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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA  
 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA;  ) Case No. 2:10-cv-1890-GMN-PAL 
ex rel. Thomas Howard; Robert Weldy,     ) 
      )           
  Plaintiffs/Relators,  ) DEFENDANT’S MEMORANDUM 
      ) OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN 
      ) SUPPORT OF MOTION TO DISMISS 
 vs.      ) 
      ) 
SHOSHONE PAIUTE TRIBES, DUCK ) 
VALLEY INDIAN RESERVATION, ) 
      ) 
  Defendant.   ) 
____________________________________) 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

The Shoshone-Paiute Tribes are a federally-recognized Indian Tribe.1  The Tribes’ 

Constitution and Bylaws were ratified on March 21, 1935, and approved by the Secretary of 

Interior on April 20, 1936.  The Tribes operate the Owyhee Community Health Facility (“Tribal 

Health Facility”) in Owyhee, Nevada, and provide various programs, functions, services and 

activities to Tribal members and other eligible individuals under a Compact and Annual Funding 

Agreements with the Secretary of Health and Human Services authorized, inter alia, by the 

Snyder Act, 25 U.S.C. § 13, by the Indian Health Care Improvement Act, 25 U.S.C. § 1601, et 

seq., as amended, and by Title V of the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act, 

25 U.S.C. § 458aaa, et seq.   

Relators are two former, short-term employees at the Tribal Health Facility.  Robert 

Weldy was employed briefly as an (unlicensed) psychologist and administrator, and Thomas 

Howard was employed briefly as an emergency medical technician.  Relators Weldy and Howard 

allege that “Defendant, the Paiute Shoshone [sic] Duck Valley Indian Reservation” has engaged 

in a “pattern and practice of making false and fraudulent claims” and “has knowingly received 

millions of dollars in federal monies to which it was never entitled” in violation of the False 

Claims Act, 31 U.S.C. § 3729(a)(1), (2) and (7).2   

1  Indian Entities Recognized and Eligible To Receive Services From the United States 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 75 Fed. Reg. 60,810, 60,812 (Oct. 1, 2010). 
 
2  Complaint (Doc. 1) ¶¶ 17, 19.  The complaint nowhere specifically mentions the Tribes.  
The complaint alleges “Defendant is an Indian Reservation” and uses that term throughout.  Id. ¶ 
8 (“Defendant is an Indian Reservation located on the Nevada-Idaho state line.  Defendant Indian 
Reservation was originally established in 1877 and was subsequently enlarged by executive 
order.”) (emphasis added); Id. ¶ 17 (“Defendant, the Paiute Shoshone [sic] Duck Valley Indian 
Reservation”) (emphasis added).  The Tribes, of course, are not a “reservation.”  A “reservation” 
is a geographic area.       
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The Tribes were served with the complaint and summons in this action nearly two and 

one-half years after the case was filed under seal, and now appear specially to contest jurisdiction 

and request dismissal.3  

II.  ARGUMENT 

A.  THE CASE MUST BE DISMISSED FOR LACK OF JURISDICTION.   

The False Claims Act (“FCA”) was enacted in 1863 to address widespread fraud during 

the Civil War.  The purpose was to “protect the funds and property of the Government from 

fraudulent claims.”4  The FCA “prohibits persons from knowingly presenting a false or 

fraudulent claim for payment or approval by the federal government.”5  The FCA permits private 

individuals such as Weldy and Howard (“relators”) to bring a civil action for violations of the 

FCA, recover damages on behalf of the United States and be rewarded for their efforts.6   

  
3  On October 28, 2010, the complaint was filed “in camera and under seal” per 31 U.S.C. § 
3730(b)(2).  Doc. 1.  The United States declined to prosecute.  Doc. 4.  On December 13, 2011, 
the Court granted relators’ motion to unseal and proceed.  Doc. 8.  On January 30, 2012, relators 
delivered the complaint and a summons addressed to “Shoshone Paiute Tribes, Duck Valley 
Indian Reservation, c/o Business Counsel [sic] Tribal Chairman,” to the Elko County Sherriff.  
On March 3, 2012, the Sherriff delivered those documents to the Shoshone-Paiute Tribal Court 
in Owyhee.  On March 20, 2012, the Tribal Court forwarded the complaint and the summons to 
the Tribal Chairman’s office.  
 
