
                            
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO 

 

Civil Action No. 1:18-mc-00225-RBJ 

JENNIFER WEDDLE, 
 

Movant, 
 
vs. 
 
LULA WILLIAMS;  
GLORIA TURNAGE; 
GEORGE HENGLE;  
DOWIN COFFY; and  
MARCELLA P. SINGH,   
 

Respondents. 
 

MOTION AND MEMORANDUM TO TRANSFER SUBPOENA-RELATED MOTION 
TO ISSUING COURT  

 

D.C.COLO.LCIVR. 7.1(A) CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned certifies that before filing this Motion, Jennifer Murray, counsel for 

Respondents, conferred with William Hauptman, counsel for Movant, on January 7, 2019. On 

January 9, 2019, Mr. Hauptman stated that Movant opposes the motion. 

INTRODUCTION 

Respondents Lula Williams, Gloria Turnage, George Hengle, Dowin Coffy, and Marcella 

P. Singh, who are Plaintiffs in the underlying litigation (hereinafter “Respondents” or 
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“Plaintiffs”) respectfully request that the Court transfer this subpoena-related motion to the 

Eastern District of Virginia (“Virginia Court”), which is the court that issued the subpoena. Rule 

45 permits such a transfer upon a showing of “exceptional circumstances” (Fed. R. Civ. P. 45(f)), 

which exist here. Plaintiffs served the subpoena on Greenberg Traurig attorney Jennifer Weddle 

because Matt Martorello, who is a defendant in the underlying litigation (the “Virginia Action”), 

disclosed her as a witness with discoverable information on which he may rely at trial. Mr. 

Martorello subsequently served Ms. Weddle with his own subpoena and then served 

interrogatory responses indicating that he intended to rely on Ms. Weddle and other lawyer’s 

testimony to support a “good faith” defense. In other words, Mr. Martorello intends to argue at 

trial that he is not liable because he reasonably relied on the advice of counsel, including Ms. 

Weddle’s. Plaintiffs’ subpoena reasonably seeks documents relating to this defense. 

Without conferring as the local rules require, Ms. Weddle moved to quash Plaintiffs’ 

subpoena, asserting, inter alia, that it seeks privileged documents. But Plaintiffs have argued in 

the Virginia Action that by asserting a good faith defense and placing the advice of his counsel at 

issue Mr. Martorello has waived any attorney-client privilege. Williams v. Big Picture Loans, 

LLC, 3:17-cv-00461-REP (E.D. Va.) (ECF No. 389). United States District Judge Payne is 

scheduled to hear arguments regarding any waiver on January 15, 2019. Transfer is appropriate 

to avoid conflicting rulings on this important issue. See Valle del Sol, Inc. v. Kobach, No. 14–

mc–219–JAR, 2014 WL 3818490, at **3–4 (D. Kan. Aug. 4, 2014) (transferring a motion to 

compel because the court had already ruled on issues presented by the motion and the same 

issues were likely to arise in discovery in many districts).  
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Judge Payne also is scheduled to hear argument on January 15, 2019 regarding potential 

spoliation of documents by Defendants in the Virginia Action. Ms. Weddle’s counsel informed 

Plaintiffs that, at the instruction of Defendants, Ms. Weddle and her law firm also destroyed their 

file related to the allegations in the Virginia Action. Transfer is appropriate to avoid conflicting 

rulings on this issue as well.  

Other factors also warrant transfer. Trial commences against Defendant Martorello in the 

Virginia Action on March 18, 2019 and the discovery cut off is January 22, 2019. Judge Payne 

has actively managed discovery and is highly familiar with the Virginia Actions’ voluminous 

factual record and nuanced factual issues. Four subpoena-related motions filed in connection 

with this action already have been transferred to the Virginia Court so that Judge Payne can 

manage all discovery issues, including third-party discovery, consistently and efficiently. 

