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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 

SOUTHERN DIVISION  

LILLIAN EASLEY and all others  ) 
similarly situated,  ) 

) 
Plaintiffs,  ) 

) 
v.  ) Case No. 1:21-cv-00049 

) 
WLCC II D/B/A  ) 
ARROWHEAD ADVANCE,  ) 

) 
Defendants.  ) 

MOTION TO DISMISS FOR IMPROPER VENUE AND TO 
 COMPEL ARBITRATION, AND CONSOLIDATED  

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT THEREOF  

Wakpamni Lake Community Corporation (“WLCC” or “Defendant”)1, by 

counsel, and pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(3) files this Motion to Dismiss Count 

1 WLCC is an arm of the Oglala Sioux Tribe.  By filing this Motion, WLCC expressly preserves 
its defense of sovereign immunity. No court has jurisdiction over WLCC and thus WLCC does 
not consent to jurisdiction or waive its immunity.  A defendant does not submit to the jurisdiction 
of a court by filing a motion to dismiss.  See Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior Chippewa 
Indians v. Norton, 327 F. Supp. 2d 995, 1000 (W.D. Wis. 2004) (“[Sovereign] entities may 
intervene for a limited purpose such as moving to dismiss the lawsuit for failure to join an 
indispensable party without waiving their sovereign immunity.”); McClendon v. United States,
885 F.2d 627, 630 (9th Cir.1989) (“[T]erms of [a sovereign’s] consent to be sued in any court 
define that court’s jurisdiction to entertain the suit.’”) (quoting Jicarilla Apache Tribe v. Hodel,
821 F.2d 537, 539 (10th Cir. 1987) (quoting United States v. Testan, 424 U.S. 392, 399 (1976)). 
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I of Plaintiff Lillian Easley’s Complaint (the “Complaint”) For Improper Venue and 

to Compel Arbitration (the “Motion”).  Plaintiff’s loan agreements with WLCC 

include binding arbitration and class action waiver provisions.  Accordingly, 

Plaintiff must arbitrate any claims against WLCC on an individual basis.  As 

explained in her Complaint, Plaintiff already has enforced the arbitration provisions 

in her loan agreements by arbitrating claims arising out of those agreements against 

WLCC in 2020.  In fact, Plaintiff seeks in this case to have her arbitration award (the 

“Award”) confirmed.2  Plaintiff must arbitrate the new claim asserted in her 

Complaint on an individual basis, just like she has done before.   

For these reasons, the Court should compel Plaintiff’s purported class claim 

to arbitration.  

I. FACTUAL BACKGROUND  

A. Plaintiff’s loans with WLCC. 

Plaintiff obtained a series of ten (10) loans from WLCC from August 2018 

through November 2019.  See Declaration of Raycen Raines, attached hereto as 

2 In reality, there is nothing in the Award that needs to be confirmed.  The Award declared 
Plaintiff’s loans through WLCC void ab initio.  She did not seek reimbursement, she did not seek 
to have the loans cancelled and she did not seek any other relief other than the declaration that the 
loans were void.  To the extent Plaintiff seeks to have this Court rubber stamp the Award and 
“confirm” it, WLCC does not object and, therefore, her claim seeking to have the Award confirmed 
would be moot.  
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Exhibit A, ¶ 3 (hereinafter “Raines Decl.”).  Plaintiff obtained her first loan on 

August 18, 2018 (the “First Loan”).  Id. at ¶ 5.  In connection with the First Loan, 

Plaintiff executed a Loan Agreement. Id. at ¶ 5, Exh. 1.  Plaintiff then continued to 

take out loans from WLCC and each Loan Agreement contained an arbitration 

provision.   Id. at ¶ 16. 

The Loan Agreement that Plaintiff signed on August 8, 2019 contains an 

arbitration provision that states in relevant part:3

Unless you exercise your right to opt-out of arbitration in the manner 
described above, any dispute you have with Lender or anyone else 
under this Agreement will be resolved by binding arbitration.  
Arbitration replaces the right to go to court, including the right to have 
a jury, to engage in discovery (except as may be provided in the 
arbitration rules), and to participate in a class action or similar 
proceeding.  In arbitration, a dispute is resolved by an arbitrator instead 
of a judge or jury.  Arbitration procedures are simpler and more limited 
than court procedures. Any arbitration will be limited to addressing 
your dispute individually and will not be part of a class-wide or 
consolidated arbitration proceeding.  

