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J. Preston Stieff (4764)

J. PRESTON STIEFF LAW OFFICES, LLC
311 South State Street, Suite 450

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Telephone: (801) 366-6002

Email: JPS@StieffLaw.com

Attorney for Plaintiff

THE UTE INDIAN TRIBE OF THE
UINTAH AND OURAY RESERVATION, a COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY
federally recognized Indian tribe, JUDGMENT AND EQUITABLE RELIEF,
CANCELLATION OF ILLEGAL
Plaintiff, CONVEYANCES OF TRIBAL WATERS,
AND DAMAGES FOR TRESPASS,
V. THEFT/CONVERSION AND
NUISANCE

GREGORY D. MCKEE, T & L
LIVESTOCK, INC., MCKEE FARMS,
INC., and G M FERTILIZER, INC., Civil Case No.

Defendants. Judge

Plaintiff, the Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation (“Tribe” or “Ute
Tribe”), by and through its attorneys, allege and complain as follows:
PARTIES
1. Plaintiff Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation (“Tribe” or
“Ute Tribe”) is a federally recognized Indian tribe! which makes its home on the Uintah
and Ouray Indian Reservation in northeastern Utah.
2. The Tribe is organized in two ways under the Indian Reorganization Act of

1934 (“IRA”), 25 U.S.C. § 5101-5144. The Tribe is organized as a tribal government

' See 88 Fed. Reg. 2112, 2115 (Jan. 12, 2023).
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under 25 U.S.C. § 5123, and it is also chartered as a federal corporation under 25 U.S.C.
§ 5124.2

3. The Tribe operates its own tribal government and oversees its tribal lands
and resources, including the assignment and leasing of tribal lands.

4. The Tribe brings this cause of action on its own behalf and on behalf of its
tribal members as parens patriae to protect its members’ health, welfare, natural
resources, and economic security. The Tribe has parens patriae ("parent of the country")
standing to bring claims because the Tribe represents the interests of all of its members
and it raises claims that affect all of its members. See, e.g., Miccosulcee Tribe of Indians
v. United States, 680 F. Supp. 2d 1308 (S.D. Fla. 2010); see also W. Va. v. Chas. Pfizer
& Co., 440 F.2d 1079, 1089-90 (2d Cir. 1971) (discussing the parens patriae theory of
standing without deciding its application to the facts of the case); Assiniboine & Sioux
Tribes v. Montana, 568 F. Supp. 269, 277 (D. Mont. 1983) (discussing the parens patriae
doctrine).

5. Defendant Gregory D. McKee (“Defendant McKee”) is a non-Indian who is
the sole, or majority, interest owner of T & L Livestock, Inc., McKee Farms, Inc., and G M

Fertilizer, Inc. (hereinafter “McKee business operations”).

2 The IRA is “a statute specifically intended to encourage Indian tribes to revitalize their self-
government.” Fisher v. District Court, 424 U.S. 382, 387 (1976). The IRA implements a federal
policy of reestablishing tribal governments, reconstituting tribal land bases, and revitalizing tribal
economies and cultures. Cohen’s Handbook of Federal Indian Law §4.04[3][a], p. 256 (Nell
Jessup Newton ed., 2012).
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6. Defendant T & L Livestock, Inc. is a Utah corporation with its principal place
of business located at 8800 North 8651 East, P.O. Box 1485, Roosevelt, Utah, 84066.
Defendant McKee is listed as the registered principal of T & L Livestock, Inc. on the Utah
Division of Corporations and Commercial Code website.

7. Defendant McKee Farms, Inc. is a Utah corporation with its principal place
of business located at 8800 North 8651 East, P.O. Box 1485, Roosevelt, Utah, 84066.
Defendant McKee is listed as the registered principal of McKee Farms, Inc. on the Utah
Division of Corporations and Commercial Code website.

8. Defendant G M Fertilizer, Inc. is a Utah corporation with its principal place
of business located at 8800 North 8651 East, P.O. Box 1485, Roosevelt, Utah, 84066.
Defendant McKee is listed as the registered principal of G M Fertilizer, Inc. on the Utah
Division of Corporations and Commercial Code website.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

9. This is an action “brought by [an] Indian tribe ... with a governing body duly
recognized by the Secretary of the Interior, wherein the matter in controversy arises under
the Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States.” This Court thus has jurisdiction
over this action under both 28 U.S.C. § 1331 and § 1362.