Williams v. Big Picture Loans, LLC, 17-mc-80166 (N.D. Cal) (ECF No. 14 at 4); Williams v. Big 

Picture Loans, LLC, 6:18-mc-00303-DCC (D.S.C.) (ECF No. 22); Williams v. Big Picture 

Loans, LLC, 1:18-mc-83-ESC (W.D. Mich.) (ECF No. 14); Williams v. Big Picture Loans, LLC, 

3:19-MC-00001 (E.D. Va.) (ECF No. 22). 

For all these reasons, Ms. Weddle’s motion to quash should be transferred to the Virginia 

Court. If the Court is not inclined to transfer this motion, Respondents alternatively request an 

order compelling Movant Jennifer Weddle to produce documents responsive to the subpoena. 

Respondents will timely submit a separate memorandum opposing Ms. Weddle’s motion to 

quash that sets forth the specific reasons why Ms. Weddle’s motion should be denied. 
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STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A. The underlying litigation and the subpoena. 

Ms. Weddle’s motion to quash stems from a case currently pending in the Eastern 

District of Virginia (the “Virginia Court”) in which Plaintiffs allege that Defendants, in an 

attempt to insulate themselves from any legal liability, established what is commonly referred to 

as a “rent-a-tribe” business model, where a payday lending scheme associates with a Native 

American tribe in an attempt to cloak itself in the privileges and immunities enjoyed by the 

tribe—or at least create the illusion that it enjoys tribal immunity. To facilitate blatant violations 

of state usury laws, Defendant Matt Martorello approached the Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake 

Superior Chippewa Indians (the “Tribe” or “LVD Tribe”) for the purpose of establishing a rent-

a-tribe model. Defendants then made high interest loans through Red Rock Tribal Lending, LLC, 

which claims to be owned and operated by the Tribe. In reality, Martorello’s company Bellicose 

Capital, LLC (“Bellicose Capital”) funded the loans, controlled the underwriting, and handled 

the day-to-day operations of the business. In return for the use of its name, the Tribe received 2% 

of the revenue, but otherwise the Tribe had no control over the income or expenses of Red 

Rock’s loans. 

After the rent-a-tribe business model came under attack by private lawsuits and 

governmental enforcement actions, Martorello “sold” Bellicose Capital to the Tribe in an effort 

to further insulate the scheme from liability. Zeke Faux, Payday Lenders are Changing the Game 

Ahead of a U.S. Crackdown, Bloomberg (Feb. 4, 2016) (“Bellicose has collected tens of millions 

of dollars, with the tribe keeping about 2 percent of the revenue, according to documents 

provided by a person involved in the deal.”), https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-
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02-04/payday-lenders-are-changing-the-game-ahead-of-a-u-s-crackdown. After the sale, 

Bellicose was reformed as Ascension Technologies, LLC and Red Rock became Big Picture 

Loans, LLC.  

After extensive jurisdictional discovery, Judge Robert Payne of the Eastern District of 

Virginia issued an eighty-page opinion finding that Big Picture and Ascension were not “arms-of 

the-tribe” entitled to assert tribal sovereign immunity. Williams v. Big Picture Loans, LLC, No. 

3:17-cv-461, 2018 WL 3615988 (E.D. Va. July 27, 2018). Judge Payne found “the impetus 

behind the formation of Big Picture and Ascension was Martorello and Bellicose’s desire to 

avoid liability, more so than the Tribe’s interest in starting its own business.” Id. at *16. 

As evidenced by his decision, Judge Payne is familiar with the parties, their claims and 

defenses, the matter’s nuanced factual and legal issues, and, most importantly, the relevance of 

the documents sought by Respondents’ subpoena to Ms. Weddle. The Virginia Action has 

resulted in 287 docket filings, including multiple dispositive and discovery motions. Trial in the 

case commences against Defendant Martorello on March 18, 2019 and the parties are in the 

process of completing expert and fact discovery. This discovery has included third party 

discovery and related motion work including subpoena-related actions similar to this one, four of 

which have been successfully transferred to the Virginia Court. Williams v. Big Picture Loans, 

LLC, 17-mc-80166 (N.D. Cal) (ECF No. 14 at 4); Williams v. Big Picture Loans, LLC, 6:18-mc-

00303-DCC (D.S.C.) (ECF No. 22); Williams v. Big Picture Loans, LLC, 1:18-mc-83-ESC 

(W.D. Mich.) (ECF No. 14); Williams v. Big Picture Loans, LLC, 3:19-MC-00001 (E.D. Va.) 

