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TO RESPONDENTS'MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE

DIRECTOR'S DETERMINATION

Complainant Solid Edge Aviation, LLC ("Solid Edge") respectfully opposes the

Respondents' late-filed Motion for Reconsideration of the Director's Determination ("Motion"),

FAA-2018-0157-OO8l. Although Respondents claim to have filed their Motion on December 12,

2022 (almost 1.5 years after the issuance of the Director's Determination), Respondents have

acknowledged that they did not actually serve counsel for Solid Edge with the Motion until counsel

for Solid Edge in January 2023 learned for the first time of the existence of the Motion. Solid

Edge has moved to strike the Motion, and as an alternative requested additional time (until January

20, 2023) to file this opposition.

ARGUMENT

I. RESPONDENTS FAILED TO FOLLOW THE FAA RULES OF
PRACTICE IN FILING THEIR MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION.

At the outset, the Motion should be denied for failure to acknowledge, much less follow,

the operative FAA Rules of Practice for Part 16 cases.



To begin with, as the Motion - filed nearly one and one-half years after the Director's

Determination - fails to even attempt to meet the standard in 14 C.F.R. § 16.31(e), which states

that the "Director will not consider requests for. . . reconsideration.. . without a finding of good

cause." (Emphasis added). See also 4 Fed. Proc., L. Ed. § 7:523 ("Caution: The Director will not

consider requests for rehearing, reargument, reconsideration, or modification of a Director's

determination without a finding of good cause.") Yet, the words "good cause" do not even appear

in the Motion. Because of this omission alone, the Motion should be summarily denied. Nor could

Respondents meet the "good cause" standard for submission of a new argument because

Respondents raised the identical argument nearly five years ago, which the FAA properly rejected.

See "Yavapai County's Combined Motion to Dismiss and Motion for Summary Judgment," FAA-

2018 -0157-0003 (March 26, 2018), at 13-16 (arguing that "Claimant 'Solid Edge' Lacks Standing

to file a Complaint under § 16.3 and 16.23").

In addition, in connection with the new "evidence" submitted with and referenced, the

Motion, Respondents have disregarded 14 C.F.R. § 16.33(f), which states:

(1) Any new issues or evidence presented in an appeal or reply will not be
considered unless accompanied by a petition and good cause found as to why the
new issue or evidence was not presented to the Director. Such a petition must:

(1) Set forth the new matter;

(2) Contain affidavits of prospective witnesses, authenticated documents, or both,
or an explanation ofwhy such substantiation is unavailable; and

(3) Contain a statement explaining why such new issue or evidence could not
have been discovered in the exercise of due diligence prior to the date on which
the evidentiary record closed. (Emphasis added)

No such petition was filed by Respondents to reopen the agency record underlying the Director's

Determination. Nor was any effort made to argue that "good cause" exists for the consideration

of any purported "new evidence." Mansfield Helight, Inc. v. City ofBurlington, Vermont, FAA
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Docket 16-14-06, 2018 WL 9708594 (F.A.A.), *3 (June 22, 2018) (Final Agency Decision) ("The

Associate Administrator does not consider new allegations or issues on appeal unless finding good

cause to do so"); id. at *4 (petition to supplement record failed to "provide good cause for the

Associate Administrator to consider the new information on appeal"); Star Marianas Air, Inc. v.

Commonwealth Ports Auth., FAA Docket No. 16-18-01, 2020 WL 8369672 (F.A.A.), *5 (Jan. 13,

2020) (Final Agency Decision) ("The Ports Authority is correct in its analysis that Star Marianas

has failed to meet the conditions of 14 CFR § 16.33 in order to submit new allegations on appeal");

at *6 ("The Associate Administrator finds no good cause justifying why new evidence that was

available in advance of the DD was not presented to the Director. Other information submitted by

Star Marianas that relates to conduct that postdates the filing of the appeal is outside the scope of

review here."); Virginia One Development, Inc. v. City ofAtlanta, FAA Docket No. 16-12-09,

2016 WL 9685576 (F.A.A.), *16 (Dec. 13, 2016) ("Upon review, the FAA confirms that the 2001

ROD was not raised by the parties in any of the pleadings prior to the issuance of the Director's

Determination and that Complainants' previously raised no claims or arguments based upon the

2001 ROD. Therefore, the Associate Administrator finds that these claims have been waived

because, in belatedly raising them for the first time on appeal, the Complainants did not provide a

good cause argument as to why they were not first presented to the Director, as required by 14

CFR § 16.33(f).")

