a License 

and Certificate for Marriage issued by the State of South 

Carolina confirming that Barbara and Thomas were married on 

March 15, 1986. The claim also included a Certificate of Death 

issued by the State of South Carolina indicating that Barbara 

was Thomas' Surviving Spouse. Barbara also submitted a 

statement certifying that she "was still his wife at the time of 

his death". 

Based on the application and documentation submitted by 

Barbara, the Plan began to pay her the Widow's and Surviving 

Children's Benefit in November 2002. From that date through 

October 23, 2006, on multiple occasions, Barbara certified her 

eligibility to receive the Plan benefit for widows. 

Then, by letter dated November 28, 2006, Hill submitted a 

request for any benefits under the Plan to which she may be 

entitled as the surviving spouse of Thomas. The Plan had no 
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knowledge of Hill's existence until this time. By letter dated 

February 22, 2007, Hill submitted a Certificate of Marriage 

issued by the State of Maryland indicating that she and Thomas 

were married in 1979, and, therefore, before the marriage 

between Barbara and Thomas. 

By letter dated March 13, 2007, the Plan invited Hill "to 

submit any and all evidence and argument" that would assist the 

Plan in determining whether Hill was the surviving spouse of 

Thomas. In response to the Plan's invitation, by letter dated 

March 28, 2007, Hill submitted arguments, but no new evidence, 

reiterating the information that she provided previously. Hill 

requested treatment of her correspondence as a formal 

application for benefits due to the surviving spouse of Thomas. 

On April 24, 2007, Hill resubmitted copies of the documents 

that she had previously provided in support of her request for 

benefits. Also on April 24, 2007, the Plan wrote to Hill and 

Barbara requesting that they pursue a court order addressing the 

question of which person is the surviving spouse of Thomas. 

Effective May 2007, the Plan suspended payment of benefits to 

Barbara. 

On October 11, 2007, Barbara certified her eligibility to 

receive the Plan benefit for widows for the fifth time. Hill 

did not respond to the Plan's letter dated April 24, 2007. In 
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February 2008, the Plan resumed payment of the Widow's and 

Surviving Children's Benefit to Barbara retroactive to May 2007. 

On or about August 19, 2008, more than 15 months after the 

Plan's letter of April 24, 2007, Hill resumed her pursuit of 

benefits due to the surviving spouse of Thomas, without ever 

having obtained the court order sought by the Plan. On October 

28, 2008, Barbara certified her eligibility to receive the Plan 

benefit for widows for the sixth time. 

On August 13, 2009, Hill filed a state-court action against 

the Plan and its administrator raising Pennsylvania state-law 

causes of action in relation to her entitlement to Plan 

benefits. The Plan removed the action to the United States 

District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania. The 

Plan suspended benefit payments to Barbara and filed the 

Interpleader Complaint to permit Hill and Barbara to resolve 

their dispute. 

Barbara had no knowledge of Hill until the Plan suspended 

benefits payments in May 2007. (A64-A65) Barbara and Thomas 

had been together since 1981 when they began working for Exxon 

Chemical in South Carolina. (A69) 

Title 20 of the South Carolina Code of Laws relates to 

domestic relations. Section 20-1-80 provides as follows: 

Section 20-1-80. Bigamous marriage shall be void; 
exceptions. 
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All marriages contracted while either of the parties has a 
former wife or husband living shall be void. But this 
section shall not extend to a person whose husband or wife 
shall be absent for the space of five years, the one not 
knowing the other to be living during that time, not (sic) 
to any person who shall be divorced or whose first marriage 
shall be declared void by the sentence of a competent 
court. 

S.C. Code Ann. Section 20-1-80 (Supp. 2007) 

Thomas never mentioned Hill to Barbara. Other than Hill's 

testimony at trial, there is no evidence that Thomas knew 

whether Hill was alive at the time he returned to South Carolina 

in 1981. The marriage between Thomas and Barbara took place in 

March 1986, more than five (5) years after 1979. 
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Statement of Re1ated Cases and Proceedings 

There are no related cases or proceedings pending before 

this Court. 

Statement of the Standard of Review 

This Court's review of the district court's conclusions of 

law is plenary. Lansing v. Southeastern Pa. Transp. Authority, 

308 F.3d 286, 290 (3d Cir. 2002). The district court's factual 

findings are reviewed for clear error. Id. 
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Summary of Argument 

The district court's finding of fact that Thomas and Hill 

separated in 1983 is clearly erroneous. The evidence 

established that Thomas and Hill separated in 1981, when Thomas 

and Barbara began working together at Exxon Chemical in South 

Carolina. 

The district court erred in concluding that the marriage 

between Thomas and Barbara was void under South Carolina law. 

Thomas was entitled to the presumption that Hill was absent from 

the marriage for five years. Therefore, the exception to the 

South Carolina bigamy law applied and the district court should 

have concluded that the marriage between Barbara and Thomas was 

valid. 

In the alternative, the district court should have either 

found that South Carolina would adopt the putative spouse 

doctrine and that Barbara was Thomas' putative spouse, and thus 

distribute Thomas' benefits between Barbara and Hill 

appropriately under the circumstances, or it should have 

certified the question to the South Carolina Supreme Court and 

reserved judgment until the issue had been decided. 
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Argument 

I. THE DISTRICT COURT'S FINDING OF FACT CONCERNING THE 
DATE OF SEPARATION OF THOMAS SULLIVAN AND LAVONA HILL 
WAS CLEARLY ERRONEOUS 

The district court found that Thomas Sullivan and Lavona 

Hill separated in about 1983. (A6) That finding of fact is 

clearly erroneous because of Hill's counsel's stipulation that 

Barbara and Thomas first met in 1981 when they began working 

together for Exxon Chemical in South Carolina. (A69) The 

district court's finding that Thomas and Hill separated in 1983 

simply is not plausible given this stipulation. The district 

court made a mistake in finding that Thomas and Hill separated 

in about 1983. Based upon the stipulation, it is clear that 

they separated in 1981. 