4  Rainwater v. United States, 356 U.S. 590, 592 (1958).  Accord Ebeid ex. rel. United 
States v. Lungwitz, 616 F.3d 993, 995 (9th Cir. 2010) (“The FCA was enacted during the Civil 
War with the purpose of forfending widespread fraud by government contractors who were 
submitting inflated invoices and shipping faulty goods to the government.”) (quoting United 
States ex rel. Hopper v. Anton, 91 F.3d 1261, 1265-66 (9th Cir. 1996)). 
 
5  Pfingston v. Ronan Eng’g Co., 284 F.3d 999, 1002-03 (9th Cir. 2002) (emphasis added). 
 
6  31 U.S.C. § 3730; Vt. Agency of Nat. Res. v. United States ex rel. Stevens, 529 U.S. 765, 
768-70 (2000) (history of qui tam actions) (“Stevens”).   
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The Shoshone-Paiute Tribes are not subject to the FCA for two related but distinct 

reasons: (a) Indian Tribes have sovereign immunity from suit, including FCA claims, and (b) 

Indian Tribes, like States, are sovereigns and not “persons” within the meaning of the statute.  

Thus, the Court does not have subject matter jurisdiction over this matter.7 

1. Sovereign Immunity Bars this Action.   

The first dispositive issue is tribal sovereign immunity.  It is long-settled law that Indian 

Tribes, like other sovereigns, enjoy immunity from suit absent their consent or authorization 

from Congress: “A tribe may not be sued except where Congress has specifically stripped its 

sovereign immunity by providing for suit.”8  A waiver of tribal immunity must be unequivocally 

expressed, and cannot be implied.9  Sovereign immunity is jurisdictional; its recognition by the 

Court is not discretionary; and it bars suit against a Tribe irrespective of the substantive 

allegations of the claim.10   

Here, there has been neither a tribal waiver nor a congressional waiver of the Shoshone-

Paiute Tribes’ sovereign immunity.  The complaint does not allege that the Tribes have waived 

their sovereign immunity and consented to FCA suits—nor could it, for no such waiver exists.  

7  Fla. Paraplegic Ass’n v. Miccosukee Tribe of Indians, 166 F.3d 1126, 1130 (11th Cir. 
1999) (“[W]hether an Indian tribe is subject to a statute and whether the tribe may be sued for 
violating the statute are two entirely different questions.”) (emphasis in original).  
  
8  Wasson v. Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe, 782 F. Supp. 2d 1144, 1148 (D. Nev. 2011); see, 
e.g., Kiowa Tribe of Okla. v. Mfg. Techs., Inc., 523 U.S. 751, 754 (1998) (“As a matter of federal 
law, an Indian tribe is subject to suit only where Congress has authorized the suit or the tribe has 
waived its immunity.”). 
 
9  Santa Clara Pueblo v. Martinez, 436 U.S. 49, 59 (1978).   
 
10  Puyallup Tribe, Inc., v. Dep’t of Game, 433 U.S. 165, 172-73 (1977); Cal. Dep’t of Fish 
and Game v. Quechan Tribe of Indians, 595 F.2d 1153, 1154-55 (9th Cir. 1979). 
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In the absence of congressional waiver or Tribal consent, the Tribes’ sovereign immunity 

requires dismissal of this action.  As the court in Kendall v. Chief Leschi School, Inc., stated: 

Federal law grants sovereign immunity to tribes. Immunity can only be waived 
through the consent of the tribe or an act of Congress. …  
 
No waiver has taken place. First, the False Claims Act does not waive sovereign 
immunity.  As a sovereign, the Puyallup [Tribe], like the State of Vermont, [is] 
free from suit under this act. Second, there is nothing in the pleadings to indicate 
that the Puyallup have waived their sovereign immunity. The Court lacks subject 
matter jurisdiction over the Puyallup.11 
 
This issue is dispositive, and provides a clear and distinct basis for dismissal of this 

action.  FED. R. CIV. P. 12(b)(1). 

2. Tribes are not Subject to the False Claims Act.   

The second point, related and also dispositive, is the statute itself.  The False Claims Act 

imposes civil liability upon “[a]ny person” who “knowingly presents, or causes to be presented . 

