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 COMES NOW Plaintiffs, by and through counsel, and submit this reply brief in 

support of their Brief on the Merits [Doc. No. 1262] (herein “Plaintiffs’ Merits Brief”) 

and responding to new arguments and issues raised in Defendants’ Response Brief to 

Plaintiffs’ Merits Brief [Doc. No. 1267-1] (herein “Government’s Response”).  In further 

support of their claims in this action, Plaintiffs state: 

INTRODUCTION 

 The Government’s Response is rife with contradictions and a lack of respect for 

the 10th Circuit’s remand order in this action.  Put simply, the Government continues to 

dispute whether it owes any trust responsibilities to Plaintiffs and other headright holders 

for the distribution of headright payments.  In the alternative, the Government also argues 

that if it does owe trust responsibilities, those responsibilities exist only after it has 

performed its responsibilities under the 1906 Act.  See Government’s Response at 4 

(“funds derived from headright payments would only be held in trust for individuals in 

IIM accounts after distribution.”) (emphasis added).  As such, the Government argues 

that its only accounting responsibilities fall within its management of Individual Indian 

Money (herein “IIM”) accounts, which were settled as a part of the Cobell litigation.
1
 

 As more fully explained below, the Government’s line of argument lacks any 

support and is contrary to the 10th Circuit’s remand order. 

                                                           
1
  The parties agree that the Cobell settlement agreement expressly retained 

Plaintiffs’ claims for any trust mismanagement occurring outside the management of 

funds within IIM accounts, including Plaintiffs’ claims here.  See Federal Defendant’s 

Brief Regarding the Scope of Accounting [Doc. No. 1217] at n. 2. 
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I. The Government Holds Funds Belonging To Plaintiffs In Trust Within A 

162a Account. 

A. Government Trust Responsibilities Over Headright Funds.
2
 

As the Government admits — and quickly ignores — the 10th Circuit explained 

that the 1906 Act “requires the government to collect royalties, place them to the credit of 

each individual headright owner, and then disburse them to each individual headright 

owner on a quarterly basis, with interest.”  Fletcher v. United States, 730 F.3d 1206, 1209 

(10th Cir. 2013) (internal quotation of 1906 Act omitted) (herein “Fletcher II”) (cited in 

Government’s Response at 3).  From a review of the limited administrative record 

produced by the Government, the actions of royalty collection and disbursement of each 

headright owner’s share form a portion of an account that the Government has named as 

the Osage Nation’s tribal trust account (herein the “TTA”), an undisputed § 162a 

account.  In the Court of Federal Claims the Government admitted that the “step of 

determining what amount is owed to each headright holder [ ] takes place while the 

funds are in the tribal trust fund.” Osage Nation v. United States, 57 Fed. Cl. 392, 395 

(2003) (emphasis added).  The Government made that admission to the Court of Claims 

while it was asserting that the Tribe could not seek damages on behalf of individual 

headright holders.  Osage Nation, 57 Fed. Cl. at 394. 

                                                           
2
  In addition to the arguments addressed in this section, the Government 

argues their funds in the TTA (as defined in the text) do not belong to Plaintiffs because 

“Plaintiffs have no right to control the use of the Mineral Estate.”  See Government’s 

Response at 9.  This is simple misdirection.  No beneficiary controls the use of his or her 

trust funds and assets.  That is the duty of a trustee. 
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The Government’s Response in this case ignores this pre-distribution management 

and its own admissions in Osage Nation.  The Government makes the specious argument 

that “funds derived from headright payments would only be held in trust for individuals 

in IIM accounts after distribution [into the IIM accounts].”  See Government’s Response 

at 4 (emphasis added); see also Government’s Response at 8 (“Upon distribution [into 

IIM accounts], these funds may then be held in trust for individuals such as Plaintiffs.”).  

This statement lacks any logic, and is contradicted by the Government’s prior admissions.  

Moreover, the Government, just one page earlier in its briefing to this Court accepts that 

its trust duties include a duty “to distribute funds to individual headright owners in a 

timely (quarterly) and proper (pro rata, with interest) manner.”  See Government’s 

Response at 19-20; see also Government’s Response at 15 (“Plaintiffs are simply entitled 

to receive distributions from the tribal trust fund in a “timely” and “pro-rata” manner.”) 

(emphasis added).  It is preposterous to claim that the funds are held in trust only after 

the Government fulfills its trust obligation.
3
  Instead, logically and realistically, the funds 

must be held in trust while the Government is performing its trust obligation(s). 