II. THE DISTRICT COURT'S CONCLUSION OF LAW THAT THE 
MARRIAGE BETWEEN THOMAS AND BARBARA WAS VOID UNDER 
SOUTH CAROLINA LAW WAS IN ERROR 

This Court's review of the district court's conclusions of 

law is plenary. Stilwell v. Smith & Nephew, Inc., 482 F.3d 

1187, 1193 (9 th Cir. 2007). Below, Hill had the burden of 

proving the invalidity of the marriage between Thomas and 

Barbara. Section 20-1-80 of the South Carolina Domestic Code, 

as interpreted by the South Carolina Supreme Court, requires a 

court to look to the status quo at the time the marriage in 

question was contracted to determine its validity. See Lukich 

v. Lukich, 666 S.E.2d 906, 907 (S.C. 2008). Under South 
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Carolina law at the relevant time, a marriage between a man and 

a woman, where one of them has a living wife or husband, is 

void. Day v. Day, 58 S.E.2d 83, 85 (S.C. 1950). Thus, at first 

blush, it would appear that because Hill was alive at the time 

Thomas married Barbara, and Hill and Thomas had not divorced nor 

had their marriage been declared void, the marriage between 

Thomas and Barbara was void. However, because of the first 

exception set forth in Section 20-1-80, the marriage between 

Thomas and Barbara was valid and not bigamous. Specifically, 

because Hill and Thomas separated in 1981 and there was no 

credible evidence that they had been in contact after that time, 

Thomas was entitled to the presumption that Hill was absent from 

the marriage for five years. 

The district court concluded that even if Hill had 

abandoned Thomas, he was not entitled to the presumption of 

five-year abandonment because there was no evidence that Thomas 

had diligently searched for and inquired about Hill during that 

five-year period. It is not surprising that no such evidence 

was introduced at trial because the only person who could have 

done so - Thomas - was deceased. Thus, it was unfair to place 

that burden of production on Barbara, who had never heard of 

Hill until 2007. The district court should have required Hill 

to corne forward with more than her self-serving testimony at 

trial that she had been in contact with Thomas after 1981, which 
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evidence Barbara was in no position to refute, such as some 

evidence corroborating her alleged contacts with Thomas after 

1981. Had the district court properly imposed the burden of 

production on Hill, it would have concluded that Thomas was 

entitled to the five-year abandonment presumption, and therefore 

that his marriage to Barbara fit within the first exception 

described in the South Carolina bigamy statute. 

Accordingly, this Court should reverse the Judgment and 

Order of the district court dated November 4, 2010 and remand 

this case to the district court with direction to enter judgment 

in favor of Barbara on the Interpleader Complaint. 

III. IN THE ALTERNATIVE, THE DISTRICT COURT SHOULD HAVE 
APPLIED THE PUTATIVE SPOUSE DOCTRINE AND DISTRIBUTED 
THOMAS' BENEFITS AS APPROPRIATE UNDER THE 
CIRCUMSTANCES AND IN THE INTERESTS OF JUSTICE 

Below, Barbara argued that the district court should apply 

Section 209 of the Uniform Marriage and Divorce Act, which 

codifies the putative spouse doctrine. The putative spouse 

doctrine holds that any person living with another with a good 

faith but legally incorrect belief that they are married 

acquires that same rights as are conferred upon a legal spouse, 

whether or not the marriage is prohibited or declared void. 

It is beyond doubt that Barbara had a good faith belief 

that she was legally married to Thomas. If the district court 

had found that Barbara was the "putative" spouse of Thomas, the 
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district court would not have been compelled to decide that Hill 

was no& entitled to any retirement benefits in the future. 

Rather, because the purpose of the putative spouse doctrine is 

to protect the "marital" interests of persons who innocently 

establish a stable family relationship with a person who was 

under a legal impediment to marry, the district court could have 

apportioned Thomas' benefits between Hill and Barbara as 

appropriate under the circumstances and in the interests of 

justice. 

There was no impediment to the district court applying the 

putative spouse doctrine. First, an intermediate appellate 

court in South Carolina had indicated that the "putative spouse" 

doctrine is a viable doctrine. See Lovett v. Lovett, 494 S.E.2d 

823, 826 (S.C. Ct. App. 1997) (recognizing that some 

jurisdictions have adopted the putative spouse doctrine but 

declining to address the issue).l The district court was not 

bound to follow the opinion of the Fourth Circuit Court of 

Appeals in Boyd v. Waterfront Employers ILA Pension Plan, 182 

F.3d 907 (4 th Cir. 1999). To the contrary, Lovett indicates that 

the district court reasonably could have predicted that, given 

the proper case, the South Carolina Supreme Court would adopt 

the putative spouse doctrine. The exception to the South 

I The putative spouse concept has been codified in California, Colorado, Illinois, Louisiana, Minnesota and 

Montana, and case law provides for putative spouse rights in Nebraska, Washington and Nevada. 
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Carolina bigamy statute proves that South Carolina takes a 

realistic view of marital relations, which viewpoint undergirds 

the putative spouse doctrine. Thus, the district court's 

conclusion of law that South Carolina had not adopted the 

putative spouse doctrine was incorrect. 

More importantly, to the extent that the district court was 

not persuaded by Lovett, Barbara requested that the question be 

certified to the South Carolina Supreme Court, as the Second 

Circuit Court of Appeals had certified a similar question 

regarding ERISA benefits and the putative spouse doctrine. See 

Grabois v. Jones, 77 F.3d 574 (2d Cir. 1996). Nothing prevented 

the district court from following this course. 

Accordingly, this Court should reverse the Judgment and 

Order of the district court dated November 4, 2011 and remand 

this case to the district court with direction to certify the 

question of whether South Carolina would adopt the putative 

spouse doctrine to the South Carolina Supreme Court. 
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v. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons , Appellant , Barbara Sullivan , 

respectfully requests that this Court reverse the district court 

J udgme n t a nd Order dated November 4 , 2011 , grant ing judgme nt o n 

t he Interpleader Complaint and remand this case to the district 

court with direction to the district court to either enter 

judgment in fa vor of Barbara Sullivan on the Interpleader 

Complaint or to certify the question of whether South Carolina 

would adopt the putative spouse doctrine to the South Carolina 

Supreme Court . 

Law Offices of Robert T Va nce Jr 
Suite 1530 Lan d Title Building 
100 South Broad Street 
Philadelphia , PA 19110 
215 557 9550 

Attorney for Barbara Sullivan 

17 



Certification of Bar Membership 

I hereby certify that I am a member in good standing of the 

bar of the United States Court of Appeals for the Third Ci r cuit . 

Robert T Vance Jr 
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Certificate of Service and Compliance 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Brief and Joint 
Appendix (Volume I of II) and Joint Appendix (Volume II) were 
filed electronically this January 17, 2012 through the Court's 
CM/ECF system and are available for viewing and downloading 
thereon by the following counsel of record, to whom 2 copies of 
the Brief were sent to the address below by first class mail, 
postage prepaid: 

David B. Sherman 
Solomon Sherman & Gabay 

8 Penn Center, Suite 2200 
1628 John F. Kennedy Boulevard 

Philadelphia PA 19103 

Hisham Amin 
Groom Law Group Chartered 

1701 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 601 
Washington DC 20036 

I further certify that the E-Brief filed on January 17, 
2012 and the 10 hard copies of the Brief that will be delivered 
to the Clerk's Office on January 18, 2012 upon the completion of 
printing and binding are identical. 