You agree that any Dispute (defined below) will be resolved by 
arbitration as described below and in accordance with any applicable 
Oglala Sioux tribal law. 

Raines Decl. at Exh. 5.   

3 WLCC cites to this particular Loan Agreement because this is the same Loan Agreement that 
Plaintiff attached to her arbitration demand to WLCC in March 2020.  See Raines Decl. ¶ 18, 
Exh. 11. 
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The arbitration provision defines Dispute as: 

[A]ny controversy or claim between you and Lender, its marketing 
agent, collection agent, an subsequent holder of this Note, or any of 
their respective agents, affiliates, assigns, employees, officers, 
managers, members or shareholders . . . . The term Dispute is to be 
given its broadest possible meaning and includes, without limitation, 
all claims or demands (whether past, present, or future, including events 
that occurred prior to the opening of this Account), based on any legal 
or equitable theory (tort, contract, or otherwise), and regardless of the 
type of relief sought (i.e., money, injunctive relief, or declaratory 
relief).  A Dispute includes, by way of example and without limitation, 
any claim arising from, related to or based upon marketing or 
solicitations to obtain the loan and the handling or servicing of your 
account whether such Dispute is based on a tribal, federal or state 
constitution, statute, ordinance, regulation, or that occurred prior to the 
opening of this Account, based on any legal or equitable theory (tort, 
contract, or otherwise), and regardless of the type of relief sought (i.e., 
money, injunctive relief, or declaratory relief).  A Dispute includes, by 
way of example and without limitation, any claim arising from, related 
to or based upon marketing or solicitations to obtain the loan and the 
handling or servicing of your account whether such Dispute is based on 
a tribal, federal or state constitution, statute, ordinance, regulation, or 
common law, and including any issue concerning the validity, 
enforceability, or scope of this loan or the Agreement to Arbitrate.  

In exchange, WLCC agreed to “pay the filing fee and costs or fees charged by 

the arbitrator regardless of which party initiates the arbitration . . . .”  Id.

Finally, the provision states in bold all-caps print: 

YOU ARE GIVING UP YOUR RIGHT TO SERVE AS A 
REPRESENTATIVE, AS A PRIVATE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
OR IN ANY OTHER REPRESENTATIVE CAPACITY, AND/OR 
TO PARTICIPATE AS A MEMBER OF A CLASS OF 
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CLAIMANTS, IN ANY LAWSUIT FILED AGAINST US 
AND/OR RELATED THIRD PARTIES.  

In a separate section, the arbitration provision also again states that  
“YOU HEREBY AGREE THAT YOU ARE WAIVING YOUR RIGHT TO 
A JURY TRIAL, TO HAVE A COURT DECIDE YOUR DISPUTE, AND 
YOU ARE WAIVING YOUR ABILITY TO SERVE AS A 
REPRESENTATIVE, AS A PRIVATE ATTORNEY GENERAL, TO 
PARTICIPATE IN A CLASS ACTION LAWSUIT, OR IN ANY OTHER 
REPRESENTATIVE CAPACITY FOR OTHERS IN THE ARBITRATION, 
AND TO CERTAIN DISCOVERY AND OTHER PROCEDURES THAT 
WOULD BE AVAILABLE IN A LAWSUIT.” 

Id.  Each of Plaintiff’s other nine loans include nearly identical arbitration 

provisions.  See Raines Decl., Exhs. 1 through 10.  Collectively, the arbitration 

provisions in each of the loans are referred to as the “Arbitration Agreements.” 

II. LEGAL STANDARD 

The Federal Arbitration Act (“FAA”) is “a body of federal substantive law of 

arbitrability, applicable to any arbitration agreement within the coverage of the Act.” 

Moses H. Cone Mem’l Hosp. v. Mercury Constr. Corp., 460 U.S. 1, 24 (1983).  The 

FAA was enacted “to ensure private arbitration agreements are enforced according 

to their terms” with the same force as any other written contract.  AT&T Mobility 

LLC v. Concepcion, 563 U.S. 333, 344 (2011) (citations omitted).  Thus, under the 

FAA, written contracts to arbitrate are “valid, irrevocable, and enforceable, save 

upon such grounds as exist at law or in equity for the revocation of any contract.”  9 
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U.S.C. § 2.  An agreement to arbitrate may be treated as its own contract within a 

larger document.  See Rent-A-Ctr., W., Inc. v. Jackson, 561 U.S. 63, 68 (2010).  To 

satisfy the writing requirement under the FAA, the arbitration agreement must be in 

writing.  Caley v. Gulfstream Aero. Corp., 428 F.3d 1359, 1368 (11th Cir. 2005).  

