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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
   

COWTOWN FOUNDATION INC., And  ) 
ANDREW DOUGLAS as Heir and Representative ) 
Of the Estate of ED DOUGLAS And   ) 
ODELL DOUGLAS  )     
 )    
  Plaintiffs,  )  Case No: 1:22-cv-01258 
   )          
v.  )     
   )   
THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE,   )    
THOMAS VILSACK, AMERICAN BANKERS )    
ASSOCIATION, THE INDEPENDENT    )  
COMMUNITY BANKERS OF AMERICA, AND   )          
NATIONAL RURAL LENDERS ASSOCIATION ) 
  ) 
              Defendants.   )  
 

 
 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL 
DEFENDANT VILSACK PURSUANT 5 U.S.C.  §706(1) AND 

SUBSEQUENT JUDICIAL REVIEW, IF NECESSARY PURSUANT 5 
U.S.C. §706(2) 

 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
      The American Rescue Plan Act was signed into law in March of 2021. The Congressional 

Act has, in part, two relevant sections for the sake of the relief sought from the foregoing motion, 

section 1005 and 1006. Section 1005 of the American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) mandates that the 

Secretary of Agriculture cancel the debt of Socially Disadvantaged Farmers (SDFs) who had debts 

with the Department of Agriculture prior to January 1, 2021, without discretion from the Secretary. 
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Section 1006 allows for aggrieved SDFs to seek relief for actual damages for past discriminatory 

acts by the Federal Defendants.  

      After the passage of the ARPA, Secretary Vilsack engaged in discussions with White 

Farmers and the Banking Associations to come up with a plan to challenge the debt cancellation 

found in the language of Section 1005 of the ARPA. The “Banking Associations,” who are 

Defendants in this action, wrote a letter to Secretary Vilsack that was made public in a May, 2021 

New York Times article threatening to prohibit future lending to any Black farmers that accepted 

the debt relief under Section 1005. Stated in the NYT article, the Banking Associations admitted 

that they had considered filing a lawsuit to enjoin the enforcement of the debt cancellation but 

decided they would not act at that time. However, 12 different suits were filed by White farmers 

to enjoin section 1005 of the ARPA based on Equal Protection of the Fifth Amendment. 

Unfortunately, all opposing parties’ actions were collectively successful leading to White Farmers 

receiving more debt relief under the Inflation Reduction Act, pursuant to Section 22006.  This is 

just additional relief going to White farmers solely by the USDA, similar to 99.9 percent of 2020 

pandemic relief provided only to White farmers and not SDFs according to the 2020 

Environmental Working Group report.  
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ARGUMENT 

1. All actions filed by the White farmers have been dismissed by the Courts and deemed moot 

under Section 22006 of the Inflation Reduction Act. The Courts stayed all the actions, 

pending the decisions coming out of the Northern District of Texas, Miller v. Vilsack, 4:21-

cv-00595. In August 2022 the Miller case was dismissed due to the passage of the Inflation 

Reduction Act, which allows distressed farmers from all races to participate. Providing 

what all the Defendants wanted for White Farmers and blatantly excluding out SDFs yet 

again, we are seeking redress under the ARPA Sections 1005 and 1006.  

2. The Inflation Reduction Act repealed section 1005 of the ARPA and gave discretion to the 

Secretary of Agriculture on providing debt relief. However, the Inflation Reduction Act 

does not void out Due Process and Equal Protection of the Fifth Amendment. Moreover, it 
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does not moot the Administrative Procedures Act provisions which provide SDFs a right 

to a hearing.   

 

CONGRESSIONAL REPEAL OF SECTION 1005 OF THE AMERICAN RESCUE 
PLAN ACT DOES NOT APPLY  

 
3. The ARPA was passed in March of 2021. In May, 2021, SDFs were expecting their past 

debt to be written off due to the admitted past discriminatory acts committed by the Federal 

Defendants. In the instant suit, the federal Defendants concede that they have failed to 

provide administrative hearings for decades to SFDs. There are no Courts presently 

enjoining the Secretary from paying SDFs like Abraham Carpenter, Lucious Abrams and 

RC Abrams under Section 1005 of the ARPA.  The ARPA is the controlling law of this 

case since it was filed prior to the Inflation Reduction Act which was passed two months 

ago.   