10. Indian water rights are predicated exclusively on federal law. Winters v.
United States, 207 U.S. 564, 577 (1908); see generally A. Dan Tarlock, Law of Water
Rights & Resources § 9:38 (2016). The federal treaties and statutes implicated by this

suit include, without limitation:
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g.

The Treaty With The Utah of 1849 (9 Stats. 984); Ute Treaty of 1863 (13
Stat., 673); Ute Treaty of 1868 (15 Stat., 619); and Act of April 29, 1874,
Chapter 136 (18 Stat., 36);

Executive Order of Oct. 3, 1861;

The Act of March 1, 1899 (30 Stat. 941);

The Act of June 21, 1906, Pub. L. 59-258, 34 Stat. 325, 375;

Winters v. United States, 207 U.S. 564 (1908) and its progeny;
Cedarview Irrigation Company, no. 4427, slip op. (D. Utah 1923)

and Dry Gulch Irrigation Company, No. 4418, slip op. (D. Utah
1923);

The Act of May 28, 1941, 55 Stat. 209.

11.  This court also has supplemental jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1367.

12.  Venue lies in the District of Utah because it is the judicial district in which

the parties reside and/or have their principal place of business and in which the acts or

omissions alleged occurred. 28 U.S.C. § 1402.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

A. The Ute Tribe’s Reservation and Water Rights

13. The Tribe’s reservation is situated at the foot of the Uinta Mountains3 on an

arid and high desert plateau in northeastern Utah.

3 According to the U.S. Board on Geographic Names, “Uinta” is the proper spelling for natural
features, whereas “Uintah” is the spelling applied to political entities; however, the two spellings
are often used interchangeably.
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14.  Under the Ute Treaties of 1849, 1863 and 1868, the Ute Indians reserved
the surface and ground waters appurtenant to their Reservation.

15.  The present-day Uintah and Ouray Reservation was originally two separate
reservations; the first, the Uintah Valley Reservation, was established by Executive Order
on October 3, 1861, confirmed by Congress in the Act of May 5, 1864, § 2, 13 Stat. 63;
the second reservation, the Uncompahgre Reservation, was established pursuant to the
Act of June 15, 1880, ch. 223, 21 Stat. 1999, and the Executive Order of January 5, 1882.
Both Reservations were established to provide a permanent homeland for the Ute Indians
and to enable the Tribe and its members to become self-sustaining through agricultural
and other economic pursuits. Together, the Uintah Valley Reservation and Uncompahgre
Reservation are organized under the Indian Reorganization Act to form a single
reservation known today as the Uintah and Ouray Reservation (the “Reservation”).

16.  Under the Act of March 1, 1899, 30 Stat. 941 (“Act of 1899”), the United
States Congress statutorily confirmed the Ute Tribe's rights to reservation water
resources and provided explicitly that the right of non-Indians “shall be subject at all times
to the paramount rights of the Indians on said reservation to so much of said waters as
may have been appropriated, or may hereafter be appropriated or needed by them for

agricultural and domestic purposes....”

4 See Winters v. United States, 207 U.S. 564 (1908); see also United States v. Michigan, 471 F.
Supp. 192, 212 (W.D. Mich. 1979), affd, 653 F.2d 177 (6th Cir. 1981) (“Western Indian tribes...
reserved whatever water they needed to make use of their land....They are not required to show
that the United States granted them [that water], but only that they reserved it.”) (citing, e.g.,
Winters, United States v. Winans, 198 U.S. 371 (1905), United States v. Wheeler, 435 U.S. 313
(1978) (superseded by statute)).
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17.  In 1905, the Commissioner of Indian Affairs described the dire conditions
then existing on the Uintah and Ouray Reservation, and warned that:
[t]he future of these [Ute] Indians depends upon a successful irrigation

scheme, for without water their lands are valueless, and starvation or
extermination will be their fate.

Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, 1905.° The United States Congress
responded in 1906 by authorizing the construction of an Indian irrigation project for the
reservation, the “Uintah Indian Irrigation Project,” or “UIIP.” Congress required the
Federal Government to use tribal funds to construct the UIIP.®

18. By then, conflicts had also arisen between the Ute Indians and their non-
Indian neighbors over access to the Green River tributary streams flowing onto the Tribe’s
reservation. Inresponse to the conflict, the United States and the Secretary of the Interior
filed suit in 1916 as “Trustee of the Indians” to adjudicate the Ute Indians’ reserved water
rights in the tributary streams and rivers and to enjoin the non-Indians’ upstream
interference. See Complaint, United States and Secretary of the Interior as Trustee of
the Indians v. Dry Gulch Irrigation Co., et al., No. 4418 (U.S. District Court for the District
of Utah, July 10, 1916); Complaint, United States and Secretary of the Interior as Trustee
of the Indians v. Cedarview Irrigation Co., et al., No. 4427 (U.S. District Court for the

District of Utah, July 17, 1916) (hereinafter “the Dry Gulch and Cedarview cases”).

5 Quoted in Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation v. Utah, 521 F. Supp. at 1127.

6 Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation v. Utah, 521 F. Supp. 1072, 1126 n.165
(D. Utah 1981) (quoting Floyd A. O’'Neil & Kathryn L. Mackay, A History of the Uintah-Ouray
Lands, at 34 (U. Utah, American West Center 1977).

6
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19. In 1923, the United States District Court for the District of Utah entered
decrees in Dry Gulch and Cedarview, (i) adjudicating the Tribe’s Indian reserved water
rights in the tributary streams and rivers, and (i/) permanently enjoining the Tribe’s non-
Indian neighbors from interfering with the Tribe’s decreed water rights. Consistent with
the United States’ complaints, the United States District Court adjudicated legal title to
the Tribe’s reserved water rights in the “United States of America” and “the Secretary of
the Interior” in their capacity “as Trustees” of the Ute Indians.

20. The dispute in this case involves tribal waters adjudicated to the Ute Indians
in the Cedarview case. Copies of the Cedarview complaint and final decree are attached

hereto as Exhibits A and B.

21.  Thus, the Tribe’s water rights—established at the creation of the Tribe’s
reservation in 1861 and before the allotment of land to individual Indians in 1905—are
tribal trust assets held by the United States in trust for the benefit of the Tribe. Hackford
v. Babbitt, 14 F.3d 1457, 1467 (10th Cir. 1994) (“though the individuals with irrigable land
[within the UIIP] may have a right of user [sic] to the water, the water right itself is a tribal
right.”).

22. As authorized by the Indian Reorganization Act, the Ute Tribe has
purchased more than 40,794.4 acres of former Indian allotments on its Reservation, most
of which are serviced with irrigation water through the UIIP, and the Ute Tribe, therefore,

is now the record owner of these former Indian allotments.
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B. The McKee Property and Actions Giving Rise to the Dispute

23. Defendant McKee’s property and cattle feedlot are located on a tract of fee
patent land within the exterior boundaries of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation, described
as:

Lot Two (NW/4 NE/4), the SW/4 NE/4, and the NW/4 SE/4 of Section Two,

Township One South, Range One East, Uintah Special Meridian, Uintah

County, Utah, containing 121.14 acres.

The northern-most parcel, Lot two, contains 41.14 acres, while the SW/4 NE/4 and the
NW/4 SE/4 each contain 40 acres (hereinafter “McKee property”). These lots are referred
to herein as Tracts 1, 2 and 3 respectively.

24.  On August 3, 2012, Defendant McKee’s estranged wife, Maggie McKee,
informed the Ute Indian Tribe that Defendant McKee was misappropriating tribal waters
from a UIIP conveyance canal and ditches to irrigate the McKee property and to provide
drinking water to cattle maintained in Defendants’ feedlot. Mrs. McKee also described
other improprieties, including the (/) Defendants’ trespass onto tribal lands by virtue of an
illegal arrangement between Defendant McKee and one or more Ute Indian tribal
members, and (/i) Defendants’ contamination of tribal waters and adjacent tribal lands by
virtue of, inter alia, an inadequate, or non-existent, animal waste management system at
the Defendants’ feedlot, and the Defendants’ burial of cattle carcasses on the property,
some allegedly infected with disease.