. . a false or fraudulent claim for payment or approval” to obtain money or property, any part of 

which is provided by the Federal government.  31 U.S.C. § 3729(a)(1)(A) (emphasis added).   

In Stevens, the United States Supreme Court held that sovereign governments are not 

“persons” for the purposes of the FCA and that a relator therefore could not bring a qui tam 

action against a State agency.  The Court reasoned that, not only is there a presumption that the 

general use of the term “person” in statutes does not include the sovereign, but that “[States] are 

sovereigns . . . and both comity and respect for our federal system demand that something more 

11  Slip Copy, No. C07-5220 RBL, 2008 WL 4104021 at *1 (W.D. Wash. Sept. 3, 2008) 
(citing Kiowa Tribe, 523 U.S. at 754; Puyallup Tribe, supra; C & L Enters., Inc. v. Citizen Band 
Potawatomi Indian Tribe, 498 U.S. 505, 509 (1991); Stevens, 529 U.S. at 779.  See also Bly-
Magee v. California, 236 F.3d 1014, 1017 (9th Cir. 2001) (citing Stevens and dismissing an FCA 
suit against a State because “states and state agencies enjoy sovereign immunity from liability 
under the FCA”). 
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than mere use of the word ‘person’ demonstrate the federal intent to authorize unconsented 

private suit against them.”12 

In the recent case of United States v. Menominee Tribal Enterprises,13 the district court 

applied Stevens and explicitly held that Tribes are not “persons” under the FCA and therefore are 

not subject to FCA suits:  

Although the immunity question does not conclusively answer the question of 
what the statute means (i.e., whether a tribe is a ‘person’ under 31 U.S.C. § 
3729(a)), the existence of immunity is what drives a key statutory interpretation 
presumption. The holding of the Stevens court reiterated the presumption that the 
term ‘person’ does not include the sovereign, the upshot of which is that before a 
sovereign can be sued there must be some ‘affirmative indications’ of Congress’ 
intent to abrogate immunity. …  
 
And just as Congress ‘must do something more’ to indicate that a sovereign state 
may be sued, it must do so if it intends a sovereign tribe to be sued.  Because 
Stevens turned largely on the statutory presumption afforded sovereign entities, 
and because there is no affirmative evidence that Congress intended to allow 
Indian tribes to be sued under the FCA, I conclude tribes are not ‘persons’ under § 
3729(a).14  
 
As was the case in Menominee Tribal Enterprises, the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes’ sovereign 

12  Stevens, 529 U.S. at 780 n.9.  The Court concluded that “the FCA, both as originally 
enacted and as amended, far from providing the requisite affirmative indications that the term 
‘person’ included States for purposes of qui tam liability, indicate quite the contrary.”  Id. at 787. 

13  601 F. Supp. 2d 1061 (E.D. Wis. 2009). 
 
14  Id. at 1068; accord United States. ex rel. Braun v. Seminole Tribe of Fla., Order of 
Dismissal for Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction, Case No. 98-6580-CIV-LENARD, slip op. at 
7 (S.D. Fla. Aug. 31, 1999) (holding that Tribes are not “persons” under FCA because “nowhere 
in the FCA or its legislative history does Congress declare an intention to abrogate sovereign 
immunity, so that private citizens may bring qui tam actions against American Indians tribes, 
under the FCA.”), aff’d, 232 F.3d 215 (11th Cir. 2000) (table decision).  Indian Tribes are, first 
and “foremost, sovereign nations.”  Am. Vantage Cos., Inc. v. Table Mountain Rancheria, 292 
F.3d 1091, 1096 (9th Cir. 2001). 
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status necessarily excludes them from the FCA’s definition of “person.”15  This issue is 

dispositive, and again provides a clear and distinct basis for dismissal of this action.  FED. R. CIV. 

P. 12(b)(1) and (6).    

B. THE COMPLAINT MUST BE DISMISSED UNDER CIVIL RULE 9(b).   

Last, even if the Court were to find that the Tribes are subject to the FCA and could be 

sued, the complaint must be dismissed for failure to meet the standards of Rule 9(b): “In alleging 

fraud or mistake, a party must state with particularity the circumstances constituting fraud or 

mistake.”  FED. R. CIV. P. 9(b). 