Oddly, it appears that the Government accepts this logic mere pages later, but 

ignores its implications:  

“‘an accounting duty exists only when there are trust fund deposits,’ as only 

then would there be ‘trust funds [that] are deposited in a bank pursuant to 

                                                           
3
  In fact, the 1906 Act does not provide any management obligations on the 

Government after the trust distributions are made.  The Government’s management of 

IIM accounts is governed by other statutes and regulations which were at the heart of the 

Cobell litigation. 

 

Case 4:02-cv-00427-GKF-PJC   Document 1274 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 10/13/15   Page 7 of 21



4 
 

section 162a(a).’ [ ] In that case, the accounting duty would apply to both 

deposits and withdrawals associated with that account.” 

 

Government’s Response at 5.  It is very clear that the “withdrawals” of trust funds in this 

action are, at least in part, the actual distributions of headright payments.  At the time of 

these withdrawals, Plaintiffs’ trust funds are held by the Government in trust.  No matter 

where they are held, however, they must be managed separately while comingled to 

assure that they are distributed correctly.  Nowhere in the Government’s “record” is there 

any evidence that it complied with this basic accounting obligation. 

B. The Government’s Distortion Of Plaintiffs’ Accounting Claims.
4
 

 Ultimately, the Government seeks to distort Plaintiffs’ claims by arguing that “this 

case has never been about the [TTA].”  See Government’s Response at 10.  The 

                                                           
4
  This is not the first time the Government has distorted Plaintiffs’ claims.  In 

fact, the Government has tried to use counsel for Plaintiffs’ out-of-context statements to 

limit its accounting duty to go back to only 2002 or later.  Specifically, the Government 

relied upon counsel’s statements to the 10th Circuit to infer such a limitation: 
 

JUDGE: Okay. So we can go back to the last quarter for now being made, 

we don't have to go back earlier? Let's say, the last quarter, and the trustee 

gives you then the names of the recipients and the amounts received and for 

that matter the amounts of income in the trust; that’s still not enough for 

you, is it, you want to know the bona fides of the recipients in the last 

quarter. 

 

MR. AAMODT: Oh, your Honor, in terms of time, I think we’d like to see 

if back to the filing of the complaint in 2002. 

 

See Exhibit 1, Transcript of Oral Arguments at 35:13-23 (10th Cir., Mar. 5, 2013).  First, 

the Government neglects counsel’s statement just a few lines earlier that the accounting 

“earliest point is 1908.”  Second, in the quoted exchange the judge and counsel were 

discussing the challenge of individual distributions (the bona fides of recipients).  

Plaintiffs have always requested the accounting they are owed, an accounting to the 

earliest possible date.  See 25 U.S.C. § 4044(2). 
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Government’s statement is misleading.  Plaintiffs have always sought an accounting of 

the their trust funds, which would include the process of determining the amount due for 

distribution, the management through distribution, the timely collection and payment of 

interest, the actual amounts distributed and to whom, and whether the distributions were 

in fact timely.  Plaintiffs, based upon the structure of the 1906 Act, had always believed 

this occurred within a “segregated fund,” because that was the term Congress used in the 

1906 Act. 

 The Government now asserts that those trust responsibilities are performed within 

the TTA while the funds are comingled with tribal funds.  According to the Government, 

because Plaintiffs’ claim for an accounting of their headright distributions did not specify 

that their funds were managed within the TTA they cannot seek an accounting of any 

portion of that account.  As a practical matter, the Government’s argument seeks to 

punish Plaintiffs for their ignorance about how the Government manages their funds.  

However, ignorance of Government’s management practices is the precise reason the 

Government must account.   The Government acts as a trustee – a fiduciary – and 

Plaintiffs are its beneficiaries.  The Government is in complete and total control of the 

funds.  The Government’s adversarial posture toward its beneficiaries in all of these 

matters – its “blame the beneficiary” approach – is antithetical to the Government’s role 

as a fiduciary. 

