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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN 
GREEN BAY DIVISION 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
FRIENDS OF THE SURGEON BAY    CASE NO.: 15-CV-1124 
PUBLIC WATERFRONT, SHAWN FAIRCHILD, 
CARRI ANDERSSON, LINDA COCKBURN, 
RUSSELL COCKBURN, KATHLEEN FINNERTY, 
CHRISTIE WEBER, 
 
  Plaintiffs, 
v. 
 
CITY OF STURGEON BAY AND 
WATERFRONT REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
OF THE CITY OF STURGEON BAY, 
 
  Defendants. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

DEFENDANTS’ BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF THEIR MOTION FOR  
JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS  

 
 

The City of Sturgeon Bay and Waterfront Redevelopment Authority of the City of 

Sturgeon Bay, by their attorneys, Crivello Carlson S.C., submit this brief in support of their 

Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings challenging subject matter jurisdiction and the plausibility 

of the one and only federal cause of action contained in the Complaint.  

INTRODUCTION 
 
This case does not belong in federal court.  Rather, the case involves three causes of 

action relating to state law Public Trust Doctrine issues.   

The plaintiffs – Friends of the Sturgeon Bay Public Waterfront, Shawn Fairchild, Carrie 

Andersson, Linda Cockburn, Russell Cockburn, Kathleen Finnerty, and Christie Weber (“the 

plaintiffs”) – bring this suit against the City of Sturgeon Bay (“the City”) and the Waterfront 
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Redevelopment Authority of the City of Sturgeon Bay (“WRA”) alleging that a proposed 

redevelopment in the City will violate the State’s Public Trust Doctrine.  In their first cause of 

action, however, they allege in conclusory fashion their Fourteenth Amendment substantive due 

process rights will be violated if the City and WRA proceed to sell property to a private buyer for 

commercial purposes in violation of the state laws embodying the Public Trust Doctrine.  

Because this dispute involves only matters of state law, this Court should dismiss the 

Plaintiffs’ alleged federal cause of action and decline subject matter jurisdiction over the 

remaining state law claims.  

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
 

According to the Complaint, the Plaintiffs are a group of individuals as well as an 

unincorporated association located in Sturgeon Bay whose members include the individual 

plaintiffs in this action. (Compl. ¶¶  1, 8-14.)  Together, the Plaintiffs oppose the sale, by the 

City and the WRA, of a piece of land to the Sawyer Hotel Development LLC for the 

development of a privately-owned hotel. (Compl. ¶ 1.)  

The City holds title to portions of the waterfront of Sturgeon Bay, including at both 92 

East Maple Street and 100 East Maple Street. (Compl. ¶¶ 20-21.) The property that the City 

intends to convey to the Sawyer Hotel Development LLC consists of portions of the property at 

both 92 East Maple Street and 100 East Maple Street. (Compl. ¶ 25.)  

In October of 2014, the City requested that the Wisconsin Department of Natural 

Resources work with it on its proposal to redevelop portions of the downtown area and to 

determine the property rights of the area of land along East Maple Street. (Compl. Exh. D.) 

Later that month, the City received a determination from the DNR that “title to the Parcel above 
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the [Ordinary High Water Mark] will rest in the City due to its status as the adjacent riparian 

owner.” (Id.)   

In other words, the City received DNR approval to move forward with this development. 

The Plaintiffs, however, continue to oppose the sale of the property to the Sawyer Hotel 

Development LLC. (See generally Compl.) Prior to commencing this lawsuit, Plaintiffs had the 

opportunity to voice their concerns during public hearings and meetings with the WRA, meetings 

with City Counsel, and through a letter to the City from Midwest Environmental Associates, 

“among other times.” (Compl. ¶ 26.) 