However, the FAA “does not require that it be signed by the parties.”  Id.

In essence, the FAA is a “congressional declaration of a liberal federal policy 

favoring arbitration agreements.”  Moses H. Cone Mem’l Hosp., 460 U.S. at 24; see 

also DIRECTV, Inc. v. Imburgia, 136 S. Ct. 463, 471 (2015) (reaffirming the 

obligation of all courts to give “due regard . . . to the federal policy favoring 

arbitration” (quoting Volt Info. Scis., Inc. v. Bd. of Trustees of Leland Stanford 

Junior Univ., 489 U.S. 468, 476 (1989))).  Accordingly, the FAA requires courts to 

“rigorously enforce agreements to arbitrate” pursuant to their terms.  Shearson/Am. 

Exp., Inc. v. McMahon, 482 U.S. 220, 226 (1987) (internal citation omitted).   

An agreement to arbitrate is properly characterized as “a specialized kind of 

forum-selection clause that posits not only the situs of suit but also the procedure to 

be used in resolving the dispute.”  Scherk v. Alberto-Culver Co., 417 U.S. 506, 519 

(1974); Cunningham v. Fleetwood Homes of Ga., Inc., 253 F.3d 611, 617 (11th Cir. 

2001) (same).  Although a party can seek to compel arbitration through multiple 
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avenues, one such avenue is “pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(3) as [a] motion[] to 

dismiss for improper venue.”  Lipcon v. Underwriters at Lloyd’s, London, 148 F.3d 

1285, 1290 (11th Cir. 1998); see Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(3).   

In considering a motion to dismiss for improper venue, a court may consider 

evidence outside the pleadings.  Belcher-Robinson, L.L.C. v. Linamar Corp., 699 F. 

Supp. 2d 1329, 1333 (M.D. Ala. 2010).  

III. ARGUMENT 

The Court should dismiss Count I of Plaintiff’s Complaint under Federal Rule 

of Civil Procedure 12(b)(3) because the claim is subject to mandatory arbitration 

pursuant to the binding Arbitration Agreements. 

A. Federal Policy Strongly Favors Enforcing the Arbitration Agreements. 

The Arbitration Agreements are governed by the FAA.  See Raines Decl. Exh. 

1-10 (“[T]he Arbitration Agreement above is additionally governed by the Federal 

Arbitration Act (FAA) and the decisions of the United Sates Supreme Court 

interpreting the FAA.”).  “‘The principal purpose of the [(FAA)] is to ensure private 

arbitration agreements are enforced according to their terms.’”  Kaspers v. Comcast 

Corp., 631 F. App’x 779, 781 (11th Cir. 2015) (quoting AT&T Mobility, 563 U.S. at 

344).   
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When interpreting arbitration agreements under the FAA, federal courts 

exercise an overwhelming presumption in favor of arbitration.  According to the 

Eleventh Circuit, “[t]he FAA places arbitration agreements on equal footing with all 

other contracts and sets forth a clear presumption—‘a national policy’—in favor of 

arbitration.”  Parnell v. CashCall, Inc., 804 F.3d 1142, 1146 (11th Cir. 2015) (citing 

Buckeye Check Cashing, Inc. v. Cardegna, 546 U.S. 440, 443 (2006)).  The Eleventh 

Circuit has recognized that this national presumption in favor of arbitration requires 

courts to “‘rigorously enforce’ arbitration agreements.”  Matthews v. Ultimate Sports 

Bar, LLC, 621 F. App’x 569, 571 (11th Cir. 2015) (citations omitted).   

To enforce an arbitration agreement, a court must only find that the party 

resisting arbitration entered into an arbitration agreement that is enforceable, and 

that the claims fall within the scope of the agreement.  See Lambert v. Austin Ind., 

544 F.3d 1192, 1195 (11th Cir. 2008).  Because of the national policy in favor of 

arbitration, courts throughout the Eleventh Circuit consistently enforce arbitration 

provisions. See, e.g., Caley, 428 F.3d at 1379 (affirming the dismissal of an action 

and compelling arbitration).   