It is settled that Rule 9(b) applies to FCA allegations.16  An FCA complaint must, at the 

very least, identify specific false claims actually submitted to the government and set forth 

details supporting the fraud allegations with the particularity required by Rule 9(b).17  In other 

words, the complaint “must identify ‘the who, what, when, where, and how’ of the misconduct 

charged.”18  The relator must specify why the false statement is material to the payment decision 

15  Menominee Tribal Enterprises, 601 F. Supp. at 1068-69; accord Pakootas v. Teck 
Cominco Metals, Ltd., 632 F. Supp. 2d 1029, 1032 (E.D. Wash. 2009) (Indian Tribe was not a 
“person” under CERCLA because statute’s definition of “‘person’ . . . does not include ‘Indian 
tribes’” and “sovereigns will not be read into the term ‘person’ unless there is affirmative 
evidence that Congress intended to include sovereigns.  Congress can waive a tribe’s immunity 
from suit, but that waiver must be clearly expressed.  Congress has plenary power over tribal 
sovereignty, but must make clear its intent to limit that sovereignty.”) (citations omitted). 
 
16  Bly-Magee, 236 F.3d at 1018.   
 
17  United States ex rel. Aflatooni v. Kitsap Physicians Serv., 314 F.3d 995, 997 (9th Cir. 
2002) (“It seems to be a fairly obvious notion that a False Claims Act suit ought to require a false 
claim.”). 
 
18  United States ex rel. Cafasso v. Gen. Dynamics, Inc., 637 F.3d 1047, 1054-55 (9th Cir. 
2011) (“The heightened pleading standard of Rule 9(b) governs FCA claims. . . . To satisfy Rule 
9(b), a pleading must identify ‘the who, what, when, where, and how of the misconduct 
charged,’ as well as ‘what is false or misleading about [the purportedly fraudulent] statement, 
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of the government.19  And, of course, a violation of law alone does not create an FCA cause of 

action: “[t]he heart of fraud is an intentional misrepresentation.  A violation of a regulatory 

provision, in the absence of a knowingly false or misleading representation, does not amount to 

fraud.”20   

Fraud allegations must be “specific enough to give defendants notice of the particular 

misconduct which is alleged to constitute the fraud charged so that they can defend against the 

charge and not just deny that they have done anything wrong.”21  For example, one often cited 

opinion states: 

[A] relator must provide details that identify particular false claims for payment 
that were submitted to the government.  In a case such as this, details concerning 
the dates of the claims, the content of the forms or bills submitted, their 
identification numbers, the amount of money charged to the government, the 
particular goods or services for which the government was billed, the individuals 
involved in the billing, and the length of time between the alleged fraudulent 
practices and the submission of claims based on those practices are the types of 
information that may help a relator to state his or her claims with particularity. 
These details do not constitute a checklist of mandatory requirements that must be 
satisfied by each allegation included in a complaint.  However . . . we believe that 
some of this information for at least some of the claims must be pleaded in order 
to satisfy Rule 9(b).22 

and why it is false.’”) (citing Ebeid ex rel. United States v. Lungwitz, 616 F.3d 993, 998 (9th Cir. 
2010) (internal quotation marks and citations omitted)). 
 
19  United States v. Bourseau, 531 F.3d 1159, 1170-71 (9th Cir. 2008).  
 
20  United States ex rel. Hopper v. Anton, 91 F.3d 1261, 1266 (9th Cir. 1996) (quoting X 
Corp. v. Doe, 816 F. Supp. 1086, 1093 (E.D. Va. 1993)). 

21  Neubronner v. Milken, 6 F.3d 666, 671 (9th Cir. 1993) (emphasis added) (citations 
omitted). 
 
22  United States ex rel. Karvelas v. Melrose-Wakefield Hosp., 360 F.3d 220, 232-33 (1st 
Cir. 2004) (internal citations and quotations omitted), abrogated in part by Allison Engine Co. v. 
United States ex rel. Sanders, 553 U.S. 662 (2008). 
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False Claims Act dismissals under Rule 9(b) are legion,23  and relators’ complaint in this 

matter is far worse than most.  There is not a single specific fact alleged concerning any specific 

claim.  Relators actually (and repeatedly) admit they “do not know the exact amount of 

Defendant’s [alleged] unjust enrichment.”  See Complaint (Doc. 1) ¶¶ 29, 33, 37.  Instead, they 

broadly assert there is a “pattern and practice” and a “fraudulent scheme” through which the 

“Indian Reservation]” obtained “millions of dollars which it was not entitled too [sic] and was 

unjustly enriched at the expense of the federal government by not refunding the federal 

government for these false claims.”  Id. ¶¶ 19, 25.      