Undeterred that the City and DNR approved the project and found no violation of the 

Public Trust Doctrine, the Plaintiffs filed this suit with three causes of action:  (1) a Fourteenth 

Amendment Substantive Due Process violation attributable to the violation of the Public Trust 

Doctrine (Compl. ¶ 5, Count I; and Civil Cover Sheet – Section VI); (2) a state law claim for 

an ultra vires act by the City attributable to the Public Trust Doctrine (Count II); and (3) a 

breach of the Public Trust Doctrine (Count III). 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 

Rule 12 (c) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure permits a party to move for judgment 

after the parties have filed a complaint and answer. A motion for judgment on the pleadings 

follows the same standard as a motion to dismiss. Thomason v. Nachtrieb, 888 F.2d 1202, 1204 

(7th Cir. 1989). Accordingly, a court may consider any of the pleadings and any written 

instruments attached as an exhibit. Northern Indiana Gun & Outdoor Shows, Inc. v. City of 

South Bend, 163 F.3d 449 (7th Cir. 1998). The Seventh Circuit has considered affidavits, 

letters, contracts, and loan documentation as written instruments when reviewing judgments on 

the pleadings. Id.  
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Additionally, a court must view all facts in the complaint in the light most favorable to 

the nonmoving party. GATX Leasing Corp. v. National Union Fire Ins. Co., 64 F.3d 1112, 

1114 (7th Cir. 1995). However, a court is “not obliged to ignore any facts set forth in the 

complaint that undermine the plaintiff’s claims or to assign any weight to unsupported 

conclusions of law.” R.J.R. Serv., Inc. v. Aetna Cas. & Sur. Co., 895 F.2d 279, 281 (7th Cir. 

1989). Furthermore, if a written instrument that is attached to the complaint contradicts the 

allegations in the complaint, the exhibit will generally trump the allegations, taking into 

consideration why the plaintiff attached the documents, who authored the documents, and the 

reliability of the documents. Northern Indiana, 163 F.3d at 454-55. After review of the 

pleadings and any written instruments attached thereto, a motion for judgment on the pleadings 

should be granted if the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. GATX Leasing Corp., 

64 F.3d at 1114.  

ARGUMENT 
 

This Court should dismiss the Plaintiffs’ lawsuit because they have failed to state a claim, 

and also because the Plaintiffs’ claimed land use violations are rooted solely in the state law 

Public Trust Doctrine. Furthermore, once the Court has dismissed the plaintiffs’ federal claim, it 

should decline jurisdiction of the remaining state law claims.   

I. THIS COURT LACKS JURISDICTION BECAUSE THE PLAINTIFFS’ SOLE 
FEDERAL CLAIM DOES NOT CONFER SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 
AND MUST BE DISMISSED FOR FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM.  

 
In Count 1 of the Complaint—the only count alleging federal court jurisdiction—the 

plaintiffs  cloak their Public Trust Doctrine claims as a federal cause of action under 42 U.S.C. 

§ 1983 alleging a violation of the Fourteenth Amendment’s Due Process Clause. This claim 

should be dismissed because the Plaintiffs have failed to meet the federal heightened 

Case 1:15-cv-01124-WCG   Filed 11/10/15   Page 4 of 14   Document 14



5 
 

“plausibility” pleading standards. See Bell Atlantic v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 566, 570 (2007). 

Furthermore, the Plaintiffs’ alleged violation of the Fourteenth Amendment is rooted in state 

law, and the plaintiffs have not otherwise alleged a violation of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

Rock-Koshkonong Lake Dist. V. State Dept. of Natural Resources, 2013 WI 74 ¶ 73, 350 

Wis.2d 45, 833 N.W.2d 800; Lee v. City of Chicago, 330 F.3d 456, 467 (7th Cir. 2003); R.W. 

Docks & Slips v. State, 2001 WI 73 ¶ 18, 244 Wis.2d 497, 628 N.W.2d 781. Accordingly, this 

Court should reject Plaintiffs’ federal claim as a matter of law because it cannot stand.  

a. The Public Trust Doctrine is a Matter of State Law and is Not Cognizable 
Under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.  