There also is no "new evidence" to support the Motion for Reconsideration. As stated

above, Respondents made the same argument regarding the alleged lack of standing of Solid Edge

back in 2018 (FAA-2018-0157-003), an argument which the FAA properly rejected. In addition,

the current arguments are a rehashing of what Respondents submitted to FAA in October 2020

(i.e., nine months before the Director's Determination was issued). See "Respondent Yavapai



County's Supplement to Part 16 Administrative Record," FAA-2018-0157-0031 (Oct. 8, 2020).

Further, Respondents have known for years of the relationship between Solid Edge and

Dakota. See, for example, Exhibit 4 to the Complaint, FAA-2018-00157-0001, letter from

SOCCA counsel to Eric Brunner, November 17, 2015, which stated:

This firm represents Sedona Airport Authority (the "Airport"). It has come to the
attention of the Airport that Dakota Territory Tours ("Dakota"), via its Part 135
Operating Company Solid Edge Aviation Solid Edge Aviation, LLC
(Certificate # EOGA1 55J), is breaching its operating covenants under the License
Agreement for Commercial Business Activities . . . at the Sedona Airport.
(Emphasis added)

Respondents' efforts to seek reconsideration in a manner that ignores the operative rules -

including failure to assert much less substantiate the existence of "good cause" for new evidence

to be considered - should not be accepted by the FAA. In short, there is no good faith basis on

which Respondents can claim to be surprised to discover the existence of the relationship between

Solid Edge and Dakota.

II. SOLID EDGE HAS STANDING TO PURSUE THE PART 16 COMPLAINT.

Turning to the merits of the Motion, the Respondents have failed to support their claim that

Solid Edge lacks standing to challenge the Respondents' grant assurance violations. The

requirement for standing for a Part 16 case is set forth in 14 C.F.R. § 16.23. It states that "(a) A

person directly and substantially affected by any alleged noncompliance. . . may file a complaint

under this part." See Bombardier Aerospace Corp., FAA Docket No. 16-03-11, 2004 WL

3198208, *22 (Jan. 3, 2004).

Solid Edge is directly and substantially affected by Respondents' grant assurance

violations. It possesses a Part 135 certificate to conduct commercial aeronautical operations and

seeks to do so at Sedona. It is ready and willing to serve Sedona Airport with its Part 135



certification and the Respondents should not be allowed to refuse Solid Edge access to their

publicly funded airport - which is precisely what is going on here. This is sufficient for standing

to exist. See Kenneth D. Paskar and Friends ofLaGuardia Airport, Inc. v. The Port Authority of

New York and New Jersey, FAA Docket No. 16-11-04, (licensed pilot who used airport had

standing to challenge construction and operation of waste transfer station that could present

hazards for use of the airport); Asheville Jet, Inc. v. City ofAsheville, 689 S.E.2d 162, 167 (N.C.

2010) ("The Part 16 proceeding only involves the issue of federal funding for the Authority's

airport. Any person doing business with an airport receiving federal funds may initiate an

enforcement proceeding against the airport by filing a complaint with the FAA alleging violations

ofgrant assurances") (citing Airborne Tactical Advantage Co. v. Peninsula Airport Comm 'n, 2006

WL 753016 (E.D. Va. Mar. 21, 2006)).

The Complaint stated:

"Dakota" is made up of two companies that operate a helicopter and fixed wing 11
tour business at the Airport, Dakota Territory Tours A.C.C., and Solid Edge
Aviation, LLC, each a DBA of each other, and both also known as "Sedona Air
Tours," "Red Rock Biplane and Helicopter," and "Sky Safari Charters," as
acknowledged by SOCAA. Dakota has been operating at the Airport since 1994,
and formally incorporated in 2001 as Dakota Territory Tours. "Dakota" is currently
operating under a Lease/License of September 1, 2012, as amended on October 26,
16 2012, and June 29, 2015.

FAA-2018-0157-0001, at 4, ¶ 6. Thus, the Complaint alleged that Solid Edge is one of two

companies operating at the Airport.

Moreover, in a pleading filed with FAA on June 22, 2018, Respondents conceded that

Dakota and Solid Edge are separate legal entities, stating:

SOCCA recently learned that Dakota has apparently assigned some or all of its
operations on the airport to Solid Edge, a separate Arizona LLC that does hold a
[part 135] certificate.
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"Respondent Yavapai County's Answer, Statement of Facts & Affirmative Defenses," FAA-

2018 -0157-0012, at 4 (emphasis added).