(ECF No. 22). Judge Payne has been actively involved in the discovery process. Most recently, 

at Plaintiffs’ request, he ordered all parties to attend a hearing on January 15, 2019. Williams v. 
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Big Picture Loans, LLC, No. 3:17-cv-461 (E.D. Va.) (ECF No. 287). At the hearing, Judge 

Payne will address discovery issues that the parties have identified as outstanding. Id.   

The subpoena that is the subject of this motion seeks documents from Jennifer Weddle, 

an attorney at Greenberg Traurig who Mr. Martorello disclosed on November 11, 2018 in his 

Amended Initial Disclosures as someone “with discoverable information that Martorello may use 

to support his defenses.” See Exhibit 1. Mr. Martorello describes the “discoverable information” 

Ms. Weddle may have as: “Relationship between Martorello, Bellicose, and Sourcepoint with 

LVD and Red Rock; and related facts.” See id. On December 10, 2018, Plaintiffs served Ms. 

Weddle with a subpoena, diligently seeking information that Mr. Martorello indicated he may 

use to support his case.  

On December 13, 2018, Mr. Martorello informed Plaintiffs that he intended to serve his 

own subpoena on Ms. Weddle, emailing all parties a “Notice of Intent to Serve Subpoena.” 

Exhibit 2. The document subpoena attached to the Notice of Intent to Serve identified the 

following categories of documents that Mr. Martorello intended to seek from Ms. Weddle 

including: 

•  Non-privileged documents pertaining to Matt Martorello, Bellicose Capital, LLC, 

Bellicose VI, LLC, SourcePoint VI, LLC, Ascension Technologies, Inc., Big Picture 

Loans, LLC, Castle PayDay, Pepper Cash, Red Rock Tribal Lending, LLC, and Duck 

Creek Tribal Financial, LLC;  

• Documents “pertaining to economic development by LVD;” and  

• “Any and all documents pertaining to communications with any third parties, 

including but not limited to Scott Merritt, Craig Mansfield, Van Hoffman, Rick 
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Gerber, Karrie Wichtman, Rob Rosette, or the Chippewa Valley Bank regarding 

online consumer lending by LVD or any entity owned in whole or in part by LVD, or 

by any entity owned in whole or in part by an entity owned in whole or in part by 

LVD.” 

Id. Mr. Martorello also served Plaintiffs with Notices of Intent to Serve subpoenas on other 

individuals identified in his interrogatory responses as having information relating to his good 

faith defense, including attorneys Wichtman, Rosette, Gravel, and Galloway. Plaintiffs’ motion 

to strike objections and compel responses to their subpoena to Rosette has been transferred to the 

Virginia Court. Plaintiffs recently learned that Jennifer Galloway intends to file a motion to 

quash the subpoena issued to her. 

On December 28, 2018, Mr. Martorello served responses to Plaintiff Hengle’s Second Set 

of Interrogatories. In those response, Martorello stated that he intends 

to assert good faith as a defense in this matter based, in part, on non-
privileged information provided by attorneys Jennifer Weddle, Karrie 
Wichtman, Blake Sims, John Williams, Jennifer Galloway, Dan Gravel, 
Saba Bazzazich and Robert Rosette, as well as others at their respective law 
firms, as well as from additional non-attorney public sources, about the 
legality of the tribal business model and LVD’s lending operations. 

Exhibit 3 (Excerpts from Martorello Rog Responses) at Rog No. 13. During the parties’ meet 

and confer discussions on this issue, Mr. Martorello claimed that he would be able to support his 

defense using only “non-privileged” materials and communications with the listed attorneys and 

would not be relying on privileged materials. See Exhibit 4. Plaintiffs disagree that Mr. 