 
 The federal cause of action should also be dismissed because this Court lacks subject 

matter jurisdiction. In Count 1 of the Complaint, the Plaintiffs asserted a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 

1983 alleging a violation of their due process rights under the Fourteenth Amendment based on 

an alleged violation of Wisconsin’s Public Trust Doctrine. (Compl. ¶¶ 5, 30-39.)  However, 42 

U.S.C. § 1983 “is not itself a source of substantive rights” but rather provides “a method for 

vindicating federal rights elsewhere conferred.” Baker v. McCollan, 443 U.S. 137, 144 n.3 

(1979)(emphasis added).  Violations of state law, as alleged here, are not cognizable under 42 

U.S.C. § 1983. See, e.g., J.H. ex rel. Higgen v. Johnson, 346 F.3d 788, 793 (7th Cir. 2003); 

Kraushaar v. Flanigan, 45 F.3d 1040, 1047 (7th Cir. 1995).  To state a claim under § 1983, a 

plaintiff must allege a violation of a right under federal law or the United States Constitution, 

and that “the deprivation of that right resulted from the defendant[s] acting under color of law.”  

See, e.g., Fries v. Helsper, 146 F.3d 452, 457 (7th Cir. 1998).  “Every official abuse of power, 

even if unreasonable, unjustified, or outrageous, does not rise to the level of a federal 

constitutional deprivation.”  Kernats v. O'Sullivan, 35 F.3d 1171, 1175 (7th Cir. 1994) (internal 

citation omitted).   
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Accordingly, because the Public Trust Doctrine is rooted in Wisconsin law, the Plaintiffs’ 

sole § 1983 claim should be rejected as conferring subject matter jurisdiction. See Rock-

Koshkonong Lake Dist. V. State Dept. of Natural Resources, 2013 WI 74 ¶ 73, 350 Wis.2d 45, 

833 N.W.2d 800 (recognizing that the public trust doctrine stems from the Wisconsin 

Constitution.). 

The lack of federal court subject matter jurisdiction over an alleged Public Trust Doctrine 

violation is supported by the history of the Public Trust Doctrine in Wisconsin. 

The Public Trust Doctrine is rooted in Article IX, sec. 1 of the Wisconsin Constitution, 

which states the following: 

The state shall have concurrent jurisdiction on all rivers and lakes 
bordering on this state so far as such rivers or lakes shall form a 
common boundary to the state and any other state or territory now 
or hereafter to be formed, and bounded by the same; and the river 
Mississippi and the navigable waters leading into the Mississippi 
and St. Lawrence, and the carrying places between the same, shall 
be common highways and forever free, as well to the inhabitants of 
the state as to the citizens of the United States, without any tax 
impost or duty therefor. 

 
The Doctrine is intended to hold certain shoreline property in trust for public use by 

individuals living in the states. Nekoosa-Edwards Paper Co. v. Railroad Commission, 201 

Wis.40, 228 N.W. 144, 147 (1929). While initially intended for commercial purposes, the 

Doctrine has been interpreted as protecting both commercial and noncommercial activities. Id. 

(including non-commercial activities such as “sailing, rowing, canoeing, bathing, fishing, 

hunting, skating, and other purposes”); Wis.’s Envtl. Decade v. Dept. of Natural Resources, 85 

Wis.2d 518, 526, 271 N.W.2d 69 (recognizing the state’s role to protect and preserve the scenic 

beauty.) 
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The history of the Public Trust Doctrine in Wisconsin begins with the Northwest 

Ordinance of 1787. Muench v. Public Service Commission, 261 Wis. 492, 499 53 N.W.2d 514 

(1952). In negotiations leading up to the ratification of the Ordinance, the Virginia legislature 

authorized the ceding, to the federal government, of the Northwest Territory provided that two 

conditions were met—one of which was that all “navigable waters flowing into the Mississippi 

and the St. Lawrence rivers, and the carrying places between them were to be forever public 

highways.” Id. Thus, this condition was incorporated into the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 and 

was applicable to the federal government’s control of the Northwest Territory. Id.; see also, 

Shively v. Bowlby, 152 U.S. 1 (1894).  

However, as recognized by the Wisconsin Supreme Court, the federal government lost 

any claim to title of the land within the Northwest Territory once Wisconsin gained statehood:  

The United States never had title, in the Northwest Territory out of 
which this state was carved, to the beds of lakes, ponds, and 
navigable rivers, expect in trust for public purposes; and its trust in 
that regard was transferred to the state, and must there continue 
forever, so far as necessary to the enjoyment thereof by the people 
of this commonwealth. Whatever concession the state may make 
without violating the essentials of the trust, it has been held, can 
properly be made to riparian proprietors.  
 