4. In the U.S. Supreme Court cases, Landgraf v. USI Film Products, 511 U.S. 

244(1994) and Lindh v. Murphy, 521 U.S. 320 (1997), Landgraf held that, “where a statute 

did not clearly mandate an application with retroactive effect, a court had to determine 

whether applying it as its terms ostensibly indicated would have genuinely retroactive 

effect; if so, the judicial presumption against retroactivity would bar its application.” 

5. The Landgraf Court went on to hold- “[w]hen a case implicates a federal statute enacted 

after the events in suit, the court’s first task is to determine whether Congress has expressly 

prescribed the statute and the court’s proper reach. If Congress has done so, of course, there 

is no need to resort to judicial default rules. When, however, the statute contains no such 

express command, the court must determine whether the new statute would have 

retroactive effect . . . . If the statute would operate retroactively, our traditional presumption 
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teaches that it does not govern absent clear congressional intent favoring such a result.” 

Landgraf, supra, at 28 

6. The repeal of Section 1005 of the ARPA does not impact the present Plaintiffs relief under 

ARPA as recently argued by USDA in this case.  To the contrary, Section 22006 of the 

Inflation Reduction Act provides “distressed farmers” meaning White farmers with debt 

relief allowing the Secretary to determine who receives relief and a hearing.  Under the 

ARPA, the Secretary was not given discretion to determine hearings and debt write off. In 

contrast, the Inflation Reduction Act, gives the Secretary discretion on who will receive 

debt relief and hearings regarding past discrimination. Allowing the Secretary to 

discriminate against SDFs once again. However, Section 1005 is a direct mandate from 

Congress which prohibited the Secretary’s discretion. Moreover, Section 1006 of the 

ARPA does not have a cap for past discriminatory [in]actions allowing impacted SDFs the 

right to sue for damages under 5 U.S.C. 706(1) and/or other remedies such as continuing 

violation of ECOA. The Plaintiffs in this case are actively pursuing their right to sue to 

compel an administrative hearing which was mandated under ARPA.  

EQUAL PROTECTION AND DUE PROCESS OF THE FIFTH AMENDMENT 

7. At the heart of this case are underlying constitutional questions as it relates to Equal 

Protection and Due Process of the Fifth Amendment. The Plaintiffs have argued 

extensively in previous motions about Due Process and Equal Protection at the 

administrative level.  

8. The federal Defendants cannot deny that the agency has promulgated rules and regulations 

to deny the same due process and equal protection to Black farmers as the agency does for 

White farmers, See Johnson v. Vilsack, 15-1796, Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals. 
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9. The Johnson Court extensively looked at the rules and regulations of the USDA and how 

the rules and regulations are applied differently to Black Farmers.  The Court found Black 

farmers are not afforded the same protections given to White farmers by USDA. It is 

important rely on the Johnson Court in the present case since the Plaintiffs are similarly 

situated. 

10. According to the precedence set out in the Johnson Court, “the key qualification in Elliott’s 

formulation is that the administrative agency must be ‘acting in a judicial capacity’ for 

claim preclusion to apply. See Restatement (Second) of Judgments § 83(2) (“An 

adjudicative determination by an administrative tribunal is conclusive under the rules of 

res judicata only insofar as the proceeding resulting in the determination entailed the 

essential elements of adjudication . . . .”). Whether the agency is acting in a judicial 

capacity, in turn, depends in part on the procedural protections it provides: “Although 

administrative estoppel is favored as a matter of general policy, its suitability may vary 

according to . . . the relative adequacy of agency procedures.” Astoria Fed. Sav. & Loan 

Ass’n v. Solimino, 501 U.S. 104, 109–10 (1991). As a result, we must examine the 

procedures the USDA employs to resolve complaints like Johnson’s to determine whether 

preclusion is warranted.”  

 

Part 15d Administrative Procedures for Civil Rights Complaints 

11. The Johnson Court cited “Since 1966, the USDA has had internal guidelines prohibiting 

discrimination in its programs and activities and a mechanism for receiving and dealing 

with written complaints from individuals who believe they have experienced 

discrimination at the USDA’s hands. See 31 Fed. Reg. 8175 (1966) (promulgating 7 C.F.R. 
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15.52 (1967), the predecessor to the current 7 C.F.R. 15d.4). Currently, the USDA’s 

antidiscrimination policy provides: 

(a) No agency, officer, or employee of the USDA shall, on the grounds of race, color, 

national origin, religion, sex, sexual orientation, disability, age, marital status, 

family/parental status, income derived from a public assistance program, political beliefs, 

or gender identity, exclude from participation in, deny the benefits of, or subject to 

discrimination any person in the United States under any program or activity conducted by 

the USDA.  