C. The Government Distorts The Court of Claims’ Holding In Osage Nation. 

 The Government contends that, even if it had trust duties in respect to Plaintiffs’ 

trust funds held within the TTA, Plaintiffs are not “account holders” of that account.  
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Defendants base this argument on the Court of Federal Claims holding that, in regard to 

claims over the Government’s mismanagement of royalty collection (namely, failure to 

get the highest and best price), “the Tribe, and not headright holders, is the real party in 

interest with respect to the [TTA] because the Tribe is the direct trust beneficiary.”  See 

Government’s Response at 8.  However, for the reasons stated below, this argument (1) 

ignores the fact that the 10th Circuit’s remand order controls over the Court of Federal 

Claims’ holding; (2) is contrary to that remand order; and (3) ignores the Government’s 

own rules and regulations. 

i. Fletcher II controls over Osage Tribe (2008). 

 The Government seeks to ignore its trust responsibility to Plaintiffs by reliance on 

Osage Tribe v. United States, 85 Fed. Cl. 162 (2008).  Specifically, the Government 

contends that Plaintiffs cannot receive an accounting because “the trust relationship exists 

exclusively between the Tribe and [the Government].”  See Government’s Response at 15 

(directly quoting Osage Tribe (2008)) (emphasis removed).  The quoted statement flies in 

the face of the 10th Circuit’s remand order: 

The 1906 Act clearly creates a trust relationship — and not just a trust 

relationship between the federal government and the Osage Nation, but also 

between the federal government and the individual Osage headright owners 

who are plaintiffs in this case.   

See Fletcher II, 730 F.3d at 1209.  Clearly the holding of a unanimous 10th Circuit panel 

controls over the holding of a district court from another circuit.   
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ii. The 10th Circuit’s Remand Order Focused On The Government’s 

Dual Role As Trustee To Both The Osage Nation And Headright 

Holders. 

 The heart of the 10th Circuit’s Remand Order is the concept that “[t]he 1906 Act 

clearly creates a trust relationship — and not just a trust relationship between the federal 

government and the Osage Nation, but also between the federal government and the 

individual Osage headright owners who are plaintiffs in this case.”  Fletcher II, 730 F.3d 

at 1209.  Instead of accepting the 10th Circuit’s recognition of the dual trust 

responsibility created by the 1906 Act,
5
 the Government twists the logic and holding of 

the 10th Circuit’s opinion by implying that these trust responsibilities cannot coexist.  

The Court of Appeals makes it clear that these can, and do, coexist. 

 Specifically, the Government relies on the 10th Circuits statement that: 

Of course, the government must account, answer or explain itself to 

someone, and the plain language of the statute seems to tell us who: to the 

tribe when the funds are held "for [its] benefit," and to individual tribal 

members when the funds are held "for [their] benefit"   

Fletcher II, 730 F.3d at 1209 (quoting 25 U.S.C. §4011(a)).  A trustee may hold funds in 

the same account for multiple beneficiaries, each of whom holds independent rights to the 

property or funds held in the comingled account.  The trustee must treat each such owner 

as a “sub-account” holder — and it owes independent duties to each “sub-account” 

holder — even if no literal, separate accounts with separate bank account numbers exist. 

Such accounting “on paper” is indeed common in business accounting, particularly in 

                                                           
5
  It must be noted that the Government admits that it performs its dual trust 

obligations under the 1906 Act, both to the Tribe and the headright owners together, 

within the TTA.  Osage Nation, 57 Fed. Cl. at 395. 
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energy industry accounting, where an operator must maintain a separate “account” for all 

interest owners (royalty owners, working interest owners, etc).  This may require some 

meticulousness and some accounting expertise and sophistication, but the world is a 

complex place. The heart of the 10th Circuit’s remand order is that the Government’s 

trust obligations are not “one or the other” but “both.”  Fletcher II, 730 F.3d at 1209. 

iii. By Definition Plaintiffs Are Account Holders Of A Portion Of The 

TTA. 

The Government holds and manages funds that the Government itself has chosen 

to deposit into a comingled account. The Government argues that Plaintiffs are simply 

out of luck if they want an accounting of the management and disposition of these monies 

because the Government itself, unilaterally, has chosen to label the multi-purpose, 

comingled account “the Osage Nation trust account.”  The Government’s position seems 

to be that it did such a lousy job with its trust duties that Plaintiffs have no claim.  The 

Government, moreover, ignores its own rules and regulations governing trust accounts. 