Illinois Steel Co. v. Bilot, 109 Wis. 418, 84 N.W. 855, 856-857 (1901).  

The federal government has had neither title to the land in the public’s trust nor 

applicable laws regulating the land in the public’s trust since 1848, when the State of Wisconsin 

was admitted to the Union. Id. at 856; Muench 261 Wis. at 499.  

Accordingly, the Public Trust Doctrine, upon which the plaintiffs’ now rely, stems solely 

from rights afforded under the Wisconsin Constitution. See Rock-Koshkonong Lake Dist. V. 

State Dept. of Natural Resources, 2013 WI 74 ¶ 73, 350 Wis.2d 45, 833 N.W.2d 800 

(recognizing that the public trust doctrine “is rooted in Article XI, Section 1.”)  
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In a case very similar to this, a federal court dismissed a plaintiff’s substantive due 

process claim because the plaintiff had attempted to cloak a violation of the Public Trust 

Doctrine as a violation of the Fourteenth Amendment. Pappas v. Milwaukee County, Case No. 

09C598, 2010 WL 1484234 (E.D. Wis. April 12, 2010). There, the court stated that the 

plaintiff’s claim was actually one of state law, and violations of state law are not cognizable 

under § 1983. Id.  

As in Pappas, the Plaintiffs here cannot bring a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 that is 

premised in state law. Indeed, the Plaintiffs’ Complaint appropriately acknowledges the 

underlying laws at issue are found in the Wisconsin Constitution and the Wisconsin statutes. 

(Compl. ¶ ¶ 31-32, 35-36). However, because such state law claims are not cognizable under 

§ 1983, this Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction. 

b. The Complaint Does Not Meet the Federal Plausibility Pleading Standards.  
 

To withstand a motion to dismiss, which follows the same standard as a judgment on the 

pleadings, a complaint must contain facts that state a claim that is “plausible on its face,” such 

that the defendant’s liability is a “reasonable inference” from the facts. Twombly, 550 U.S. at 

566, 570.  In considering the plausibility of a claim, a court must accept all factual allegations in 

the complaint as true and draw reasonable inferences in favor of the plaintiff. St. John’s United 

Church of Christ v. City of Chicago, 502 F.3d 616, 625 (7th Cir. 2007).  

However, while courts should assume the truthfulness of factual allegations in a 

complaint, they “are not bound to accept as true a legal conclusion couched as a factual 

allegation.” Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662 678 (2009).  Thus, “threadbare recitals of the 

elements of a cause of action, supported by mere conclusory statements” are not entitled to the 

assumption of proof, and a plaintiff must plead more than an “unadorned, the-defendant-
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unlawfully-harmed-me accusation.” Id. at 678.  Put differently, courts should not accept as 

adequate a pleading that contains mere “abstract recitations of the elements of a cause of action.” 

Brooks v. Ross, 578 F.3d 574, 581 (7th Cir. 2009).  Accordingly, the Supreme Court has 

articulated the following two-part test: First, a court should identify these conclusory statements 

that are not entitled to the assumption of truthfulness; Second, a court should review the 

remaining factual allegations to determine if they “nudge” the claim “across the line from 

conceivable to plausible.” Iqbal, at 683 (quoting Twombly, 550 U.S. at 570.) 

In this instance, the Plaintiffs have merely pled in conclusory fashion that certain alleged 

violations of state law constitute “a violation of the rights of Plaintiffs and other Wisconsin 

citizens under the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.” (Compl. ¶ 37.) Plaintiffs 

allege no facts suggesting the City deprived them of a right protected by substantive due process. 

Rather, they sue for alleged harm attributable to alleged violations, in one form or another, of the 

state’s Public Trust Doctrine.  The allegations, as set forth in the Complaint, are an attempt to 

mask a state-law claim as a federal § 1983 due process claim. The remaining allegations are 

conclusory and fail to meet the Twombly plausibility standard.  

c. The Plaintiffs Have Not Otherwise Alleged a Violation of the Fourteenth 
Amendment.  

 
Additionally, Plaintiffs have not plausibly asserted a substantive due process violation 

because they have not identified conscious shocking behavior, the deprivation of a fundamental 

right or the inadequacies of state law remedies or an independent constitutional violation.  