(b) No person shall be subjected to reprisal for opposing any practice(s) prohibited by this 

part, for filing a complaint, or for participating in any other manner in a proceeding under 

this part.” 

12. According to the Johnson Court 7 C.F.R. § 15d.3 outlines the regulations setting forth the 

procedures for processing complaints pursuant to the non-discrimination policy which is 

found in 7 C.F.R. Pt. 15d. 

13. The Johnson Court cited “Part 15d’s mechanism for investigating complaints of 

discrimination is wholly a creature of regulation; Congress did not mandate its creation in 

ECOA or any other law. As the USDA itself explained in a notice of proposed rulemaking, 

the regulations provide a mechanism for resolving complaints internally and thereby 

avoiding the need for a lawsuit: [I]t should be noted that Part 15d is not an ECOA 

administrative procedure, nor an administrative procedure pursuant to any other Federal 

statute. The proposed regulation merely informs the public of the Department’s 

nondiscrimination policy and of an individual’s right to file a complaint if he or she 

believes that he or she has been discriminated against by the Department so that the 
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Department can take appropriate action. Of course, the availability of 15d and ECOA often 

will be co-extensive, and it often will be the case that a 15d complaint will afford the 

Department an opportunity to provide relief to a complainant that may avoid an ECOA 

lawsuit. 63 Fed. Reg. 62962, 62963 (Nov. 10, 1998).” 

14. The Johnson Court stated “the body within the USDA responsible for fielding complaints 

under its antidiscrimination policy has shifted over the years. See 31 Fed. Reg. 8175 (1981) 

(stating that complaints of discrimination will be investigated by the Office of the Inspector 

General); 54 Fed. Reg. 31163 (1989) (giving responsibility to the Director of the Office of 

Advocacy and Enterprise); 64 Fed. Reg. 66709 (1999) (giving responsibility to the Office 

of Civil Rights). Currently, responsibility lies with OASCR. 7 C.F.R. § 15d.5(b).” 

15. The Johnson Court went on and stated “under OASCR’s procedures, as counsel for the 

USDA employees explained at oral argument, an investigator is appointed to develop 

evidence relevant to the claim. ‘The investigator is a neutral party who develops the official 

record of the case. In the course of developing the record, the investigator is usually the 

person who will have direct contact with the parties, witnesses and other informants.’ 

USDA Departmental Manual 4330–1, § 3.II.2a (Oct. 18, 2000) 

http://www.ocio.usda.gov/sites/default/files/docs/2012/DM4330-001%5B1%5D.pdf 

[https://perma.cc/EP44-8NC5]. The investigator can collect both documentary and 

testimonial evidence from the complainant and the USDA, see id. § 3.III.8, but lacks 

subpoena powers, see id. § 3.II.2.b (“[T]he investigator acts with the same authority as [the 

Office of Civil Rights] and USDA to collect evidence, in whatever form, that is relevant to 

the case. This authority, however, stops short of subpoena power.”).” 
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16. The Johnson Court stated “following the investigation, the investigator creates a ‘record of 

investigation’ or ROI, which is approved by the Chief of the Investigation Unit and 

forwarded to the Adjudication Unit. See id. § 3.III.13–14. An adjudicator then makes a 

determination as to whether there was discrimination based on the information in the ROI 

and issues a Final Agency Decision that must be approved by the Chief of the Adjudication 

Unit. See id. §§ 3.IV.2–5.” 

17. The Johnson Court recognized that “the complainants may be represented by counsel. See 

id. § 3.I.6j. But as conceded by counsel for the USDA and the individual plaintiffs at oral 

argument, there is no procedure for questioning evidence submitted by the opposing party, 

much less an evidentiary hearing – a fact confirmed by the absence of provisions for such 

procedures in the USDA’s manual specifying procedures for Part 15d investigations. See 

generally USDA Departmental Manual 4330–001, supra.” 

18. The Johnson Court concluded “in addition, there appears to be no avenue for seeking 

judicial review of OASCR’s final decisions. No statute provides for judicial review of 

decisions under Part 15d, and we believe the Administrative Procedure Act does not do so 

either. The APA authorizes judicial review of a final agency action, Bowen v. 