Martorello can assert a defense based on advice of counsel without waiving the attorney-client 

privilege with respect to documents showing the nature of that advice.  
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B. The motion to quash and the parties’ efforts to confer. 

Ms. Weddle filed her motion to quash on December 13, 2018 without conferring with 

Plaintiffs’ counsel as the local rules require. After Ms. Weddle filed her motion to quash, Ms. 

Weddle’s counsel reached out to Plaintiffs’ counsel apologizing for failing to confer before filing 

the motion to quash and asking Plaintiffs to limit the scope of the subpoena.  

Counsel conferred by telephone on December 17, 2018. During the call, Plaintiffs’ 

counsel explained they served the subpoena because Mr. Martorello had disclosed Ms. Weddle 

as a witness in his amended initial disclosures and noted that Mr. Martorello had sent his own 

subpoena to Ms. Weddle seeking largely the same documents. Ms. Weddle’s counsel was 

unaware of Mr. Martorello’s subpoena, which apparently had not been served. Plaintiffs’ counsel 

forwarded Ms. Weddle’s counsel a copy of Mr. Martorello’s Notice of Intent to Serve and 

attached subpoena to Ms. Weddle. 

On December 28, 2018, Ms. Weddle’s counsel informed Plaintiffs’ counsel by email that 

Mr. Martorello still had not served the subpoenas on Ms. Weddle but that he was authorized to 

provide his client’s position. In his email he said that “As a result of the 2015 merger and 

consistent with the contemporaneous direction of the parties to that merger, the Tribe owns any 

privilege and records of the company and has directed Greenberg Traurig to maintain its 

confidences.” Exhibit 5. He further said that “Greenberg Traurig deleted its client files in 2015, 

consistent with the Tribe’s direction and Mr. Martorello’s confirmation. Also, any post-2015 

files related to Bellicose in the firm’s custody related to ongoing representations for which 

privilege has not been waived, e.g., the Cumming class action defense in California.” Id.  
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Plaintiffs’ counsel advised Ms. Weddle’s counsel that Plaintiffs would consider 

withdrawing the subpoena or to significant narrowing if Ms. Weddle provided a declaration that 

(1) she represented Bellicose and not Mr. Martorello and (2) she destroyed all pre-merger 

documents at the direction of Ascension Technologies and with the consent of Mr. Martorello. 

Id. Ms. Weddle’s counsel responded that Ms. Weddle would be willing to sign a declaration 

stating that she represented Bellicose and not Mr. Martorello and: 

1. Around the time the parties thereto entered into the Agreement and Plan of 

Merger dated September 14, 2015, Bellicose Capital, LLC, the Seller, informed 

Greenberg Traurig of the merger and indicated that all company files were 

required to be transferred to the Tribe or destroyed per Paragraph 2(d). Greenberg 

Traurig did not represent the Seller or any other entity in connection with the 

merger. Seller contacted Greenberg Traurig in connection with its obligations 

under paragraph 2(d) of the Plan of Merger. 

2. Upon receipt of the notice of merger from Seller, I contacted counsel for the 

Acquirer and requested the Acquirer’s instructions as to their client files in 

Greenberg Traurig’s custody. Acquirer advised it would not be engaging 

Greenberg Traurig going forward and directed that we delete/destroy the files in 

our possession. We promptly complied with that client direction and all 

timekeepers who had worked on Bellicose Capital, LLC matters deleted 

electronic files and disposed of hard copy files by secure methods. 

Exhibit 5.  
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However, on December 31, 2018, Ms. Weddle’s counsel informed Plaintiffs’ counsel that 

Ms. Weddle was “no longer inclined to sign a declaration.” Exhibit 6. The parties agreed that 

Plaintiffs could have a one-week extension to respond to the motion to quash and on Monday 

January 7, 2019 conferred regarding Plaintiffs’ proposed motion to transfer the matter to the 

Virginia Court. On January 9, 2019, Ms. Weddle’s counsel informed Plaintiffs’ counsel that his 

client would not agree to the transfer. Exhibit 7. 