There are two types of substantive due process violations. The first occurs when the 

exercise of government authority involves law enforcement officers and their conduct is such 

that it “shocks the conscience.” See Rochin v. California, 342 U.S. 165, 172-73 (1952). The 

second occurs when a state actor violates an identified liberty or property interest protected by 
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the Due Process Clause. See Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 U.S. 390, 399 (1923). In either 

circumstance, however, courts have emphasized that the substantive due process doctrine has a 

limited scope. Lee v. City of Chicago, 330 F.3d 456, 467 (7th Cir. 2003) citing Washington v. 

Glucksberg, 521 U.S. 702 (1997).  

The substantive due process claim here fails for three reasons.  

First, the availability of adequate state law remedies under the Public Trust Doctrine bars 

the plaintiffs from bringing a substantive due process claim at the outset. See Fox v. Hayes, 600 

F.3d 819, 841 (7th Cir. 2010)(holding that plaintiff’s substantive due process claim was barred 

when it consisted only of a hybrid of his Fourth Amendment false arrest and state law malicious 

prosecution claims.).  The Supreme Court and the Seventh Circuit have long emphasized the 

limited scope of the substantive due process Doctrine and have discouraged not only the “shoe-

horning” of claims that are better protected by another amendment into the Fourteenth 

Amendment, but also the invocation of substantive due process when an adequate state law 

remedy exists. Id. (citations omitted). This is because, when a state law remedy exists, due 

process of law is afforded because the aggrieved party has the opportunity to pursue a claim in 

state court. See Newsome v. McCabe, 256 F.3d 747, 751 (7th Cir. 2001). In the case at hand, 

Plaintiffs alleged Defendants violated their due process rights by violating Wisconsin’s Public 

Trust Doctrine, for which there is an adequate state-law remedy as explained above. Because 

their due process claim consists of nothing more than a state-law claim, the Plaintiffs due process 

claim is barred as a matter of law.  

Second, Plaintiffs cannot show as a matter of law their suit involves a fundamental right 

recognized by federal law.  Substantive due process is a doctrine that prohibits the government 

from infringing on “certain ‘fundamental’ liberty interests at all, no matter what process is 
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provided, unless the infringement is narrowly tailored to serve a compelling state interest.” Reno 

v. Flores, 507 U.S. 292, 303 (1993). When no fundamental liberty interest exists and the 

substantive due process challenge is instead based solely in a property interest, a plaintiff must 

show “either the inadequacy of state law remedies or an independent constitutional violation 

before the court will even engage in [a] deferential rational-basis review.” Lee, 330 F.3d at 467. 

(internal citations omitted.) In this instance, the plaintiffs cannot prove that a fundamental right 

to lakebeds exists, nor can they prove either the inadequacies of state law remedies or that an 

independent constitutional violation occurred.  

With regard to fundamental rights, the Supreme Court has “always been reluctant to 

expand the concept of substantive due process.” Collins v. Harker Heights, 503 U.S. 115, 125 

(1992) (stressing the need for “judicial self-restraint” when considering substantive due process). 

Rights afforded protection under substantive due process must be “objectively, deeply rooted in 

this Nation’s history and tradition” and “implicit in the concept of ordered liberty, such that 

neither liberty nor justice would exist if they were sacrificed.” Glucksberg, 521 U.S. at 720-21. 

Not surprisingly, expansions of substantive due process involving fundamental rights usually 

come in the form of landmark Supreme Court decisions which relate to liberty issues such as 

marriage, procreation, family relationships, child rearing and education, and the right to bodily 

integrity. See Loving v. Virginia, 388 U.S. 1, (1967); Skinner v. Oklahoma ex. Rel. Williamson, 

316 U.S. 535 (1942); Prince v. Massachusetts, 321 U.S. 158 (1944); Pierce v. Society of 

Sisters, 268 U.S. 510 (1925) Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113 (1973); Eisenstadt v. Baird, 405 U.S. 

438 (1972).  