Courts have also consistently held that claims involving consumers and 

consumer protection statutes are properly subject to enforceable arbitration 

Case 1:21-cv-00049-KD-MU   Document 2   Filed 02/05/21   Page 8 of 18    PageID #: 66



9 

agreements.  See, e.g., CompuCredit Corp. v. Greenwood, 132 S. Ct. 665, 673 (2012) 

(enforcing an arbitration agreement in the context of the Credit Repair Organizations 

Act); Williams v. Omainsky, No. CV 15-0123-WS-N, 2015 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 

162622, at *2-4 (S.D. Ala. Dec. 3, 2015) (enforcing an arbitration provision in the 

context of the Fair Labor Standards Act); Johnson v. Springleaf Fin. Servs., No. 

2:15-CV-1268-RDP, 2015 WL 4985472, at *2 (N.D. Ala. Aug. 20, 2015) (enforcing 

an arbitration provision in the context of a Fair Credit Reporting Act case).

Here, in the Arbitration Agreements, the Parties agreed to a forum-selection 

that dictates “not only the situs of suit but also the procedure to be used in resolving 

the dispute.”  Scherk, 417 U.S. at 519.   

B. The Arbitration Agreements are Valid and Enforceable Contracts. 

It is well established that “federal law establishes the enforceability of 

arbitration agreements, while state law governs the interpretation and formation of 

such agreements.”  Employers Ins. of Wausau v. Bright Metal Specialties, Inc., 251 

F.3d 1316, 1322 (11th Cir. 2001).  “Judicial determinations on the validity of an 

agreement to arbitrate are to be decided as a matter of contract.”  Wright v. Circuit 

City Stores, Inc., 82 F. Supp. 2d 1279, 1283 (N.D. Ala. 2000) (citing AT&T 

Technologies, Inc. v. Communications Workers of Am., 475 U.S. 643, 648-49 
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(1986)).  Federal courts make these decisions by looking to the state-law governing 

formation of contracts.  Id. (citing First Options of Chicago, Inc. v. Kaplan, 514 U.S. 

938, 944 (1995)). 

This matter requires application of state law to resolve a dispute between 

parties who are not citizens of the same state and, therefore, Alabama’s choice-of-

law rules apply.  See O’Neal v. Kennamer, 958 F.2d 1044 (11th Cir. 1992) (federal 

court sitting in diversity applies forum state’s conflict of laws principles).  “Under 

Alabama’s lex loci contractus principle, Alabama would apply the substantive law 

of the state where the contract was entered into, unless the parties contracted for the 

laws of a different jurisdiction.”  Colonial Life & Acc. Ins. Co. v. Hartford Fire Ins. 

Co., 358 F.3d 1306 (11th Cir. 2004)).  Here, the Arbitration Agreements were 

entered into in Alabama.  

There can be no question that the Arbitration Agreements here are valid and 

enforceable as to Plaintiff.  Plaintiff’s Arbitration demand included the Arbitration 

Agreement under which she proceeded to arbitrate and ultimately obtain the Award.4

Raines Decl. ¶ 18, Exh. 11.  Plaintiff cannot now seek to confirm the Award while 

4 While WLCC does not seek through this Motion to challenge the findings in the Award, 
WLCC disagrees with the arbitrator’s ultimate conclusions as set forth in the Award.   
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at the same time challenging the very Arbitration Agreement under which she 

obtained the Award.  TVA v. Kimbrel, 681 So. 2d 580, 582 (Ala. Civ. App. 1996) 

(“General contract principles in Alabama require that one who accepts the benefits 

of a contract must also accept its burdens”).  Therefore, WLCC is entitled to enforce 

the Arbitration Agreements just as Plaintiff did.  

C. The Award Does Not Render the Arbitration Agreements Invalid.   

The Award declared Plaintiff’s loan agreements with WLCC void ab initio.  

That determination, however, does not impact the enforceability of the Arbitration 

Agreements.  An arbitration agreement is an independent, enforceable contract, even 

when the larger contract is challenged as invalid.  See Rent-A-Ctr., W., Inc. v. 

Jackson, 561 U.S. 63, 70–71 (2010) (“[A] party’s challenge to another provision of 

the contract, or to the contract as a whole, does not prevent a court from enforcing a 

specific agreement to arbitrate.  ‘[A]s a matter of substantive federal arbitration law, 

an arbitration provision is severable from the remainder of the contract.’”) (citation 

omitted).   

The Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals’ decision in Bess v. Check Express, 

294 F.3d 1298 (11th Cir. 2002), is instructive.  In Bess, the plaintiff argued that 

deferred payment transactions, which were subject to an arbitration agreement, were 
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void ab initio because the transactions were illegal under the Alabama Small Loans 

Act.  Id. at 1304-05.  The plaintiff argued that the court, rather than the arbitrator, 

was required to decide the legality of the transactions.  Id. at 1304. The Eleventh 

Circuit rejected Plaintiff’s argument and agreed the claims were required to be 

arbitrated.  The Court reasoned that the plaintiff’s attempt to challenge the “content 

of the contracts, not their existence” fell squarely within the “normal circumstances” 

where parties that have signed a presumptively valid agreement to arbitrate any 

disputes, “including those about the validity of the underlying transaction” are 

required to arbitrate those disputes.  Id. at 1305-06.  

The Court should reach the same result here and compel Plaintiff’s class claim 

into arbitration under the terms of the Loan Agreements. 

D. Plaintiff’s Class Action Claim is within the Scope of the Arbitration 
Agreements 

Plaintiff’s class action claim falls within the scope of the Arbitration 

Agreements.  “When federal courts interpret arbitration agreements, state contract 

law governs and directs the courts’ analyses of whether the parties committed an 

issue to arbitration.”  Parnell, 804 F.3d at 1147 (quoting First Options of Chi., Inc. 

v. Kaplan, 514 U.S. 938, 944 (1995)).  This determination must be made, however, 

“with a healthy regard for the federal policy favoring arbitration.”  Moses H. Cone 
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Mem’l Hosp., 460 U.S. at 24. 

The Arbitration Agreements define the covered claims, or Disputes, broadly.  

The Arbitration Agreements state that the term Dispute is to be given its broadest 

possible meaning and “includes, without limitation, all claims or demands . . . based 

on any legal or equitable theory . . . and regardless of the type of relief sought.”  See 

e.g., Raines Decl., Exh. 1.  To the extent there are any doubts (although there should 

not be any), those “‘doubts concerning the scope of arbitrable issues should be 

resolved in favor of arbitration.’”  Wiand v. Schneiderman, 778 F.3d 917, 922 (11th 

Cir. 2015) (quoting Moses H. Cone Mem’l Hosp., 460 U.S. at 24-25). 

The putative class claim is based on a theory that the underlying loans were 

usurious and should be declared void ab initio for violating the Alabama Small 

Loans Act.  It also seeks to recover money paid under the loans.  There can be no 

question that this claim “aris[es] from, relate[s] to or [is] based upon marketing or 

solicitations to obtain the loan and the handling or servicing of [Plaintiff’s] account”  

with WLCC.  Indeed, courts have held that this phrase is very broad.  See, e.g., Hearn 

v. Comcast Cable Commc’ns, LLC, 415 F. Supp. 3d 1155, 1161 (N.D. Ga. 2019) 

(explaining that courts find standard commercial arbitration provisions covering all 

claims “arising out of” or “relating to” an underlying agreement as “broad”).  Given 
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the breadth of claims covered by the Arbitration Agreements, Plaintiff’s allegations 

are more than sufficient to trigger application of the Arbitration Agreements. 

E. Plaintiff Waived the Right to Proceed on a Class Basis. 

Not only did Plaintiff agree to arbitrate (and already did arbitrate), she waived 

any and all rights to proceed on a class, collective, or representative basis.  The 

Arbitration Agreements expressly state that Plaintiff waives the ability to participate 

in or serve as a representative in a class action.  See Raines Decl., Exhs. 1-10. 

“A [c]ourt must enforce the parties’ arbitration agreement as written, 

including its clear mandate that the arbitration proceed on an individual basis.”  

Sanchez v. J.P. Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., No. 14-20468-CIV-MORENO, 2014 WL 

4063046, at *4 (S.D. Fla. Aug. 15, 2014) (citations omitted).  Given this 

requirement, “[t]he Supreme Court and the Eleventh Circuit have repeatedly rejected 

challenges to class action waivers in arbitration agreements.”  Id.  When a party 

subject to binding arbitration waives his or her right to proceed on a class basis, the 

court must dismiss the class claims and only allow the individual claim to go 

forward.  See Levison v. Mastec, Inc., No. 8:15-CV-1547-T-26AEP, 2016 U.S. Dist. 