25.  The Plaintiff Tribe commenced a lawsuit against the Defendants in the Ute

Indian Tribal Court and the Tribal Court awarded judgment in the Tribe’s favor on August
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3, 2015. See Exhibits C and D (Tribal Court’s Judgment and Findings of Fact and

Conclusions of Law).

26. However, when the Tribe subsequently sought to enforce the Tribal Court
judgment, the federal courts ruled that the Ute Indian Tribal Court lacked subject matter
jurisdiction over Mr. McKee. Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation v.
McKee, 482 F. Supp. 3d 1190 (D. Utah 2020), aff'd, 32 F.4th 1003 (10th Cir. 2022).

C. Timeliness of the Tribe’s Suit

27.  There is no statute of limitations on an Indian tribe’s federal common law
suit to enforce Indian property rights. Cty. of Oneida, N.Y. v. Oneida Indian Nation of
New York, 470 U.S. 226, 240-41 (1985).

28.  Alternatively, the Tenth Circuit decision in Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and
Ouray Reservation v. McKee was issued on April 27, 2022, and the Tribe’s federal court
suit was timely filed within one year of that date. See 28 U.S.C. § 1367(d); UTAH CODE

ANN. § 78b-2-111.

D. Defendants’ Misappropriation of Indian Waters
29. The Uintah Indian Irrigation Project, or UIIP, was established to provide
irrigation water to Ute Indian lands. The Deep Creek Canal is a conveyance channel for
the UIIP, and the waters conveyed through the Deep Creek Canal were adjudicated to
the Ute Indians under the 1923 Cedarview Decree.
30. The Defendants and their predecessors in interest have been diverting
water to the McKee property from the UIIP conveyance canals and ditches without any

legal right to do so.
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a. Goodrich Gulch Water Right

31. Defendant McKee relies on a “Certificate of Appropriation of Water” issued
by the State of Utah to Sarah C. Darling in 1926 (hereinafter “state water right”) as the
basis for his right to divert water from the Deep Creek Canal for application to the lands
referred to herein as Tracts 1 and 2 of the McKee property, that is, Lot Two (NW/4 NE/4)
and the SW/4 NE/4 of Section Two, Township One South, Range One East, Uintah
Special Meridian, Uintah County, Utah, containing 81.14 acres.

32. However, neither the water source, nor the lawful point of diversion, for that
state water right is through the Deep Creek Canal; instead, the water source for the state
water right is Goodrich Gulch—a water source that is intermittent, and not seasonal like
the Deep Creek Canal, according to the testimony of the Tribe’s hydrologic expert. Dr.
Woldezion Mesghinna, Ph.D., P.E.

33. By Mr. McKee’s own admission, the point of diversion and method of
diversion for the state water right is through a wooden flume that was built up and over

the “pre-existing ‘U.S. Govt. Deep Creek Canal” in 1930—a wooden conveyance flume

that no longer exists.

34.  According to the Tribe’s hydrologic expert. Dr. Mesghinna, the Utah State
Engineer has never approved a change in the point of diversion, nor the method of

diversion of the water.

35.  Furthermore, the Utah State Engineer has no lawful authority to authorize
diversions of tribal water—a federal property right—from the federally-constructed and

federally-operated Uintah Indian Irrigation Project. Indeed, the UIIP itself is an Indian

10
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trust asset under federal law. See The Act of June 21, 1906, Pub. L. 59-258, Stat. 325,

375.

b. lllegal Transfers of Indian Water to Tract 3

36. Defendant McKee claims the right to divert water from the Deep Creek
Canal for application to the land referred to herein as Tract 3 of the McKee property, that
is, the NW/4 SE/4 of Section Two, Township One South, Range One East, Uintah Special
Meridian, Uintah County, Utah, comprising 40 acres.

37.  Yet, Mr. McKee admits that he has no instrument of conveyance, conveying
a right to tribal waters from the Deep Creek Canal for application to the 40-acre tract of
land that comprises Tract 3 of the McKee property. Instead, Mr. McKee relies on two
‘Agreements,” the first dated March 4, 1943, and the second dated December 23, 1946
(referred to herein as “the 1943 Agreement” and “the 1946 Agreement”).