The complaint in this matter is a mishmash of mangled and incorrect facts, misstatements 

of law and sweeping insinuations of connivance—all without the “who, what, where and when” 

required by the Rule.  For example, one of relators’ central allegations is that the Tribes billed 

Medicaid and Medicare after the Tribal Health Facility lost Joint Commission hospital 

accreditation and continued operation as a Tribal clinic.  Id. ¶ 20.  This is hardly “fraud.”  The 

Tribes are authorized to implement program redesign under the Indian Self-Determination and 

Education Assistance Act, 25 U.S.C. § 458aaa-5(e).24   

In this instance, the program redesign was achieved through close collaboration with the 

Indian Health Service.  Not a single resulting false claim is identified or detailed in the 

23  See generally John T. Boese, Civil False Claims and Qui Tam Actions § 5.04[B] (3d ed. 
Supp. 2010) (listing hundreds of examples of FCA cases dismissed on Rule 9(b) grounds). 
 
24  The Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act expressly allows a Tribe to 
“redesign or consolidate programs, services, functions, and activities (or portions thereof) 
included in a funding agreement under section 458aaa-4 and reallocate or redirect funds for such 
programs, services, functions, and activities (or portions thereof) in any manner which the Indian 
tribe deems to be in the best interest of the health and welfare of the Indian community being 
served . . . .”  25 U.S.C. § 458aaa-5(e).   
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complaint, nor could there be, since the Tribal Health Facility is perfectly entitled to bill 

Medicare and Medicaid whether operating as a “hospital” or as a “clinic.”25  Not a single detail is 

alleged.  Completely absent are the “who, what, where and when” required under Rule 9(b)—the 

alleged false claim, the certifying officer, the service provided, the agency billed to, the amounts 

received, the date of the alleged claim and why billing for services provided at a tribal clinic is 

legally impermissible.  This is not enough.  “[M]ere conclusory allegations of fraud are 

insufficient.”26  The relator “cannot circumscribe the Rule 9(b) pleading requirements by 

alleging a fraudulent scheme in detail and concluding, that as a result of the alleged fraudulent 

scheme, false claims must have been submitted.”27 

Relators attempt to get around Rule 9(b) and their admitted lack of any specificity 

whatsoever by asserting that the details “can be ascertained at a later stage of these proceedings.”  

Complaint (Doc. 1) ¶¶ 29, 33, 37.  Presumably, relators anticipate a fishing expedition through 

discovery to attempt to remedy the complaint’s deficiency.  But, relators are not entitled to 

conduct discovery in order to cure Rule 9(b) deficiencies: 

Rule 9(b) serves not only to give notice to defendants of the specific fraudulent 
conduct against which they must defend, but also ‘to deter the filing of complaints 
as a pretext for the discovery of unknown wrongs, to protect [defendants] from 
the harm that comes from being subject to fraud charges, and to prohibit plaintiffs 

25  Indian Health Service medical care and other services are specifically authorized to be 
delivered at Tribal clinics.  See, e.g., 42 C.F.R. § 136a.11(b). 
 
26  Moore v. Kayport Package Exp., Inc., 885 F.2d 531, 540 (9th Cir. 1989). 
 
27  United States ex rel. Polansky v. Pfizer, Inc., Slip Copy, No. 04-cv-0704 (ERK), 2009 
WL 1456582, at *5 (E.D.N.Y. May 22, 2009) (citing United States ex rel. Rost v. Pfizer, Inc., 
507 F.3d 720, 731 (1st Cir. 2007), abrogated in part by Allison Engine Co. v. United States ex 
rel. Sanders, 553 U.S. 662 (2008); United States ex rel. Sikkenga v. Regence Bluecross of Utah, 
472 F.3d 702, 727 (10th Cir. 2006); Karvelas, 360 F.3d at 232; United States ex rel. Clausen v. 
Lab. Corp. of Am., Inc., 290 F.3d 1301, 1311 (11th Cir. 2002)). 
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from unilaterally imposing upon the court, the parties and society enormous social 
and economic costs absent some factual basis.’28  