I further certify that: 

1. This Brief complies with the type-volume limitation of 
Fed. R. App. P. 32{a) (7) (B) because it contains 3,319 words, 
excluding the parts of the brief exempted by Fed. R. App. P. 
32 (a) (7) (B) (iii); 

2. This Brief complies with the typeface requirements of 
Fed. R. App. 32(a) (5) and the type style requirements of Fed. R. 
App. R. 32(a) (5) because it was prepared in a monospaced 
typeface using Courier New, 12 pt.: 
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3 . This Brief complies with the electronic filing 
requirements of L . A. R. 31 . 1(c)because the Norton Anti - vi rus 
detection program has been run on the file containing the 
electronic version of this Brief and no viruses have been 
detected . 

/IN[ 
t!'di!t!-.v-:-a-f/-n'J.c~e~J~rhf--------­
Attorney for Appe lant 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRI CT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN IJISTIU CT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

L AVON A HILL, 
IJ 1:1in li rr, CI V IL A CTION 

v. 

BERT tlELLlI'ET E ROZELL E NFL 
PLAYER H. ETIHEMENT ('LAN, ct aI., 

Defendants. 
No. 09""'051 

,J UDCMENT 

AND NO W, thi s 4'h day of Nuvclllbcr , 2010, following II bench trial on October 21, 

20 I O. upon consideration o f Ihe letter briefs o f Barbara Su lli van and Lavon:! I-li ll, and for the 

reasons provided inlhis Court 's Memorandulll ofNovcmbcr4, 2010, it is hereby ORDERED 

that: 

I. Judgment is entered in favor the I3cr{ Bell/Pete Roze lle NFL Playe r Ret irement 

P1:111 and lhe Retirement Board oflhc Bert Be ll/ Pele Rozelle NFL Player 

Retirement Plan 011 all claims brought agilinsllhcl1l . 

2. With respect to the NFL Defendants' llll erpleader Compla int. the Coun entcrs 

judgmcnt in lilVorofLlvona l lill . 

3. La von" Hill is entitled to tbe interpl ed Illllds in the iLl1l0Ulll 01' $29,700 and shall 

be enti tled 10 co ll cci Illiure bene fil s llllder the Plan as the surviving spouse or 

Thomas Sull ivan. 

4 . This Court takes no position on whether Hill is elll itlcd to co llect any past benefits 

from B;:lrbara Sullivan. 

5. The NFL Defendant s' Motion ill Limine to Limit Ev idcncc to the Administrat ive 

Record (Document No. 25) is Ol::N IED as 111001. 
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6. The C lerk of Court is dirccICd to close Ihis case, 

llc rl c i\'I. Schill er', .I . 
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Case 2:09-cv-04051-BMS Documenl37 Fi led 11 /04/10 Page 1 of 9 

IN TH E UNITED STAT ES DISTRI CT COU RT 
FOR TH£ EASTEnN DI STRICT OF I'ENNSYLVANIA 

LAVON A HILL, 
Plaintiff, 

v. 

BERT BELLIt'ETE ROZELLE NFL 
PLA YEll Il ETIREMENT !' LAN, ct aI., 

Defendants. 

C IVIL ACT I ON 

Nil . 09-4U51 

MEMORANDUM 

Schiller •. 1. November 4, 20 I 0 

Who is entit led to the benefits of fOl1ller National !7ootball League funn ing back Thomas 

Su lli van ("Thomas")'? The Bert Bell/ Pete Roze lle NF L Player Retirement Plan and the Retirement 

Boa rd of the Bert Be ll/ Pete Rozell e NFL PIHyer RctirclllCIll Plan (co llectively "the NFL 

DcfcndaIllS'') fil ed an interpl eader action to answer that question. Barbara Su lli van was married \0 

Thomas at th e time of hi s deat h and was receiv in g benefits fro m th e N FL De fendants. Unbeknownst 

10 her, Thomas had been married to Lavona I-I iii and had never secured a di vo rce from her prior to 

marryi ng Barbara. The COllrt conducted it bcnch trial on Octobcr 21 , 20 [0, and pursmillt to Fedcml 

Rul e or Civi l Procedure 52(a), th e Coun enters lhe followi ng lindings onact and conclus io ns of law. 

I. FINDINGS OF FACT 

Lavo na Hill mel Thomas S u ll ivan in th e 1970s throu gh a /i'iend ofhcr filtHil y. (Trial Tr. at 

15.) They dated in the mid· 1 970s. (It!. at 16.) Thomas had been married and di vorccd once beforc, 

although l-l il1 was una wa re ofth .. !1 facl. (/d. <11 36.) Hill had been marri cd to Art hur Wel ls in 1975 

but the couple divorced in 1978. (fd. at 29 , 32.) Hillman-ied Thomas in Baltimore, Maryland on 

March 15, 1979. (Admin . R. Ex. 4 [MD Marriage Liccnse].) NcithcrThomas Sulli van nor Lavon .. 

Ai 
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Hill d ivorced o r annull ed the marriage. (Trial Tr. at 17.22.) They li ved as husband and wife in 

Media. Pennsylva nia as well as in Ohio during their marriage. (It!. al 17- 18.) 

Thom;'\s p layed professional football from [972 to 1978 for Ihe Philadelphia Eagles and the 

Cleveland Browns. Based 0 11 his years of sc rvicc inlhc NFL. he and his bc nc fic iari ~s wcre entitled 

to certain bene fi ts. includi ng death bcnclils. Spec ifically. the I3 crl Bell/ Pete Rozell e NFL Player 

RClircmcllI Pl an ("t he Pla n") provided: 

7.2 W idow ' s a n ti S urvivi ng C hihl rell ' s BencHI. If a Pl aye r di es bc iorc the dale 
hi s ret ireme nt bcncfi ls beg in. il nd he was, ,It the ti me of hi s deat h, (a) :I II 

Act ive Playe r. (b) a Vested Inac tive Player who is vested so lely bec.llIsc o f 
C red ited Scasons, a nd not by reason of Yenrs o f Service after cC<ls ing to be 
a n Activc Playc r. or (c) entit led to disabil ity benefits under Articles 5 or 6 
(regard less ofwhell suc h elltitl emellt is determincd). h is surviving Spollse, or 
if th ere is no surviv ing Spouse. his surviving mino r children. if any. wi ll , 
subjec t to Section 7.4. below, receive a monthl y widow's and surviving 
chi ldren 's benefit equal to the greater o f (a) 50% of the Player's Benefit 
Credits, or (b) SI,200. Furt he r. for the fi rst 48 months fo llowing such 
Playcr's dcath. the amount of thi s benefit w ill be (a) fo r a Player who is an 
Act ive Player a ner the 1976 Plan Year, no less tlmn S2,000 per month, and 
(b) fo r II Player who is an Act ive I'laye raftcrthe 1981 Plan Year. no less than 
53 .000 per mom h. 