38. The 1943 Agreement was executed by Dewey McConkie, a predecessor in
interest of Defendant McKee. Under the 1943 Agreement, E.W. Kronquist, the then-
Project Manager of the UlIP—purporting to act on behalf of the United States—agreed to
assign “21 acres of water right” appurtenant to lands “within the Uintah Irrigation Project,”
to Tract 3 of the McKee property—land that is not within the Uintah Indian Irrigation
Project. The Agreement recites no lawful authority by which E.W. Kronquist was
authorized to transfer tribally-adjudicated water rights appurtenant to lands inside the UIIP
to lands that were not then—and are not today—Ilands inside the UIIP. Lacking lawful
authority, the purported 1943 transfer is an illegal conveyance of Indian trust property

under 25 U.S.C. 177.

11
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39. The 1946 Agreement was also executed by Dewey McConkie, Defendant
McKee’s predecessor in interest. The 1946 Agreement is signed by C.A. Massie, the
then-acting Project Engineer of the UIIP, and Forrest R. Stone, the then-Superintendent
of the Uintah and Ouray Indian Agency, purporting to act on behalf of the United States.
The 1946 Agreement purports to assign 15.28 acre-feet of water per acre per annum from
lands “within the Uintah Irrigation Project” to lands that were not then—and are not today
within the UlIP—the land now owned by Mr. McKee referred herein to Tract 3.

40. The 1946 Agreement recites that the transfer was made pursuant to the
“authority of the Secretary of the Interior contained in Section 2 of the Act of Congress
approved May 28, 1941 (55 Stat. 209), which is attached hereto as Exhibit E. However,
Section 2 of 55 Stat. 209 imposes two critical limitations on the Secretary’s authority to
transfer water rights within the UIIP: (1) first, that such transfers can only be made “with
the consent of the interested parties” and secondly, (2) that a transfer of Indian water
rights can only be made “to other lands under said [Uintah Indian Irrigation] project.”

41. Because the McKee fee lands are not within the project lands of the Uintah
Indian Irrigation Project, the transfer purportedly authorized under the 1946 Agreement is
invalid because it exceeded the Congressional delegation to the Secretary under Section
2 of 55 Stat. 209. The purported transfer is also invalid because the transfer authority
under the 1941 Act is vested solely in the Secretary of the Interior—not lesser officers
such as Messrs. Massie and Stone.

42.  Furthermore, the Ute Tribe was obviously an “interested party” to the

transfer proposed under the Agreement of December 23, 1946. And there is no

12
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evidence—nor any recitation in the Agreement itself—that the Ute Tribe was properly
notified of, or consented to, the transfer of its tribal waters to fee lands located outside of
the UIIP. Hence, the purported transfer constitutes an illegal conveyance of Indian trust
property under 25 U.S.C. 177.

43.  Finally, the Final Decrees in Dry Gulch, case number 4418 and Cedarview,
case number 4427, U.S. District Court for the District of Utah, have never been amended

to permit the transfer of tribal water to lands outside of the Uintah Indian Irrigation Project.

Il. Trespass and lllegal Farming of Tribal Lands

44. In investigating Maggie McKee’s allegations, the Tribe has learned that
Defendants have given valuable consideration to one or more tribal members, and in
return, those Ute tribal members have allowed Defendants to grow and harvest crops on
tribally-owned lands within the Uintah and Ouray Reservation.

45. The arrangement between the McKee Defendants and these Ute tribal
members contravene tribal law.

46. Because the arrangement between Defendants and these tribal members
is unlawful under tribal law, and because Defendants otherwise lack lawful authority to
enter onto the Tribe’s Reservation, the Defendants’ presence on tribal lands under the
illegal farming agreement[s] constitutes a trespass.

lll. Nuisance, Trespass and Environmental Contamination

47.  As a sovereign entity the Ute Tribe is a responsible for protecting the health
and welfare of its tribal members and for protecting the environmental health of the Uintah

and Ouray Reservation.

13
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48.  On information and belief, the Defendants are operating their farm and
cattle feedlot without regard for public health and welfare. According to Maggie McKee,
an average of 200 calves die each year at the feedlot from various unknown diseases.
Mrs. McKee also alleges that the Defendants have three large liquid fertilizer tanks that
leak and that the Defendants “periodically wash[] out” the fertilizer tanks, allowing the
runoff to flow onto surrounding tribal lands.