 
Relators are not entitled simply to “set off on a long and expensive discovery process in 

the hope of uncovering some sort of wrongdoing.”29  “[I]n the absence of reliable allegations 

indicating that particulars of fraudulent claims exist . . . [relators are] not entitled to receive a 

‘ticket to the discovery process’ in order to meet Rule 9(b)’s particularity requirement . . . .”30   

That is precisely what relators seek here.  The complaint should be dismissed. 

III. CONCLUSION 

The complaint should be dismissed with prejudice under Rule 12(b) because the Tribes 

have sovereign immunity and because they are not “a person” under the False Claims Act, or, 

alternatively, because the complaint does not meet Rule 9(b).    

   

/// 

 

/// 

 

/// 

28  Bly-Magee, 236 F.3d at 1018 (quoting In re Stac Elecs. Sec. Litig., 89 F.3d 1399, 1405 
(9th Cir. 1996)). 
 
29  Decker v. Massey-Ferguson, Ltd., 681 F.2d 111, 116 (2d Cir. 1982).   
 
30  United States ex rel. Lusby v. Rolls-Royce Corp., Slip Copy, No. 1:03-CV-0680-
SEB/WTL, 2007 WL 4557773 at *8 (S.D. Ind. Dec. 20, 2007) (quoting Clausen, 290 F.3d at 
1317); see also United States. ex rel. Stinson, Lyons, Gerlin & Bustamante, P.A., v. Blue Cross 
Blue Shield of Ga., 755 F. Supp. 1040, 1051 (S.D. Ga. 1990) (staying discovery in FCA case 
pending compliance with Rule 9(b)), aff’d on motion for reconsideration, 55 F. Supp. 1055 (S.D. 
Ga. 1990).     
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DATED this 9th day of April, 2012. 

      SONOSKY, CHAMBERS, SACHSE, 
        MILLER & MUNSON, LLP 
  
       /s/ Richard D. Monkman  

By:  ____________________________________ 
       Richard D. Monkman 
       Alaska Bar No. 8011101 

Lloyd B. Miller 
Alaska Bar No. 7906040 
302 Gold Street, Suite 201 

       Juneau, Alaska 99801 
       907.586.5880 (Telephone) 

      907.586.5883 (Facsimile) 
      dick@sonoskyjuneau.com 
 
      Colin C. Hampson 
      California Bar No. 174184 
      Sonosky, Chambers, Sachse, 
        Endreson & Perry, LLP 
      750 B Street, Suite 3130 
      San Diego, California 92101 
      619.546.5585 (Telephone) 
      619.546.5584 (Facsimile) 
      champson@sonosky.com 
  
Dated this 9th day of April, 2012. 
 
     LAW OFFICES OF WES WILLIAMS, JR, 
       A.P.C. 
 
      /s/ Wes Williams, Jr. 
     By:  _____________________________________ 
      Wes Williams, Jr. 
      Nevada Bar No. 6864 
      P.O. Box 100 
      Schurz, Nevada 89427 
      (Telephone) 775.773.2838 
      wwilliams@stanfordalumni.org 
 
      Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this 9th day of April 2012, I electronically filed the foregoing 

“DEFENDANT’S MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF 

MOTION TO DISMISS” with the Clerk of the Court using the CM/ECF system, which will 

send notification of such filing to the following via their email addresses: 

 
AUSA Roger W. Wenthe 
Roger.wenthe@usdoj.gov 
U.S. Attorney’s Office 
333 Las Vegas Blvd. So. 
Suite 5000 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
(Attorney for USA) 
 
Adam Levine 
lawofficeofdanielmarks@lvcoxmail.com 
Christopher L. Marchand 
office@danielmarks.net 
Daniel Marks 
office@danielmarks.net 
Law Office of Daniel Marks 
530 South Las Vegas Blvd., 3rd Floor 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
(Attorneys for Thomas Howard & Robert Weldy) 
 
           
    /s/   Wes Williams Jr.                           
Wes Williams Jr. 
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