(Interpleade r CampI. ~ 12.) Ef'lcctive Apri l 1. 2006. certain benefits under the Pl an were increased 

slleh thm a qua lili ed ind ividua l would : 

rece ive a monthl y widow 's and survivin g child re n 's benefi t equal to the 
greater 01'(:1) 50% o f the Pla yer's Bene fi t Cred its, or (b) $3 ,600. FUl1hcr, lo r 
the first 48 months fo ll owing such Player's death , the a mount o f th is bene fi t 
wi ll be (a) to r a Playe r who is an Act ive Playc r aOer the 1976 Pla n Year, no 
less than $6,000 per month. lind (b) for a Player who is an Active Playeraficr 
the 198 1 Plan Year. no less than S9,000 p CI' month . For payments with 
respect to month s prior to Apri l 1. 2006. the Widow 's and Surviv ing 
Chi ldren's 13cnclit w ill be dctcnnined based on the Plan in e ffect ror such 
periods. 

(Interpleader Comp\. Ex. I l Pla n J.) The Plan de fines "SPOll SC" as "a Player's lawful spouse, as 
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recogn ized under app licab le s tale law ... or a fortner spouse 10 the cx!cnt prov ided under a QU:llificd 

Domestic Relations Order:' (/d.) 

Accordi ng 10 lIill. Thomas sufrered from drug nnd alcohol problems throughout their 

relations hip. problems Iha1 Hill unsuccess fully tried \0 help him ove rco me. (Trial Tr. al 19.) She 

also test ifi ed Ihill1hcy planned [0 build a home together in Pen nsylvan ia bUllhalllcvcr occurred. (/d. 

al 21.) They would .. I limes Im vella SOlllh Carolina , where they would stay as husband and wife. 

(/d. al 20.) Sometime around 1983, Thomas weill to SOUlIl Ca rolina "on lL more perrnanellt basis" 

to help his r'lI11ilybuild a home. (1<1. al 19-20.) Thomas and Ilill Slopped living together as husbmul 

and wife arollnd 1983 and las! had contact with eae h othe r arollnd 1985 . (It!. at 20·2 1,36.) 

On March 15. 1986. ·nlomas marri ed Barbara Hicks Ca rson (nee Hi cks) in Soulh Carolina. 

(Admin . R. Ex . 9 [SC Marriage License).) Both the bride and groo m listed the marriage as their 

second . (hi.) In 1991 , T homas designated 13arbara as his currellt1iving spouse. (Iff. Ex. 20 [rvlarita l 

Status Questionnaire llnd Co nsentJ .) Barbara .L1 sa su bmil1ed n notarized s\;]temcnt confirming that 

she was Thomas's " Iega l spouse:' (/d.) 

Thomas Sulli va n d ied on October 10,2002. Hill learned abou t his death from her 5011 . (Trial 

Tr. at 36·37.) Thercalicr, Hill allempted to cla im soc ial security benefits as hi s widow but she was 

100 young. (Jd. at 27.) In 2006. she aga in app lied for widow's insurance bClle lit s through social 

security. The Soc ia l Securit y Admin ist rati on dctennined that Ilill was entitled to benefits as 

Thomas's widow. (Pl. 's Tr. E.". 2 [Soc. Sec. Detcnninationj.) Il ill was also nolilied that she may 

be entit led to benefit s as a result of Thomas's pro fessiona l football career. (Adm in. R. Ex. 80 

[Potentia l Pri vate [)ension Benefit [nfo.l: Trial Tr. at 25·26.) She cvcntunll y learned that l3arbam 

Sulli va n was receiving bend!ts LInder the Plan . 
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Shonly after Thomas's death. Barbara Il1ade:t c laim for benefit s under the Plan . (Admin . R. 

Ex. 50 [Application ror Widow's Death BCIH! fi lsl.) J ler claim included her 1986 Soulb Carolina 

marriage license \0 '1'110111<15 Sulli van and slated IlwI she was T homas's wire at the tillle o f hi s death . 

(/d.) Begi nni ng in November 0(2002, the Pl an beg,lIl paying 13arbar.l bene fi ts. (frl. Ex. 56jNov. 

5 , 2002 Leiter] .) O n il Ilumbe r of subseq uent occas ions, l3arbnra certifi ed he r el igib ility 10 receive 

benefits under the Plan. 

On November 28. 2006. Hil l sen! a leller 10 the Plan seeking benefits as the survivi ng spouse 

o fThollll1S Sull ivan. (ld. Ex. 71 [Nov. 28, 2006 Lelter J.) lI illlalc r subm illcd he r 1979 Maryland 

lI1arriage cenifi cale to Thomas as proof of her marriage and entitlement to benefits as Thomas's 

survivi ng spouse. (ld. Ex . 72 [Feb. 22.2007 Leiter].) Allho ugh the Plan inv ited Hill to submit 

additional evidence, she failed to do so. (frl. Ex. 75lMar. \3 .2007 Letter].) The Pilin requested Ihat 

Hi ll seek a co urt order that identified Thomas's surv iving spouse. (ld. Ex. 79 IApr. 24, 2007 

Letter].) Erfective May I, 2007. the Plan slIspended payments to Ba rbllnl "pending a judicial 

decisio n inslnlct ing the Plan as to where to send fut ure benefit payments." (ld.) Barbara 

subsequent ly reiterated her eligib ilit y to receive T homas's bendits and Hill I:l lle<l to seck a court 

o rde r; the Plan the re fore resumed payments to Barbara retroact ive to May 2007. (ld. Ex . 87 

[S ull ivan Sl<I temcnt]: Id. Ex. 95 [Feb. 20, 200SJ.) 

In 2008. Hill again wrote (0 the Plan seeki ng benefit s. (Id. Ex. 97 [A ug . 19.2008 Letter].) 

On August 13.2009, lIill sued th e NFL Defcmlallls ill the Philadelphia Court o f Common Pleas. 

T he CO ll1pl<,il1t accused the NFL Defendant s o f;u.;ting in bild faith by Imving fai led to pay benefit s 

to Ili li. T hl.! Comp laint al leged no wrongdoing {I ll the part o f Barbara Sull ivan nor did it include a 

cause o f action agni nst her. On Scptcmber 4. 2009. the NFL Defendant s removed the case to this 
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Court because the Il lan was governed by ERI SA. I Jill fil ed an Ame nded Complaint 0 11 September 

24,2009. LInder ERISA against the NFL Defenda nts. The Amended Complain t made 110 allegations 

and pled no causes o facti o ll again st Barbara Sull iva ll . In fac t. th e nallle " l3arbara Sul livan" docs not 

appear in the Alll l!ndcd Complaint. On October 13. 2009. th e NFL Dcfcndallls answe red the 

Amended Complaint und lilce! , Ill interpleader counterclaim aga inst Hill nnd Barbara Sulliv'ln. I-lill 

a nswered the interp leade r coulltercluim. Once again. she raised tlO claim againstl3arhara Sulli va n. 