Pursuant to the Department of Interior’s own rules and regulations, “[a]ccount 

holder means a tribe or person who owns the funds in a tribal or Individual Indian Money 

(IIM) account that is maintained by the Secretary.”  25 C.F.R. § 115.002
6
 (emphasis 

added).  “Trust funds” is liberally defined as “money derived from the sale or use of trust 

                                                           
6
  Throughout their response brief the Government relies on 25 C.F.R. § 

115.002 for the proposition that “[t]o state a claim for an accounting, plaintiffs have to 

identify the specific trust accounts that need an accounting.”  However, nowhere in the 

C.F.R. is there such a requirement.  In fact, Section 115.002 deals only with definitions, 

not accounting requirements.  The Government only hopes that the Court will not 

examine the authority it relies upon, because the authority simply does not exist.  
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lands, restricted fee lands, or trust resources and any other money that the Secretary must 

accept into trust.”  Id.  Since the trust funds in question belong to Plaintiffs, Plaintiffs are 

considered “account holders” of that account by definition.  As such, even assuming the 

Government need only account to “account holders,” as the Government seems to 

suggest, Plaintiffs are included in that category. 

II. The Government Admits The Administrative Record Does Not Provide An 

Accounting Of Plaintiffs’ Trust Funds. 

 The Government contends that the only possible “accounting” found in the 

administrative record is “through their IIM statements of account.”  As Plaintiffs have 

made clear, they do not seek an accounting of their IIM accounts. The Government’s 

argument in this regard is just a red herring.  The only “accounting” that the Government 

has provided relates to accounts that are not at issue here (the IIM accounts).  The 

Government has admitted that the administrative record does not contain an accounting 

of the Government’s management of funds held for headright owners while those funds 

are “parked” in the TTA.
7
 

                                                           
7
  The full extent of the Government’s “fiduciary stonewalling” might best be 

measured best by considering this example:  suppose the Government simply leaves 

headright owners’ dollars in the TTA (i.e., never transfers the funds into the IIM accounts 

at all), or even wrongfully transfers some funds into other, unrelated accounts.  In that 

case, the Government maintains, “too bad for the headright owners.”  It is too bad, the 

Government says, because its fiduciary duty to the headright owners kicks in only when 

funds actually make it into the IIMs.  See Lopp Affidavit [Doc. No. 1262-1] at ¶ 6(D) 

(noting that even the “accounting” provided by the Government here shows that some 

IIM-bound dollars are in fact left in the TTA—without any explanation in the 

“accounting”).  A fiduciary ought to be embarrassed to serve up the Government’s 

draconian argument. 
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 Regardless, the argument that the simple IIM statements of account satisfy the 

Government’s duty to account runs directly counter to the 10th Circuit’s remand order in 

this action.  Specifically, the 10th Circuit held that “[t]o read [§ 4011] as merely 

guaranteeing periodic reports to beneficiaries would” render the statute a nullity, “leaving 

the government without any independent work to do[,] covering only the same ground 

already covered by other contemporaneously enacted statutes.”  Fletcher II, 730 F.2d at 

1210.  This argument is but another example of the Government’s lack of respect for the 

10th Circuit’s holdings in this action. 

 In addition, the Government claims it has satisfied its accounting duties because 

information exists in the hands of third parties, from which Plaintiffs could gather 

information regarding the Government’s management of headright management and 

distributions.  For instance, the Government placed into the “administrative record” a 

newsletter prepared and distributed by the Osage Mineral Council—and not the 

Government—that the Government contends fulfills its accounting obligation to provide 

“information on the total amount available for distribution each quarter.”  See Record at 

tab E and tab F; Government’s Response at 21.  However, this is not an accounting, and it 

is not from the Government, nor is it a document the Government could have relied 

upon to manage the Plaintiffs’ funds.  Rather, it is a simple publication from a third 

party that the Government has no control over and that the Government never provided to 
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Plaintiffs, and had no bearing in the Government’s mismanagement of the Plaintiffs’ trust 

funds.
8
   

III. The Government’s Reliance On The Osage Nation Settlement Agreement To 

Preclude Plaintiffs Claims Is Nothing More Than A Distraction From 

Government’s Failure To Account. 

A. The Government Could Not Rely On The Osage Nation Settlement 

Agreement Since It Was Entered Into After The Filing Of This Action. 