LEXIS 12937, at *2 (M.D. Fla. Feb. 3, 2016) (observing that the trend in the 

Eleventh Circuit was to uphold class waivers); Curbelo v. Autonation Benefits Co., 
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No. 14-CIV- 62736, 2015 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 18788, at *8-9 (S.D. Fla. Feb. 17, 2015) 

(upholding a class action waiver in an arbitration agreement); De Oliveira v. Citicorp 

N. Am., Inc., No. 8:12-CV-251-T-26TGW, 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 69573, at *4 

(M.D. Fla. May 18, 2012) (enforcing a collective action waiver in an arbitration 

agreement).

Courts inside and outside of the Eleventh Circuit routinely enforce class action 

waivers in arbitration agreements.  Enforcement is necessary here.  Plaintiff signed 

Arbitration Agreements that included class action waivers.  The Court should uphold 

the agreements, compel Plaintiff to arbitrate her claims on an individual basis, and 

dismiss the class claims with prejudice.5

F. Dismissal Is the Appropriate Remedy. 

The FAA provides that once the Court determines that arbitration should be 

compelled, the Court “shall on application of one of the parties stay the trial of the 

action until such arbitration has been had in accordance with the terms of the 

5 Because Plaintiff can never bring a claim on behalf of a class due to her class action waivers, 
Plaintiff’s class claim should be dismissed with prejudice pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil 
Procedure 12(b)(6) for failure to state a claim upon which relief may be granted.  It is proper for 
the Court to consider external documents, such as the Arbitration Agreements, in dismissing this 
claim under Rule 12(b)(6) because the Note and Guaranty are “central to the complaint.”  See 
Harris v. Ivax Corp., 182 F.3d 799, 802 (11th Cir. 1999) (observing the court can consider external 
documents central to the complaint on a motion to dismiss if the contents are not in dispute). 
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agreement, providing the applicant for the stay is not in default in proceeding with 

such arbitration.”  9 U.S.C. § 3.  However, when all the issues in a lawsuit are 

arbitrable, courts routinely dismiss a lawsuit rather than staying it.  See, e.g., Samadi 

v. MBNA Am. Bank, N.A., 178 Fed. App’x. 863, 866 (11th Cir. 2006) (affirming the 

dismissal of an action and compelling arbitration); Caley, 428 F.3d at 1379 (same); 

Sanchez v. J.P. Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., No. 14-20468-CIV-MORENO, 2014 

U.S. Dist. LEXIS 113608, at *13 (S.D. Fla. Aug. 15, 2014) (enforcing class action 

waiver and dismissing action so that parties may proceed to arbitration on an 

individual basis).  

Dismissal, as opposed to a stay, makes particular sense in the context of an 

improper venue challenge based on the Arbitration Agreements, as is the case here, 

because under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure the proper way to challenge 

venue is through a motion to dismiss.  See Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(3).   

IV. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons above, Defendants respectfully request that the Court dismiss 

Plaintiff’s purported class claims with prejudice, dismiss the remainder of her 

Complaint without prejudice, and compel her individual claim to arbitration.  

Defendant also asks for all additional relief in its favor that is just and proper. 
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Dated: February 5, 2021. 

Respectfully submitted, 

By: /s/ John N. Bolus   
John N. Bolus 
MAYNARD COOPER GALE

1901 Sixth Ave. N, Suite 1700 
Birmingham, AL 35203 
Telephone: (205) 254-1025 
Facsimile: (205) 714-6325 
Email: JBolus@maynardcooper.com

Jaclyn Combs 
Maynard Cooper & Gale, P.C. 
11 North Water Street 
RSA Battle House Tower, Suite 24290 
Mobile, AL 36602 
Telephone: (251) 405-8672 
Facsimile: (251) 432-0007 
Email: JCombs@maynardcooper.com

Attorneys for WLCC II d/b/a Arrowhead Advance 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on February 5, 2021, a copy of the above and foregoing 

was filed with the United States District Court for the Southern District of Alabama 

using the CM/ECF system which sent notification to all counsel of record, including:    

Kenneth J. Riemer 
Earl P. Underwood, Jr. 
UNDERWOOD & RIEMER, PC 
2153 Airport Boulevard 
Mobile, AL 36606 
Telephone: (251) 432-9212 
Facsimile: (251) 990-0626 
Email: kriemer@alalaw.com

Steven P. Gregory 
GREGORY LAW FIRM, P.C. 
2700 Corporate Drive 
Suite 200 
Birmingham, AL 35242 
Telephone: (205) 799-0380 
Email: steve@gregorylawfirm.us

Counsel for Plaintiff 

/s/ John N. Bolus   
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