49. Defendant McKee admits that he buries the carcasses of dead animals on
the McKee fee lands, which are adjacent to Ute Indian allotment and tribal trust lands.

50. Oninformation and belief, Defendants have operated a cattle feedlot on the
McKee property without securing the requisite state and/or federal law permits for a cattle
feedlot operation, and without complying with state and/or federal environmental
regulations that govern the operation of a cattle feedlot.

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF

Declaratory Judgment and Permanent Injunction — Deep Creek Canal
and Defendants’ Trespass Onto Tribal Lands

51.  The Tribe incorporates each preceding paragraph.

52. A genuine controversy exists between the parties regarding the Defendants’
right to divert water from the UIIP canals and ditches for use on the McKee property.

53. The Tribe seeks a declaration that Defendants have no right to divert water
from the UIIP irrigation canals and ditches for use on the McKee property.

54. The Tribe seeks a further declaration that Defendants’ presence on ftribal
lands without formal consent of the Ute Tribe—or pursuant to a lease granting access to
the specific lands in question—constitutes a trespass.

14
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55.  The Tribe seeks entry of a permanent injunction enjoining the Defendants
from (i) diverting water from the UIIP canals and ditches for use on the McKee property,
and (i) from trespassing onto tribal lands in the absence of formal consent of the Ute
Tribe, or pursuant to a lease granting access to the specific lands in question. There is
no adequate remedy at law to redress these harms because, in the absence of injunctive
relief, the Tribe will be required to institute repeated legal actions to redress the
Defendants’ misappropriation of waters from the UIIP and the Defendants’ trespass onto
tribal lands without lawful authority.

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF

Damages for Misappropriation, Theft and/or Conversion of Water
56. The Tribe incorporates each preceding paragraph.
57. As a direct and proximate result of the Defendants’ misappropriation and
conversion of water from the Deep Creek Canal, the Tribe and its members have suffered
damages in an amount to be proven at trial.

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF

Nuisance and/or Environmental Contamination

58. The Tribe incorporates each preceding paragraph.

59. Defendants have willfully, with reckless and wanton disregard, or
negligently operated their farming operations and cattle feedlot in a manner that causes
an unreasonable invasion of, interference with, impairment to, inconvenience to,
annoyance and/or injury to the Ute Tribe and its members, and to the Tribe's and its

member's beneficial use and enjoyment of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation.

15
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60. Defendants have knowingly, intentionally, or negligently created,
maintained or contributed to a nuisance and/or a public health hazard that is injurious to
the Tribe and its members.

61. Defendants’ actions constitute a substantial and unreasonable interference
with public rights within the Ute Tribe’s jurisdiction, including, inter alia, the right to public
health and safety and comfort, the right to use and enjoy natural resources, and the right
to use and enjoy private and public property.

62. By reason of the foregoing, the Ute Tribe is entitled to equitable relief,
including but not limited to an injunction requiring Defendants to comply with applicable
environmental law and regulations, and to pay any and all costs associated with such
compliance.

63. By reason of the foregoing, the Ute Tribe has also incurred, and may incur
in the future, damages, including special and direct damages, costs and expenses, in an
amount to be proven at trial for which it is entitled to receive compensation and
reimbursement from Defendants.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff, the Ute Indian Tribe, respectfully prays that this Court
enter judgment against Defendants Gregory D. McKee, T & L Livestock, Inc., McKee
Farms, Inc., and G M Fertilizer, Inc. as follows:

A.  For appropriate damages, declaratory and/or injunctive relief; and

B.  For such other further relief as this Court deems just and proper.

16
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Dated this 25th day of April, 2023.

J. PRESTON STIEFF LAW OFFICES, LLC

/s/ J. Preston Stieff

J. Preston Stieff (4764)

311 South State Street, Suite 450
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
Telephone: (801) 366-6002
Email: jps@StieffLaw.com

Counsel for Plaintiff

17



Case 2:23-cv-00257 Document 1 Filed 04/25/23 PagelD.18 Page 18 of 109

EXHIBITA
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