Massachusetts, 487 U.S. 879, 891–92 (1988), but only with respect to claims “for which 

there is no other adequate remedy in a court.” 5 U.S.C. § 704. “[Section] 704 ‘does not 

provide additional judicial remedies in situations where the Congress has provided special 

and adequate review procedures.” Bowen, 487 U.S. at 903 (quoting Attorney General’s 

Manual on the Administrative Procedure Act 101 (1947)). 

19. Finally, the Johnson Court held “…that a final agency decision by the USDA resolving a 

complaint under 7 C.F.R. Pt. 15d using the administrative procedures currently in effect 
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does not result in claim preclusion. It may be that if the plaintiff prevails on the merits, a 

court will find that he has already received all the compensation he is entitled to from the 

Part 15d process, but the administrative proceeding does not operate as an automatic bar to 

suit.” Unfortunately, this detailed procedure does not apply to Black farmers like Plaintiff 

Lea, who is continuously denied due process and we therefore request the Court to grant 

all the Plaintiffs the right to an administrative hearing.  

 

JUDICIAL REVIEW OF INFORMAL RULEMAKING UNDER THE 
APA PURSUANT § 5 U.S.C.706 REQUIRES ONE TO EXHAUST 

ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES 
 

20. Under the Administrative Procedures Act (APA), the district court’s review of 

Respondents’ informal rulemaking is to determine if it was “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse 

of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law.” 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A). As the 

Supreme Court held in Citizens to Preserve Overton Park v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402 (1971), 

“the generally applicable standards of § 706 require the reviewing court to engage in a 

substantial inquiry.” Id. At 415. At the same time, however, the Supreme Court 

acknowledged, “the Secretary’s decision is entitled to a presumption of regularity.” Id. The 

Court emphasized, however, That the “presumption is not to shield [the Secretary’s] action 

from a thorough, probing, in-depth review.” Id. The tension inherent in these mandates is 

revealed by the Court’s own declaration that though “this inquiry into the facts is to be 

searching and careful, the ultimate standard of review is a narrow one. The court is not 

empowered to substitute its judgment for that of the agency.” Id. At 416. 

21. The APA directs that “the court shall review the whole record or those parts of it cited by 

a party . . ..” 5 U.S.C. § 706. The definition of what exactly constitutes the “whole record” 
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is not entirely clear, but in Overton Park the Supreme Court directed lower courts to confine 

their review of agency decisions to “the full administrative record that was before the 

Secretary at the time he made his decision.” Id. At 420. The Court clarified this mandate 

in Camp v. Pitts, 411 U.S. 138 (1973), stating that “the focal point for judicial review 

should be the administrative record already in existence, not some new record made 

initially in the reviewing court.” Id. At 142; see also Fla. Power & Light Co. v. Lorion, 470 

U.S. 729, 743-44 (1985) (“The task of the reviewing court is to apply the appropriate APA 

standard of review, 5 U.S.C. § 706, to the agency decision based on 

the record the agency presents to the reviewing court”).  

 

CONTINUING VIOLATIONS UNDER EQUAL CREDIT OPPORTUNITY ACT 
(ECOA) AND THE COVENANT OF GOOD FAITH AND FAIR DEALING 

 

22. The USDA’s refusal to provide a final agency decision and administrative hearings denies 

SDFs from relief only as outlined under the continuing violation of ECOA. The ECOA 

prohibits discrimination against credit applicants based on race, color, religion, national 

origin, sex, marital status, age, or source of income. 15 U.S.C. §§1691 et seq. 

23. By not resolving the discrimination complaints lodged by Black farmers, USDA continues 

to discriminate by forcing Black farmers into adverse financial positions that last for a 

lifetime in most cases. For example, to receive future loans, grants, subsidies or federal 

subsidies with USDA the applicant must meet certain credit requirements. [7 CFR 

3550.103. Credit Requirements]. 

24.  Applicants receiving grant only funding do not need a credit history evaluation. An 

applicant with an outstanding judgment obtained by the United States in a Federal court, 
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other than in the United States Tax Court, is not eligible for a Section 504 grant or 504 

loan. For loans, applicants must have a credit history that indicates a reasonable ability and 

willingness to meet the future debt obligations. 