Here, however, the Plaintiffs’ claim to a substantive due process right in a “beneficial 

interest . . . in the use of trust property” is starkly different from the rights considered 
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fundamental—and thereby afforded substantive due process protection—by the United States 

Supreme Court. (See Compl. ¶ 37.) Rather, any right afforded to the Plaintiffs to access lakebed 

property stems from the state Public Trust Doctrine and not from a fundamental right. ABKA 

Ltd. P’ship v. DNR, 247 Wis.2d 793, 814-15 (Ct. App. 2001); see also Pappas v. Milwaukee 

County, Case No. 09C598, 2010 WL 1484234 (E.D. Wis. April 12, 2010) (order dismissing 

plaintiff’s substantive due process claims premised in the Public Trust Doctrine because “any 

right that plaintiff may have as a member of the public to access lakebed property stems from the 

state public trust doctrine” and such claims “are not cognizable under § 1983.”).  

Third, because no fundamental right to lakebed property exists, Plaintiffs must allege 

either the inadequacy of state law remedies or an independent constitutional violation but here, 

too, their Complaint is deficient and must be dismissed. Lee, 330 F.3d at 467; see also Wudtke 

v. Davel, 128 F.3d 1057, 1062 (7th Cir. 1997) (“[I]n cases where the plaintiff complains that he 

has been unreasonably deprived of a state-created property interest, without alleging a violation 

of some other substantive constitutional right or that available state remedies are inadequate, the 

plaintiff has not stated a substantive due process claim.”) The Plaintiffs’ Complaint is devoid of 

any allegation of either the inadequacy of state law remedies or an independent constitutional 

violation. Therefore, the substantive due process claim should be dismissed as a matter of law.  

II. THE COURT SHOULD DECLINE SUPPLEMENTAL JURSIDCTION OVER 
THE PLAINTIFFS’ REMAINING STATE LAW CLAIMS.  

 
The Plaintiffs’ remaining claims involve issues of state law only, namely violations of 

Article IX, Section 1 of the Wisconsin Constitution and state law concepts involving the ultra 

vires doctrine.  As a result, this Court should relinquish its supplemental jurisdiction under 28 

U.S.C. § 1367.  
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28 U.S.C. § 1367 provides that “in any civil action of which the district courts have 

original jurisdiction, the district courts shall have supplemental jurisdiction over all other claims 

that are so related to claims in the action within such original jurisdiction that they form part of 

the same case or controversy under Article III of the United States Constitution.” A district court 

may decline supplemental jurisdiction when it has dismissed all claims over which is has original 

jurisdiction. 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c)(3). In fact, the general presumption is that if federal claims 

drop out before trial, the district court should relinquish jurisdiction over the state-law claims. 

Williams Electronics Games, Inc. v. Garrity, 479 F.3d 904, 907 (7th Cir. 2007); Khan v. State 

Oil Co., 93 F.3d 1358, 1366 (7th Cir. 1996) judgment vacated on other grounds by State Oil Co. 

v. Khan, 522 U.S. 3 (1997) (“The presumption in favor of relinquishment when all federal 

claims fall out before trial is rebuttable . . . but it should not be lightly abandoned, as it is based 

on a legitimate and substantial concern with minimizing federal intrusion into areas of purely 

state law.”) 

For the reasons explained above, the single federal claim in this case fails to invoke 

federal court subject matter jurisdiction and otherwise fails as a matter of law. Accordingly, this 

Court should decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state law claims.  

CONCLUSION 
 

Based on the above arguments, the defendants request that the Court enter a judgment on 

the pleadings in their favor and that the plaintiffs’ Complaint against them be dismissed in its 

entirety.  
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Dated this 10th day of November, 2015. 

        
 

CRIVELLO CARLSON, S.C. 
Attorneys for Defendants 

 
 
      BY:  s/Samantha R. Schmid   
       REMZY D. BITAR 
       State Bar No:  1038340 
       SAMANTHA R. SCHMID  
       State Bar No:   1096315 
       710 North Plankinton Avenue 
       Milwaukee, Wisconsin  53203   
       Telephone:  414-271-7722 
       Fax: 414-271-4438 
       E-mail: rbitar@crivellocarlson.com 

E-mail: sschmid@crivellocarlson.com 

Case 1:15-cv-01124-WCG   Filed 11/10/15   Page 14 of 14   Document 14