Accordi ng In thl! NF L Defendant s, Ih l: Pl nn has made S 192,900 in pa yments to Barbara , has 

interpl ed S29.700 beginn ing Novembe r 2, 2009, and will pay a lolal of $2,700 per month 10 ei ther 

Hill or Barbara going fo rward. (Trial Tr. al 48.) 

II. C ON C L US IO NS OF LAW 

A. In lcq )lcd lind Prospcctivc Bcnefits 

Barbara and Thomas Sull ivan wcre married in South Caro lina: th e COUri wi ll there fore apply 

SOllth Carolina la w to de te nnine w het her Hill o r Bnrbnrn is e nlitl ed 10 int erpled and future benefits. 

South Carolina 's bigamy law reads: 

A ll marriages contrac ted whi le either o f th e parties has a forme r wi fe o r hu sba nd 
living shall be void . BUlthis sec tion shall nol c,x lcnd 10 a person whose husband or 
wife shall be abse lll fa r the space of fi ve years, Ihe one 1101 knowing the olher 10 be 
li v ing during that time. not to any perso n who shall be d ivorced o r whose firs t 
marriage sha ll be declared vo id by the sent ence o f a competelll cou rl. 

S.C. Code A nn . § 20· 1·80. T ile So\ lth Ca rolina bigamy statule cons iders the coup le's marital s tatus 

althe time o f the ma rriage. Lllkich 1'. 1~ lIkich . 666 S. E.2d 906, 907 (S.c. 2008). Thus, "a marri age 

ceremony betwee n a mall and:t woman. where one o f them has a li v ing wife o r husband, is not a 

marriage al all. Such il marri age is abso lute ly voiel . and not me rely vo idable." Day \'. Day. 58 S.E.2d 

5 
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83,85 (S.c. [950): see 0/50./01lIlS v . .Juhl/s. 420 S. E. 2d 856. 858 (S.C. CL App. 1992) (noting that 

an ill icit relationsh ip docs not ripen into a valid one once th e impcdil11 cllI to va li dity is removed). 

]-[il l W<lS al ive althe l i l11e Thomas and Darbam married. There is nothing in the record 10 

suggest llill o r Thomas Sullivan ever di vorced or had th ei r marriage declared void by a competent 

courl. Thus. according 10 SOll th Carolina la w, the marri age of Barbara and Thomas is void unless 

Hill or T homas Sullivan was absent for a period o f live yea rs and th e OIlC spoll se was nol aware 

whether or nOll lic ot her spo use WiIS Ii vin g during thaI time. Barbara Sullivan argues that , based on 

a dOCU l11cllI ill which [-fill told lhe Soc ial Security Administmtion that she leli Thomas somelime 

around Febnlary o f 1979, Hill walked QUi a ll Ihe marriage.1 Regardless of which spouse left th e 

other or whether il was a ITIUtl],!l split. the Court concludes that Ihe ultimate result wou ld still be a 

void marriage under South Caro lina law. 

If Thomas ab,mdoned Hi ll or the ir separation was mutua l, Thomas is nol entit lcd to a 

prcsumption that H ill was abscnt from the marriagc for fivc years. "[T}hc presull1ption of death alicr 

a lapse of seven years ellures to Ihe bcnefit orlhe spouse who has bccn abalHlon cd ." ~ Day, 58 S.E.2d 

at 85. South Carolina law nevcr illl ended for a husband or wife 10 becomc legall y di vorced alier a 

statutory waiti ng period by walking away frollltheir union . Thc Coun would not appl y the abscnce 

exception if Hi ll len. Thomas Sullivan becallse "in order!O obtaillthe benefit orthe presumption, 

evidence lll ust be introduccd that dil igent search and inquiry have been made." /d. ; see also III re 

Dllll call 's ES /(Ile . 2 S. E.2d 388. 391 (S.c. 1939) (not ing thaI i nqu iT)' ·'shou ld cmbmce all reasonabl y 

I Th is lime frame cannot be co rrect givcn Ihal Thomas and J-l illmarried in ~'l arch of 
1979. 

~ Tbe South Caro lina bigamy law was amcndcd in 1990. It previoLls ly requircd a seven 
year absence. 

6 
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palent sources o finfonmnion which Ihe c irc umsta nces of the case suggest, including an inquiry made 

of the persons and al the places w here news of him, if livi ng. would mosl probably be had"). The 

only evidence bclorc thi s Court is that ne ithe r womall had any knowledge orlhe existence of the 

olher unti l aliel" T homas Sullivan died. T here is nothi ng 10 suggest \hal Thomas allcmptcd to find 

Hill alicr she le n him. Burbara Sulli van in vites the Court to presume Thomas searched fo r Hill 

because Hill abando ned T homas. This presumption finds no support in SOllth Caro li na law. 

FUrlhcfm Orc, the record shows that l-l illl ivcd with her family and could have readi ly been located. 

The COllrt cannot speculate thaI T homas searched for Hi ll when no shred of evidence exists to 

bolster thut speculat ion. Thus, no exception to the South Cm'o lina bigamy law appl ies here. 

Tb is case is faclUu ll y simi lar 10 Day. Maggie Lee Day sought worker's compensation 

be nefils .. Her her husband . James Da y, d ied on the job. Maggie .md James married on November 

3, 1934. Howcver, Maggie Lee had marri ed Marion Duncan on Fcbnmry4 , 1919. They li ved as 

husband and wife in Greenwood County fo r a couple of years but soon separated. Maggie Lee 

moved away 10 G reenvillc, South Caro lina but in 1923 she saw Marion ; Marion to ld Maggie Ihat he 

had remarried and Maggie there fo re believed thaI Marion was no longer her husband. Maggie Lee 

remained in Greenv ille until 1930 and tbe n retu rned to li ve in Greenwood County. Atlbe time of 

her marriage to James, M:lgg ie Lee m:lde no inquiry abom M:lrion 's whereabouts or whether he W:'IS 

alive. James and Maggie Lee li ved as husband and wife until James died in 1948. Apparently, 

duri ng the mnrriage or James and Ma ggie Lee. i\·larion lived in Greenwood COllIllY. on ly five mi les 

from the Duys. 