25. Applicants with a credit score of 620 or higher, do not require Form RD 1944-61, Credit 

History Worksheet, or further evaluation. These applicants are considered to have 

acceptable credit histories, with the exception for loan applicant(s) with a significant 

delinquency history described in Paragraph 4.12 (a), or delinquency of a federal debt. 

26. The inaction of the Defendants to resolve administrative complaints of members of a 

protected class has led to the Plaintiffs inability to receive credit from other institutions 

making the Defendants liable for damages under 15 U.S.C. §§ 1681n and 1681o of the 

FCRA for the USDA’s alleged violation of 15 U.S.C. § 1681s-2(b). 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE RELIEF COMPARISON OF PLAINTIFFS AND SIMILAR 
SITUATED WHITE FARMERS 

 
27. When a similarly situated White farmer has a grievance, he can file directly with the 

Administrative Law Judge 7 C.F.R. §§ 15.8I; 10(f); 10(g); Subpart C. The same right is 

not provided to Black Farmers. White farmer complaints take the ordinary course to receive 

a determination, which is typically within 180 days pursuant to the APA.  As outlined in 

the Johnson Court which is not allotted to Black farmers like the Plaintiffs in the present 

case. 

28. Plaintiff Cowtown Members such as Lucious Abrams are in danger of being foreclosed on 

by the US Department of Agriculture and were denied the opportunity to contest the debt 

or any other matter before the ALJ prior to the unlawful foreclosures were enforced. 
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29. Plaintiff Cowtown members like Abraham Carpenter and thousands of SDFs have sought 

administrative hearings pursuant to the ARPA and for the denial of Equal Protection and 

Due Process. 

30. As aforementioned, the termination of federal assistance by the Secretary allows for an 

administrative hearing before the Administrative Law Judge. Most Cowtown members and 

overall Black farmers in general did not receive the response AD-2047 form outlining the 

amount of past debt owed which was supposed to lead to the federal Defendant to 

eliminating each farmers debt.   

31. Some Plaintiff Cowtown members along with the Douglas family that had past debt with 

USDA suffered the unlawful loss of their family farm and the denial of their federal 

assistance which was terminated by the Secretary and USDA. Legally, the Douglas family 

members should have been allotted an ALJ hearing but instead USDA foreclosed on the 

family farm without on hearing.  Unfortunately, this was after three of the members 

prevailed in Pigford, allowing them to keep the farm due to supposed debt write off in the 

Pigford settlement agreement.  The matters are now ripe before the Court to compel the 

administrative hearings before the ALJ pursuant to agency rules, 7 C.F.R. §§ 15.8I; 10(f); 

10(g). 

32. Moreover, Wynn v. Vilsack, ---F.Supp.3d ---- (2021)- states “if the compelling interest 

sought to be remedied by the legislature through Section 1005 is continued discrimination 

in USDA loans and programs, then relief directed at ending that discrimination would 

appear to be more narrowly tailored than providing complete and automatic debt relief on 

the basis of race” 

33. The Wynn Court further found “however, that case and others like it involve eligibility 
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determinations for funds to which the plaintiffs were entitled to receive under a specific 

law. See Id. At 893, 108 S.Ct. 2722; see also America’s Cmty. Bankers v. F.D.I.C., 200 

F.3d 822, 830 (D.C. Cir. 2000) (noting the purpose of a similar award was “an attempt to 

restore to the plaintiff that to which it was entitled from the beginning.”). In other words, 

in those cases the Plaintiffs alleged a deprivation of a benefit Congress intended for them 

to receive. In such cases, upon a finding that the government has deprived a Plaintiff of a 

specific benefit to which the plaintiff was entitled under the law, the Administrative 

Procedures Act (APA) authorizes an award of specific relief, i.e., an award of the specific 

funds to which the Plaintiff was entitled under the statute.” 

34. The government’s compelling interest to make debt payments to Socially Disadvantaged 

Farmers and Ranchers is subject to a substantial inquiry by the Court. For example, the 

Defendants have willfully created a mechanism to deprive SDFRs the rights to a final 

agency action as required by the APA. The APA allows for 180 days for the agency to take 

action to correct mistakes to avoid the need for Equal Credit Opportunity Act (ECOA) suits 

against it. 

35. Since the year 2000, the Defendants have neglected to respond, investigate, and adjudicate 

nearly 20,000 discrimination complaints lodged at the Office for Civil Rights. 