C. The status of discovery issues in the Virginia Court. 

The Virginia Court recently granted Plaintiffs’ request to hold an in-person conference to 

address outstanding discovery disputes, setting the conference for January 15, 2019 and ordering 

the parties to submit briefs setting out the discovery disputes they wish the Court to address at 

the conference. Williams v. Big Picture Loans, LLC, No. 3:17-cv-461 (E.D. Va.) (ECF No. 287). 

Plaintiffs’ submission includes a list of issues that overlap with issues raised by Ms. Weddle’s 

motion to quash, including among other things (1) the waiver of any attorney-client privilege Mr. 

Martorello may assert over communications with his attorneys, including Ms. Weddle; and (2) 

the deletion of emails that occurred at Martorello’s instruction as part of the Tribe’s acquisition 

of Bellicose and formation of Big Picture. Williams v. Big Picture Loans, LLC, No. 3:17-cv-461 

(E.D. Va.) (ECF No. 289). Plaintiffs’ submission specifically informs the Virginia Court that 

Plaintiffs learned that Ms. Weddle and her law firm, Greenberg Traurig, deleted their entire 

client file regarding Bellicose after the acquisition at the Tribe’s request and with Mr. 
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Martorello’s confirmation. Id. at 6-7. The Virginia Court will address these issues at the hearing 

on January 15, 2019. 

AUTHORITY 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 45(f) authorizes the transfer of subpoena-related motions 

from the court where production is required to the court where the underlying action is pending if 

the “person subject to the subpoena consents or if the court finds exceptional circumstances.” 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 45(f). The term “exceptional circumstances” is not defined in Rule 45(f). 

However, the Advisory Committee’s Note explains that transfer may be warranted to avoid 

disrupting the issuing court’s management of the underlying litigation, as when that court has 

already ruled on issues presented by the motion or the same issues are likely to arise in discovery 

in many districts. Fed. R. Civ. P. 45(f) advisory committee’s note (2013 amendments).  

Courts in this Circuit and elsewhere have transferred subpoena-related motions when the 

Advisory Committee factors were present. See Valle del Sol, Inc. v. Kobach, No. 14–mc–219–

JAR, 2014 WL 3818490, at **3–4 (D. Kan. Aug. 4, 2014) (transferring a motion to compel 

because the court had already ruled on issues presented by the motion and the same issues were 

likely to arise in discovery in many districts); Moon Mountain Farms, LLC v. Rural Cmty. Ins. 

Co., 301 F.R.D. 426, 429 (N.D. Cal. 2014) (transferring a motion to compel compliance with a 

subpoena because the issuing court had already ruled on the issues raised). Courts also have 

transferred subpoena-related motions where transfer would further the interest of judicial 

economy in light of the procedural posture and complexity of the underlying litigation. See, e.g., 

Judicial Watch, Inc. v. Valle Del Sol, Inc., 307 F.R.D. 30, 34 (D.C. Cir. 2014) (transferring a 

motion to compel where the underlying action had been pending for four years, the issuing court 

Case 1:18-mc-00225-RBJ-KLM   Document 11   Filed 01/10/19   USDC Colorado   Page 11 of 17



 

12 

had addressed numerous discovery disputes, and the issuing court was in a better position to 

address the issues presented in the motion); XY, LLC v. Trans Ova Genetics, L.C., 307 F.R.D. 10, 

11-13 (D.D.C. 2014) (finding exceptional circumstances where issuing court had “already 

supervised substantial discovery and begun preparations for trial”); Wultz v. Bank of China, Ltd., 

304 F.R.D. 38, 45-47 (D.D.C. 2014) (finding exceptional circumstances due to the “highly 

complex and intricate nature of the underlying litigation”). 

Exceptional circumstances exist here. This motion involves fact-intensive issues touching 

on issues of tribal sovereign immunity and attorney-client privilege for acquired corporate 

entities. Plaintiffs and Mr. Martorello have sent subpoenas to multiple witnesses, including other 

lawyers involved in providing advice regarding Mr. Martorello’s lending scheme, seeking the 

information that Mr. Martorello identified as “discoverable” in his Amended Initial Disclosures. 