The Su preme Court of SOllth Carolin a delcmlined Ihal Maggie Lee was not entitled to 

benefits as James's wife because there was no ev idence Ihal MHrioll abandoned Maggie Lee or wus 
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absellt for a period o f seven years. Marion stayed in Ihe sam e an.:a and Maggie never tried 10 find 

him. He r marriage to James was thus bignmolls and void fr0111 its inception. T he court rejected any 

CqU il'lb lc argument Magg ie Lee could pu t forward as cou nter to Sou th Ca rol ina 's public policy 

against bigamy. Day, 58 S.E.2d at 88. 

Although the Court sympathi zes with Barbara' s Sullivan's pos it ion, her suggested readi ng 

of South Carolina la w is inconsistent wit h Ihe state's strong stance again st biga my. Two people 

cannOI disso lve a marriage by simpl y being apart for live years and thus forego the formal avenu es 

created by South Caro lina law to di sso lve a marri age. Add il iOlw ll y, Barbara SlIlIi v.m's good fa ith 

be lief that shc was lega lly marricd is insurriciclH to validatc her m'lrriage . See Lllkiclr v. Lllkiclr , 627 

S.E.2d 754, 758 (S.c. CI. App. 2006). Finall y, Bnrbara Sullivan suggests that thi s COUrL appl y 

Sect ion 209 of th e Un ifornl Marriage and Divorce Act. This law codi fies the putative spouse 

doctri ne. whi ch states that any person li ving with another with a good faith but legall y incorrect 

be li e f that th ey are marri ed ",lcquires th e ri ghts con ferred upon a legnl spolLse ... whe ther or not th c 

marriage is prohibi ted or declarcd void." South Caro lina has no t adoptcd the putati ve spousc 

doctrinc. Boyd v. W{/Iel.!rolll Emp 'r.\" ILA Pensioll Plal/ , 182 F J d 907 (S .c. 1999). Thus, it remains 

the law in South Caro lina that a second marriage is II Icga l nullity if the first marriage is not 

dissolvcd. See id. (ci ting Day, 58 S.E.2d at 85). 

B. IJl'cvio li sly Pa id Bcnefits 

At lrinl , Hill' s lawyer argued that Hill was ent itl ed to a ruling from thi s CO UrL that Barhara 

Sul liv:l 1l should be required to pay back the S 192,900 in benefit s she has rcceived. He argued that 

Hi ll had miscd thi s claim and it wou ld thus bc ex peditious to hand le the prev ious benefit s paid in 

th e instant case. While this may be Hill 's prefe rred mct hod of reso lution, thi s C Ollrt is not persuaded 

8 
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thai di spos ing of a potpourri of c lai illS in o lle proceed i ng is fact uil ll y, lega l] y. or equi tab ly \ViI ITallled. 

The Court has reviewed the record and finds no evidence Ihal I-lill has nI any poi nl slied Barbara 

Su ll ivan for pas t benefi ts paid \0 her. Ilill slIcd the NFL Defendants. It was Ihe NFL Defendants 

who interpled Sull iva n so the COlin could reso lve whi ch woman is en titled 10 the inte rpled funds and 

future benefit s. Al no poi nt has Barbara Sulli van bee n properly nOli fl ed that she may be s ubjccllO 

an order from Ihis COLIrl requi r ing her 10 return close to S20Q,QOO in benefits lhal she had no rcason 

to bcfieve might right full y belong 10 somebody else. Both Sulli van and Hil l ha vr.! abso lved the NFL 

Dcfcndililis of allY liability ror their actio liS. a pos ition with wh ich the Court agrees as a mailer o r 

law. (Trial Tr. at 5-6.) But if the NFL Defendants did not rumble Thomas Sulli van 's benefits, then 

Hill must pursue her cla ims against Barbara Sull iva n in the appropr; "te rorulll . The part ies have not 

briered orevcll rai sed wllilt specifical ly Ili ll 's claims "gainst Barbam Sul li van would be and whether 

Barbara would have :Illy lega l or equitable defenses to such claims. This Court wi ll not adjudicate 

an issue not properly before it and wi ll therefore not address the issue of any money already paid to 

B"rbarn Sull iva n. 

III. CONCLUS ION 

Because ThollliiS Sulli van remaincd married to Lavona Hill at the time he marri ed l3arbar.l, 

the marriagc between Thomas and Barbam nlll s afoul of South Carolina 's bigamy law. Thus, the 

Coun concludes that Lavona II ill is entitl ed to th e interpled funds as well as allY prospecti ve benefit s 

under the Plan . The Courl decl ines to address Ihe issue of whether she is emilled to benefit s already 

paid [0 Barbara Sullivan. The Coun shall enter judgment in accordance with Ihis i'o·lclIlomndulIl . 

9 
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DEFENDANTS MOTION TO DISMISS. MEMORAN DUM OF LAW, EXHIB ITS (FILED 
IN I-lARD COPY). CERTIFICATE OF SERVI CE fi led by BERT BELL/PETE ROZELLE 
PLAYER RETIREMENT PLAN. RETIREy/ENT BOARD OF THE BERT BI, LL NFL 
PLAYER RETIREMENT PLAN .. (AllaehmenlS: 111 mcmo)( rl",) (Entered: 09114/2009) 

ANSWER TO THE MOTION TO DISM ISS COMPLAINT, MEMORANDUM OF LAW. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE by LAVONA HILL. (rl,) (Entered: 09/25/2009) 

AMEN DED COMPLA INT against BERT BELL/PETE ROZELLE PLA YER 
RETIREM ENT PLAN, RETI REM ENT BOARD OP THE BERT BELL NFL PLA YER 
RETIREMENT PLAN. li led by LA VONA 1-IIL L.(rl, ) (Entered: 09125/2009) 

2 Summons Issued as to BERT BELL/PETE ROZELL E PLAYER RETIREMENT PLAN. 
RETIREMENT BOARD OF THE BERT BELL NFL PLA YER RETIREMENT PLAN. 
rorwarded to Pla intirrs Counsel on 9/24/09. (rf. ) (Entered: 09/25/2009) 

ORDER THAT DEPENDANTS MOTION TO DISM ISS COMPLAINT IS GRANTED. 
PLArNTIPF IS GRANTED LEAV E TO AMEN D HER COMPLAINT AN D DEFEN DANTS 
SHALL ANS WER, MOVE, OR OTH ER WISE PLEA D TO PLAINTIFFS AMENDED 
COM PLAINT (DOC. 7) IN ACCORDANCE WITH TI-IE PEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL 
PROCEDURE.SIGNED BY HONORA BLE BERLE M_ SCI-IILLER ON 9129109. 9/30109 
ENTERED AN D COPIES EMA ILED_(rf.) (Entered: 09/3012009) 