Additionally, since the year 2000, the Office of Civil Rights, have only issued four Black 

farmers a final agency decision, while none received any monetary damages.  

 

PRAYER OF RELIEF SOUGHT 

A. The Plaintiffs shall submit an administrative complaint to the ALJ, through the 

undersigned counsel for the Secretary within five days of the Court granting an Order 
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for the present Motion to Compel. If the Court stays the proceedings after the motion 

to compel is granted, Federal Defendants must go to mediation within 14 days of the 

Order Granting the Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel to streamline the process with Plaintiff 

Cowtown.  

B. Defendant Vilsack shall forward all documents created by the Defendants that are 

subject to all discrimination complaints filed by the Plaintiffs that led to any and all 

adverse actions to the Plaintiffs, to include correspondence with the Pigford third party 

neutrals and all notes and recommendations from the Pigford Class Action Team. 

C. Defendant Vilsack shall forward any and all letters to the IRS to provide and reimburse 

any and all administrative offset that have been denied to the Plaintiffs. 

D. Defendant Vilsack shall forward to the Plaintiffs any and all correspondence with any 

guaranteed lenders, third party agents or their counsel regarding any guaranteed 

mortgage contract or for any other reason within 30 days entry of the Order Granting 

the Plaintiffs Motion to Compel. 

E. The Administrative Law Judge shall hold a formal hearing on the merits in Washington, 

DC at the federal courthouse or any other approved forum, by this court, reached the 

parties within 60 of this order, if the Administrative Law Judge has not reached a 

decision based on motions for summary judgment by the parties prior to the deadline. 

At any rate, the ALJ shall make a ruling on the claims presented and the order shall be 

made subject to this Court’s Review. 

F. Defendant Vilsack to cancel the debt of ALL PLAINTIFFS pursuant to section 1005 

of the American Rescue Plan Act within 15 days of the Order Granting this motion to 
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compel; to conduct administrative hearings for actual damages for past discriminatory 

actions pursuant section 1006 of the American Rescue Plan Act. 

G. Recovery of attorney fees under the Equal Access to Justice Act. 

 

Respectfully submitted,   
 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  

      /s/ Jillian Hishaw_______ 
      JILLIAN HISHAW 
      WY #001 
      HISHAW LAW LLC 
      109 E 17TH ST., Suite #5166 
      Cheyenne, WY 82001 
      Tel: (307) 228-0407 
      E: jhishaw@hishawlaw.com 
      Counsel for Plaintiff  
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on October 10, 2022, a true and exact copy of the forgoing pleading 
was filled electronically with the Clerk’s office and served upon the parties as indicated below 
through the Court’s ECF System: 

    Dedra S. Curteman 
    Assistant United States Attorney 
    U.S. Attorney’s Office, District of Columbia 
    601 D Street, NW, Washington, D.C. 20530 
    (202) 252-2550 (office) 

                                                                            (202) 809-0776 (cell) 
                                                                            dedra.curteman@usdoj.gov 
 

     Ari Karen   
                 MITCHELL SANDLER LLC   
                 1120 20th Street, NW   
                 Suite 725   
                 Washington, DC 20036   
                 202-886-5260   
                 Email: akaren@mitchellsandler.com  
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    Aziz Burgy   
                AXINN, VELTROP & HARKRIDER LLP   
                1901 L Street NW   
                Washington, DC 20036   
                202-721-5417   
                Email: aburgy@axinn.com  
 
                Thomas Rohback   
                AXINN, VELTROP & HARKRIDER LLP   
                90 State House Square   
                9th Floor   
                Hartford, CT 06103   
                860-275-8110   
                Email: trohback@axinn.com  

  
    Travis C Wheeler   

                NEXSEN PRUET, LLC   
                1230 Main St., Suite 700   
                Columbia, SC 29205   
                803-540-2117   
                Email: twheeler@nexsenpruet.com  
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This the 10th day of October 2022. 
  

                                                                   
                                                                       /s/ Jillian Hishaw______________  

JILLIAN HISHAW  
        WY#001 

 Hishaw Law, LLC   
 109 E. 17th St., Suite 5166   
 Cheyenne, WY 82001   

        Tel: (307) 228-0407   
                                                                                E: jhishaw@hishawlaw.com  
                                                                                Counsel for Plaintiff  
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