The Administrative Record must contain “all records compiled by the agency that 

were before the agency at the time the decision was made.”  James Madison Ltd. by 

Heckt v. Ludwig, 82 F.3d 1085, 1095 (D.C. Cir. 1996) (quoting Citizens to Preserve 

Overton Park, Inc. v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402 (1971) and Env. Defense Fund, Inc. v. Costle, 

657 F.2d 275 (D.C. Cir. 1981)) (internal quotation and citation omitted).  As such, “an 

agency must defend its actions on the basis on which they were originally taken, not on 

some new basis that is developed in litigation to justify the decision.”  Nat’l Oilseed 

Processors Ass’n v. Browner, 924 F.Supp. 1193, 1204 (D.D.C. 1996) (relying on Motor 

Vehicle Mfr. Ass’n v. State Farm Mutual Auto Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29 (1983)).  Usually, 

these new—and unacceptable—bases are referred to as “post hoc rationalizations.”  

Burlington Truck Lines v. United States, 371 U.S. 156, 168 (1962). 

Plaintiffs originally filed this action on May 31, 2002, and clarified their breach of 

trust claims to include a claim for an accounting on April 4, 2006, as a part of their 

Amended Complaint: 

                                                           
8
  A potentially fair inference from the Government’s reliance on the 

newsletter shows that the Government itself may not have even the basic information in 

its possession to merely report accurately on what it has done with the money in this case. 
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The Defendants are required by federal law to account to the Plaintiffs for 

the management of assets managed by the Defendants for the Plaintiffs’ 

benefit. See, e.g., 25 U.S.C. § 4011. The Defendants have breached this 

obligation by failing to account to the Plaintiffs and Class Members for all 

funds held in trust by the United States for the Plaintiffs, which includes all 

funds resulting from the Osage Mineral Estate and made available to be 

distributed as trust property from SECTION 4 ROYALTY PAYMENTS. 

 

See e.g. Second Amended Complaint [Doc. No. 97] at ¶ 25.  In contrast, the Government 

entered into its settlement agreement with the Osage Nation on or about October 14, 

2011—more than five years later.  As such, the settlement agreement could not have been 

considered “at the time the decision was made” to deny Plaintiffs’ an accounting.  See 

James Madison, 82 F.3d at 1095. 

B. The Government Bears The Burden Of Showing That Osage Nation Had 

The Authority To Settle Plaintiffs’ Claims. 

 The Government contends that “to the extent that Plaintiffs wish to attempt to 

raise any question regarding the power of the Osage Nation and/or Mineral Council to 

bind them as headright holders [ ], they must first join them as a necessary and 

indispensable party.”  See Government’s Response at 18.  The Government ignores well-

settled contract law.  “As the party seeking to enforce the settlement, [the Government] 

bears the burden of demonstrating that” the Osage Nation had authority to bind Plaintiffs 

to settlement.  See e.g. Hodges v. Potter, 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 18887 at *3 (D.D.C. 

Aug. 31, 2005) (citing Makins v. Dist. of Columbia, 861 A.2d 590 (D.C. Cir. 2004)).  The 

Government fails to provide any evidence that the Osage Nation had authority to settle 

Plaintiffs’ claims.  
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Moreover, Plaintiffs cannot fathom a reason to join the Osage Nation or Mineral 

Council to this action.  Plaintiffs’ claims do not affect the rights of the Osage Nation.  

The Nation has already waived its rights to an accounting.
9
  As such, they are not a 

necessary and indispensible party to this action. 

C. The Government Does Not Dispute That The Osage Nation Did Not Intend 

To Settle Plaintiffs Claims Here. 

In their Merits Brief, Plaintiffs explained that as the Government negotiated its 

settlement agreement with the Osage Nation, counsel for Plaintiffs reached out to the 

parties to confirm that the agreement was not an attempt to settle the claims raised in this 

                                                           
9
  Plaintiffs have addressed hereinabove the issue of whether the Tribe had the 

authority to bind the headright owners to a settlement that paid monies to the Tribe only.  

The truth is that the Tribe does not even purport to release the headright owners’ 

accounting rights in the settlement agreement of October 14, 2011 that appears in the 

administrative record.  That document provides, in pertinent part, with emphasis added: 

The Osage Tribe, on behalf of itself and the Headright 

Owners, hereby waives and releases . . . all claims . . . for any 

damages, equitable or specific relief . . . that relate to the 

Osage Tribe’s monetary or nonmonetary trust assets or 

resources that have been or could have been asserted by the 

Osage Tribe. 