ANSWER to Z Amended Complaint. THIRD PARTY COM PLAINT against all pi<lintirfs, 

!I/5 
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COUNTERCLAIM against LA VO, A IIILL by RETIREMENT BOARD OF THE BERT 
BELL NFL PLAYER RETIREMENT PLAN.(BA ILEY. JAMES) Modified on 10/ 14/2009 
(rf.). (FILED IN EIUWR BY ATroRNEY) (Entered: 10113/2009) 

10/ 13/2009 .!.Q ANSWER TO AMENDED COMPLAINTm-II RD PARTY COMPLAINT against 
BA IZlJARA H SULLIVAN. Ii led by BERT BELL/PETE ROZELLE NFL PLA YER 
RETIREMENT PLAN. EXHIBITS. CERT IFI CATE OF SERV ICE. (Attachments: II I EX I) 
(rf.) Mod ilied on 10/14/2009 (rf.) . (Entered: 1011412009) 

1011 312009 I Third Party Summons Issued :'IS to BARB !-\ RJ-\ I-I SU LLI VAN. forwarded to 
Dcfcndallvrhird Party Plainti ITs Counsel on 10/14/09. (rr. ) (Entered: 10/ 1412009) 

10/23/2009 11 Rep/y to AjJirmaril'e Deji!11ses ... JlI.nrer ro Camp/ailllji),. IlIferpleader ANSWER to Complaint 
together with to complaint lor intc rp l ~adcr by LAVONA III LI .. (SI-IERMAN. DAV ID) 
(Entered: 10/23/2009) 

11 /09/2009 12 Original RCl:o rd together with ccrliJicd copy of docket cnlri l.!s rece ived from COllrl or 
Common Picas of PI-II LADELI'III A County. (rf. ) (Entered: 11 /09/2009) 

11 11 8/2009 13 WAIVER OF SERVICE Returned Executed by BERT BELL/PETE ROZELLE NFL 
PLAYER RETIREME '1' PLAN. BARBARA I-I SULLI VA waiver sent on 1011 3/2009. 
"nswerclue 12114/2009. (BAIL EY. JAMES) (Entered: 11 / 1812009) 

12/08/2009 14 ORDER TH AT DEFENDANTS MOTION TO DISM ISS (DOC. 5) IS DENIED AS 
MOOT.S IGNED BY IIONORABLE BERL E M. SC II ILLER ON 12/8/09. 12/9/09 
ENTE RED AND COP IES MA II.ED. E-MAILED.(rf.) (Entered: 12/09/2009) 

12/21/2009 15 STIP ULATION by BERT BELL/PETE ROZELLE NFL PLA YER RETIREM ENT PLAN . 
(BAI LEY. JAMES) (FILED IN ERROR BY ATTORNEY: COpy FORWARDED TO 
JUDG E FOR APPROVA L) Modilicd on 12/23/2009 (nd). (Entcrcd : 12/21 /2009) 

03/ 1012010 .!.Q Request/or Planning/Stat liS CUl1fe rel1c:e by BERT BELL/PETE ROZELLE NFL PLA VER 
RETIREMENT PLAN. Certificate orScrvice. (BAILEY. JAMES) Modified on 3/ 1112010 
(Iisad. ). (Entered: 0311 0/20 I 0) 

03111 /20 10 11 ORDER STATUS CON FERENCE SET FOR 4/26/20 I 004:30 I'M BE FORE HO NO RABLE 
BERLE M. SCI-II LL ER.). SIGNED BY HONO RABLE I3ERLE M. SCHILLER ON 3110110. 
3/ 11 / 10 ENTERED AND CO PIES MAILED TO 3RD PARTY UN IU' P. EMAIL ED.(rf.) 
Modified on 3/15120 I 0 (rf, ). (Entered : 0311 1/20 I 0) 

04/21/20 10 .u; MOTION lor Pro Hac Vice Iikd by BERT BELL/PETE ROZELLE t>i!L I'LA YER 
RETIREMENT PLAN. BERT BELL/PETE ROZELLE PLA YER RETIREMENT PLA -
RETIREMENT BOARD OF Til E BERT BELL NFL I'LA YER RETIREM ENT 
PLAN .Application.(BA I LEY. JAM ES) (Entered: 04/21/20 I 0) 

04/23/20 10 1.2 ORDE R FOR THAT MOTION FOR PRO HAC VICE ADMI SS ION OF I-II SI-IAM AMIN IS 
GRANTED AS OUTLINED IIEREIN.S IGNED BY HONORABLE BERLE M. SCII ILLER 
ON 412211 0. 4/26110 ENTERED AN D CO PIES MA ILED TO BARBARA SUL LI VAN. 
COUNSEL. EMA ILED(rf.) (Entered: 04/26/201 0) 

04/23/2010 Fi ling fcc: $ 40, receipt number I'I'E02 1547 (rr. ) (E ntered: 04/26/2010) 

04/26120 I 0 20 NOTICE of Appearance by ROBERT T. VANCE. JR on bchalf of BARBARA I-I 
SU LLI VAN (V ANCE. ROBERT) (Entcred: 0412612010) 

/{ I b 
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04/27/20 I 0 21 ORDER THAT DISCOVERY DUE BY 819/20 10. BY 8116110 PARTI ES SHALL SUBMIT 
TO CHAMBERS" JOINT STATUS UPDATE VIA FAX , AS OUTLINED HEREIN .. 
SIGNED BY HONORABLE BERLE M. SCHILLER ON 4/27/ 10. 4/2 8/10 ENTE RED AND 
COPIES MAILED TO AMIN. EMA ILED.(rf.) (Entered: 04/28/2010) 

08117120 10 ?? SCHEDULI NG ORDER THAT: ALL FACT DISCOVERY SHALL BE COM PLETED BY = 
8/31/10. FINAL PRETRIAL MOTIONS ARlo DUE 9/3110. A BENCH TRJAL IN THE 
ABOVE CA PTIONED CASE IS SET FOR 917110 AT I :30 P.M . IN COURTROOM 13B, 
ETC .. SIGNED BY HONORABLE BERLE M. SCHILLER ON 8117110. 8/ 17110 ENTERED 
AND COPIES MA ILED AND E-IVIAIL ED.(Ib) Modilied on 8/ 18/2010 ( fb). (Entered: 
08117/20 10) 

08/24/20 10 23 ORDER TI-IAT SE-ITLEMENT CONFERENCE SET FOR 917120 100 1 :30 PM. FURTHER 
ORDERED THAT HONORAB LE LOWELL A. REED IS APPOINTED COURT 
ANNEXED MED IATOR FOR Ti llS CASE. SIGNED BY HONORA BL E BERLE M. 
SCHILL ER ON 8/24110. 8/2411 0 ENTERED AND COPIES MA ILED. E-MA ILED.(rr, ) 
(Entered: 08/24/20 I 0) 