One of those attorneys, Rosette, LLP, already has filed a motion to quash and its motion has been 

transferred to the Virginia Court. Another attorney, Jennifer Galloway, has informed Plaintiffs 

that she plans to file a motion to quash. It is reasonable to expect that these motions will raise the 

same issues as the instant motion, including the scope of any waiver of attorney/client privilege, 

relevance, and burden. Plaintiffs in the Virginia Action recently sought assistance from the 

Virginia Court to resolve discovery issues still outstanding in that case, including issues of 

privilege and spoliation that overlap with the issues raised by Ms. Weddle’s motion.  

Further, the Virginia Action has been on file since June 2017 and Judge Payne is familiar 

with the voluminous factual record and legal issues that explain why the information Plaintiffs 

have subpoenaed is relevant to this action and why any attorney-client privilege between Ms. 

Weddle and Martorello has been waived. Judge Payne also is familiar with the circumstances 
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surrounding apparent destruction of documents following the sale of Bellicose to the Tribe. Four 

subpoena-related actions already have been transferred to the Virginia Court. Put simply, the 

Virginia Court “is more familiar with the issues remaining in the case, the history of discovery, 

[and] the relevance the documents sought” (Venus Med. Inc. v. Skin Cancer & Cosmetic 

Dermatology Ctr. PC, No. 15-00062MC, 2016 WL  159952, at *3 (D. Ariz. Jan. 14, 2016)), and 

the “history of prior substantive proceedings” and rulings put the Virginia Court “in a better, 

more informed, position to rule” on Ms. Weddle’s motion (In re UBS Fin. Servs., Inc. of Puerto 

Rico Sec. Litig., 113 F. Supp. 3d 286, 288 (D.D.C. 2015)).  

Exceptional circumstances should be weighed against the “burdens on local nonparties 

subject to subpoenas.” Chem-Aqua, Inc. v. Nalco Co., No. 3:14-mc-71-D-BN, 2014 WL 

2645999, at *1 (N.D. Tex. June 13, 2014) (quoting Fed. R. Civ. P. 45(f), 2013 note). However, 

these burdens must be significant, and “an unsupported statement that litigating” in the issuing 

court’s district “would be burdensome and expensive” is insufficient to outweigh the burden on 

local nonparties. Id. at *3 (internal quotes omitted).  

Here, transfer will not burden Ms. Weddle, an attorney who works for Greenberg 

Traurig, an international law firm with offices in Virginia. See Exhibit 8.  Even if it did, the 

possibility that Ms. Weddle may incur additional costs litigating the motion in the issuing court 

rather than her home forum is insufficient for a finding of prejudice. See Chem-Aqua, 2014 WL 

2645999, at *3; Moon Mountain Farms, LLC, 301 F.R.D. at 430 (“the expense argument is 

unconvincing”); Wultz, 304 F.R.D. at 45 (“Transferring a motion to the jurisdiction where the 

underlying litigation is pending that will require few, if any, modifications of the written 

submissions, does not rise to the level of unfair prejudice.”).  
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To alleviate the burden of traveling for a hearing on the motion to quash, the issuing 

court may hold a hearing telephonically, which it has done in the past. In such circumstances, 

courts have ordered a motion transferred.  See Miller Constr. Equip. Sales, Inc. v. Clark Equip. 

Co., No. 15-cv-00007-HRH, 2016 WL 447717, at *5 (S.D. Ga. Feb. 4, 2016) (noting “the 

internet enables easy access” to other federal court dockets and “Rule 45(f) goes out of its way to 

minimize” the effects of “distance litigation” following a transfer). 

CONCLUSION 

For all the above reasons, Jennifer Weddle’s motion to quash should be transferred to the 

Virginia Court. If the Court is inclined to deny a transfer, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the 

Court deny Ms. Weddle’s motion on the merits.  

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED AND DATED this 10th day of January, 2019. 
 