Ignoring the authority issue, the headright owners, by the above language, purport 

to waive and release “equitable claims” held by the Tribe.  They do not waive and release 

“equitable claims” (like a claim to an accounting) held by the headright owners 

themselves.   The release and waiver is not thereby rendered superfluous.  No doubt the 

Government was concerned that one or more Tribal members might someday purport to 

assert rights derivatively or “on behalf of” or “standing in the shoes” of the Tribe qua 

Tribe.  If the Government had wanted a release of the headright owners’ personal claims, 

it would have needed signatures from those owners on the settlement agreement or on 

documents authorizing the Tribe qua Tribe to execute the settlement agreement on behalf 

of those owners. 
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action.
10

  See Plaintiffs’ Merit Brief at 18.  Lead Counsel for the Osage Nation, Wilson 

Pipestem, informed Plaintiffs that the Osage Nation was “not settling the Fletcher case,” 

and — assuming the Osage Nation had such authority to settle Plaintiffs’ claims — the 

Osage Nation would have ensured that it would have mentioned by name that it was 

settling this action.
11

  See Exhibit 3, Aff. Pipestem.  The settlement agreement did not 

name this action by name.  In its Response, the Government does not dispute these 

representations, and thereby concedes they are true. 

CONCLUSION 

The Government’s Administrative Record is not an accounting performed by the 

BIA—it is a post hoc, cobbled together, collections of Motion for Summary Judgment 

exhibits created by the Department of Justice.  The Court recognized this at the April 

hearing where it questioned the propriety of a simple remand once it determined the 

Administrative Record was not an accounting:     

And I take it from prior briefing, the government’s position is the only 

action this court could take is similar to that which the court took at one 

stage in Cobell as to remand it?  What sense would that make if the court 

were to specifically delineate the accounting that needs to be done?  

Couldn’t the court more efficiently simply order the additional accounting 

that needed to be done?   

 

                                                           
10

  This was not the first time Plaintiffs had reached out to the Osage Nation 

regarding this action.  Shortly after filing this action Plaintiffs approached the Osage 

Nation about joining in the action.  See Exhibit 2, Aff. Gray at ¶ 3.  The Osage Nation 

declined, believing it was best that individual headright owners pursue this claim.  Id. at 

4. 

 
11

  In fact, at no time during the negotiation process did the Government ask 

the Osage Nation to include settlement of this action as a part of the Osage Nation’s 

settlement.  See Exhibit 2, Aff. Gray at ¶ 5. 
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See Exhibit 4, Trans. of Proceedings at 32:12-19 (Apr. 22, 2015). 

Now, in defiance of the Tenth Circuit’s clear direction in Fletcher II, the 

Government refuses to account for the TTA.  This Court should hold the Government in 

direct contempt of court and specify that contempt can only be purged by a full 

accounting of the TTA back to the earliest distribution in 1908.  Then, the Court should 

order the Government to perform a proper accounting and grant judgment on behalf of 

the Plaintiff Class.  Once the proper accounting is performed Plaintiffs can proceed with 

their trust restoration claim.  
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Respectfully submitted, 

 

INDIAN & ENVIRONMENTAL  

LAW GROUP, PLLC 

 

s/Dallas Strimple     

Jason B. Aamodt, OBA #16974 

Krystina E. Phillips, OBA #30111 

Dallas L.D. Strimple, OBA #30266 

1723 E. 15th Street, Suite 100 

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104 

Telephone:  (918) 347-6169 

Facsimile:  (918) 398-0514 

 

 - and- 

 

G. Steven Stidham, OBA # 8633 

J. David Jorgenson, OBA # 4839 

SNEED LANG, P.C. 

1700 Williams Center Tower I 

One West Third Street 

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103-3522 

Telephone:  (918) 583-3145 

Facsimile:   (918) 582-0410 

 

 -and- 

 

Amanda S. Proctor, OBA #21033 

SHIELD LAW GROUP PLC 

400 Riverwalk Terr., Suite 240 

Jenks, Oklahoma 74037 

Telephone: (800) 655-4820 

Facsimilie: (800) 619-2107 

 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I hereby certify on that on this 13th day of October, 2015 I electronically 

transmitted the foregoing document to the Clerk of Court using the ECF System for filing 

and transmittal of a Notice of Electronic Filing to the following ECF registrants: 

 

Amanda Sue Proctor 

Dallas Lynn Dale Strimple 

Jason Bjorn Aamodt 

Joseph Hosu Kim 

Krystina E. Phillips 

Cheryl L. Baber 

 

s/Dallas Strimple        

 Jason Aamodt 
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