08/24/20 10 HONORABLE LOWELL A. REED. JR added. (rr, ) (Entered: 08/24/2010) 

0910312010 24 Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law by BERT BELLfPETE ROZELLE NFL 
PLA YER RETIREMENT PLAN, BERT BELL/PETE ROZELLE PLA YER RETI REMENT 
PLAN, RETIREMENT BOARD OF THE BERT BELL NFL PLAYER RETI REM ENT 
PLAN. Certificate or Service (BA I LEY, JAMES) (Entered : 09/03/20 I 0) 

09103/20 10 ?--, MOTION in Limine (0 lim if evidence to the administrative record filed by BERT 
BELL/PETE ROZELLE NFL PLA YER RETIREMENT PLAN. BERT BELL/PETE 
ROZELLE PLA YER RETIREMENT PLAN, RETIREMENT BOARD OF THE BERT 
BELL NFL PLA YER RETIREM ENT PLAN.memorandul11, cert ifi cate of service. 
(Attachments: 11 1 memorandum in support. It 2. Text of Proposed Order)(BA I LEY. JAMES) 
(Entered : 09/03/20 10) 

09/03/201 0 26 ANSWER to lQ Third Party Complaint by BARBARA I-I SULLIVAN.(Y ANCE. ROBERT) 
(Entered: 09/03 /2010) 

09/08/20 10 27 ORDER THAT FINA L PRETRIAL MOTIONS DU E BY 10/15/20 10., BENCH TRI AL SET 
FOR 10/21/20 1008:30 AM.S IGNED BY HO NORABLE BERLE M. SCHI LLER ON 9/8110. 
9/8/ 10 ENTERED AND CO PI ES MA ILED. E-MA ILED.(rf,) (Entered: 09/08/2010) 

10/ 18/20 10 28 Proposed Findings of Fae l and Concillsions or Law by LA VONA I-II LL. (S HERMAN. 
DAV ID)(Entered: 10118/2010) 

10119/20 I 0 29 CERTIFICATE OF SERV ICE by LAVONA I-II LL (SHERMAN, DAVID) (Entered : 
10/19/2010) 

10119/20 10 30 Proposed Findings of Fael and Conclusions of Law by BARBARA H SULLI VAN. (VANCE. 
ROBERT) (Entered: 10/ 19/2010) 

10/20/20 10 31 AMENDED DOCU MENT by BARBARA H SU LLIVAN. Amellded Proposed Filldings of 
Fact a/ld CO Ilc/usiol/s v/Law. (V ANeE, ROBERT) (Entered: 10/20/20 I 0) 

10/22/20 10 32 Minute Entry for proceedings held before HONORABLE BERLE M. SCHILLER: Bench 
Trial held on 10/2 1/10. COllrt Reporler: CH ltiS CAM POll . (kp. ) (Entered: 10/22/20 I 0) 
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10/29120 10 " JJ 

10/29/20 10 3-l 

11 /01 /20 10 35 

11 /02/2010 36 

11 /04/2010 37 

11 /04/20 10 38 

12/06/20 10 39 

12/06/2010 40 

1211 0120 I 0 

TRI AL I3RIEF LElTEI? BlllEFby LA VONA HILL. (SI IERMAN. DAVID) (Entered: 
10/29/20 I 0) 

TRIAL BRIEF by BARBA RA H SULLI VAN. (VANCE. ROBERT) (Entered: 10/29/2010) 

TRANSCRI PT or Bl.! l1ch Trial Proceedi ngs held on 10/2 1/ 10 before Judge SClI ILLER. COllrt 
Reporter: CHRIS CAMPOLI.. (rr.) (Entered: 11 /01 /20 10) 

TIU AL BRIEF RESPONSE LElTD? BRIEF by LAVONA III LL. (S IIERMAN. DAV IIJ) 
(Entered : 11/02/2010) 

MEMORAI DUM AN DIOR OPI NION. SIGNED BY HONORA BLE BERLE M. 
SCHI LL ER ON 11 /4110. 11/5/10 ENTERED AN D COPIES MAILED. E-MAILED.(rr. ) 
(Entered: 11/05/2010) 

MEMORANDUM AN D ORDER THAT JUDGMENT IS ENTERED IN FAV OR OF Ti lE 
BERT I3ELLI1'I, TE ROZEL LE NFL PLAYER RETIREMENT PLAN AN D TH E 
RETIREMENT BOA RD OF THE BERT BELL/PETE ROZELLE NFL PLAYER 
RETIR EMENT PLAN ON AL L CLAIMS BROUGHT AGA INST TH EM. WITH RES PECT 
TO Ti lE NFL DEFENDANTS INTEIU'LEADER COMPLAINT. TH E COURT ENTERS 
JUDGMENT IN FAVOR OF LAVONA HILL. LAVON A HI LL IS ENTITLED TO TilE 
INTERPLED FUNDS IN TIlE AMOUNT OF S29.700 AND SHALL BE ENTITLED TO 
CO LLECT FUTURE BENEFITS UNDER TI-IE PLAN AS T i lE SURVIVING SPOUSE OF 
THOMAS SULLIVAN. THI S COURT TAKES NO POSITION ON WHETHER HI LL IS 
ENTITLED TO AN Y PAST BENEFITS FROM BARBARA SULLIVAN. THE NFL 
DEFENDANTS MOTION IN LIMI NE TO LIMIT EVIDENCE TOTHE 
ADM INISTRA TI VE RECORD (DOc. 25) IS DENIED AS MOOT. TI-IE CLERK SHA LL 
CLOSE Till S CASE STATISTICALLY. SIGNED BY HONORABLE BERLE M. 
SCHILLER ON 11 /411 0. 11 /5110 ENTERED AND COPIES MAILED. E-MAILED.(rr.) 
(Entered: 11 /05/20 I 0) 

NOTI CE OF A PPEAL by BARIlARA I-I SULLI VAN. Fil ing fee S 455. receipt nllmber 
PPE03392 1. Copit!s to Judge. Clerk USCA. Appeals Clerk (rr. ) (Entered: 12/07/2010) 

Clerk 's NOli c~ to USCJ\ re 39 Noti ce of' Appeal: (rf, ) (Entered: 12/07/2 010) 

NOTICE o/" Docketing Record on Appeal from USCA re 39 Noti ce of Appeal filed by 
1311 RBA RA H SULLI V AN. USCII Cnse NlImber 10-4577 (rr. ) (Entered: 12/ 13120 I 0) 

PACER Service Center 
Tnlllsat'l io ll Recei pt 

I 011 13/2012 15:01 :41 
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