TERRELL MARSHALL LAW GROUP PLLC 
 
 
By:    /s/ Jennifer Rust Murray                               

Jennifer Rust Murray 
936 North 34th Street, Suite 300 
Seattle, Washington 98103-8869 
Telephone: (206) 816-6603 
Facsimile: (206) 350-3528 
Email: jmurray@terrellmarshall.com 
 

Attorney for Respondents 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

1. I, Jennifer Rust Murray, hereby certify that on January 10, 2019, I caused the 

foregoing document to be electronically filed with the Clerk of the Court via the CM/ECF 

system, which will send notification of such filing to the following e-mail addresses denoted on 

the Court’s Electronic Mail Notice List: 

Carolyn J. Fairless 
William D. Hauptman 
WHEELER TRIGG O’DONNELL LLP 
370 Seventeenth Street, Suite 4500 
Denver, Colorado 80202-5647 
Telephone: 303.244.1800 
Facsimile: 303.244.1879 
Email: Fairless@wotrial.com 
Email: hauptman@wtotrial.com 
 
Attorneys for Movant Jennifer Weddle 
 
2. I also certify that I caused the foregoing to be electronically transmitted to the 

following not denoted on the Court’s Electronic Mail Notice List: 

David N. Anthony, Virginia State Bar #31696 
Email: david.anthony@troutmansanders.com 
Timothy J. St. George, Virginia State Bar #77349 
Email: tim.stgeorge@troutmansanders.com 
TROUTMAN SANDERS LLP 
1001 Haxall Point 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
Telephone: (804) 697-5410 
Facsimile: (804) 698-5118 
 
Attorneys for Defendants 
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Hugh M. Fain, III, VSB #26494 
Email: fhain@spottsfain.com 
M. F. Connell Mullins, Jr., VSB #47213 
Email: cmullins@spottsfain.com 
John M. Erbach, VSB #76695 
Email: jerbach@spottsfain.com 
SPOTTS FAIN PC 
411 East Franklin Street, Suite 600 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
Telephone: (804) 697-2069 
Facsimile: (804) 697-2169 
 
Richard L. Scheff, Admitted Pro Hac Vice 
Email: rscheff@ armstrongteasdale.com 
Jonathan P. Boughrum, Admitted Pro Hac Vice 
Email: jboughrum@ armstrongteasdale.com 
David F. Herman, Admitted Pro Hac Vice 
Email: dherman@armstrongteasdale.com 
Michael Christopher Witsch, Admitted Pro Hac Vice 
Email: mwitsch@armstrongteasdale.com 
ARMSTRONG TEASDALE 
1500 Market Street 
12th Floor, East Tower 
Philadelphia. Pennsylvania 19102 
Telephone: (215) 246-3479 
Facsimile: (215) 569-8228 
 
Attorneys for Defendant Matt Martorello 
 
Craig T. Merritt, VSB #20281 
Email: cmerritt@cblaw.com 
James E. Moore, VSB # 4526 
Email:  jmoore@cblaw.com 
Shannan M. Fitzgerald, VSB #90712 
Email:  sfitzgerald@cblaw.com  
CHRISTIAN & BARTON, LLP 
909 East Main Street, Suite 1200 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
Telephone: (804) 697-4100 
Facsimile:(804) 697-6112 
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Justin Alexander Gray, Admitted Pro Hac Vice 
Email: jgray@rosettelaw.com 
Anna Marek Bruty, Admitted Pro Hac Vice 
Email: abruty@rosettelaw.com 
ROSETTE, LLP 
44 Grandville Avenue SW, Suite 300 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503 
Telephone: (616) 655-1601 
Facsimile: (517) 913-6443 
 
Attorneys for Defendants Big Picture Loans, LLC and Ascension Technologies, LLC 
 
DATED at Seattle, Washington, this 10th day of January, 2019. 

TERRELL MARSHALL LAW GROUP PLLC 
 
 
By:    /s/ Jennifer Rust Murray   

Jennifer Rust Murray 
936 North 34th Street, Suite 300 
Seattle, Washington 98103-8869 
Telephone: (206) 816-6603 
Facsimile: (206) 319-5450 
Email: jmurray@terrellmarshall.com 

 
Attorneys for Respondents 
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