In addition, Respondents elicited the following testimony from Eric Brunner:

Q. So Solid Edge Aviation is the one that's conducting the flights; is that what
you're telling me?

A. It must be brought to the attention of the passengers.

Q. Okay. And you're representing to the passenger that these flights are being
handled by Solid Edge; is that right?

A. Correct.

Deposition of Eric Brunner, part of FAA-2018-0157-0031 (Sept. 14, 2018), at p. 126. He also

testified that Solid Edge has an insurance policy in its name for the Part 135 operation, and that

Sedona was Solid Edge's principal base of operation. Id. at 132, 139-40. Brunner also clarified

that when he said Solid Edge was not at Sedona, he meant Solid Edge did not have a lease at

Sedona. He did not mean it had no presence at Sedona. Id. at 143-44.

In addition, Dakota claimed that "Solid Edge holds a 14 C.F.R. Part 135 Certificate issued

by" the FAA, and that "Solid Edge, while maintaining operation[al] control, has authorized Dakota

to conductPart 135 Operations through its Part 135 Certificate." Declaration ofEric Brunner (July

23, 2018), ¶J 4-5 (Exhibit 2 to "Respondent Yavapai County's Supplement to Part 16

Administrative Record," FAA-2018-0157-0031 (Jan. 9, 2020). In addition, in "submitting

Dakota's response to the Request for Proposals ('RFP') conducted by [SOCCA], [Dakota] noted

that Dakota operates through the Part 135 Certificate held by Solid Edge, a fact of which SOCAA

has long been aware." Id. ¶ 6.

Furthermore, Respondents have acknowledged that, "On July 30, 2018, SOCAA sued to

evict Solid Edge from the Sedona airport because it was operating a commercial air tours
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operation without a lease in violation of the airport Minimum Standards. FAA-2018-0157-0031,

at 7 (emphasis added). An Arizona state court complaint filed by SOCCA in 2018 against Solid

Edge asserted among other things:

¯ "That Solid Edge does not have a lease with SOCAA";

¯ "That Solid Edge 'entered the Sedona Airport";

¯ "That Solid Edge does not pay 'landing fees' as a 'transient, non-leasehold operator"; and

¯ "That Solid Edge has entered the Airport since 2012 by operating commercial flights at the
Airport without a lease or consent from SOCAA."

Motion to Dismiss filed by Solid Edge in SOCCA v. SolidEdge Aviation, LLC, Case No. CV2018 -

80211, submitted to FAA as an exhibit to FAA-20 18-0157-0031. Notably, this lawsuit regarding

Sedona Airport and all of its allegations were pursued by SOCCA against Solid Edge - not against

Dakota.

In evidence submitted by SOCCA to the FAA, SOCCA's "expert" asserted:

I have not seen any evidence that Dakota has been authorized by the FAA to be a
14 CFR Part 135 operator or to conduct 14 CFR Part 135 operations. It is important
to understand that Solid Edge Aviation, LLC cannot enter into agreements in
relationship with their FAR Part 135 Certificate without the permission of the local
Flight Standards District Office that oversees their certificate. As such Mr. Brunner
has not provided any proof that the local certificate holding district office has
reviewed or approved any merging of the Dakota Territory Tours, ACC with
the Solid Edge Aviation, LLC FAR Part 135 Certificate. As such Dakota
Territory Tours, ACC does not meet the requirements of a FAR Part 135 Air Taxi
Certificate.

Declaration ofDaniel Allison, Expert Aviation Consulting, LLC (August 15,2019), page 17 (V)( 1)

(included within FAA-20 18-0157-0031) (emphasis added). So, what Respondents previously

alleged was not a merger between Dakota and Solid Edge is, according to Respondents now, a

single entity. It is more than ironic that Respondents accuse Solid Edge of changing its story when

it's obvious that it is Respondents who alter the facts depending on their litigation objective at the
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time.

Respondents' alleged "new argument" is really an old and rejected allegation. First, as set

forth above, Respondents argued in 2018 that Solid Edge lacked standing. That argument was not

accepted by the FAA prior to or in connection with the Director's Determination, and should not

succeed here. Moreover, FAA was told in July 2021:

The Airport, the County, and the FAA have all known that Dakota's affiliate, Solid
Edge, is the entity with the Part 135 certification. The argument that Dakota was
not qualified to bid on extending its lease at the Airport because its affiliate holds
the Part 135 certificate is either (1) based on sheer ignorance as to how aeronautical
companies are formed and operate, or (2) a deliberately deceptive
mischaracterization of the facts. Suffice it to say that for a host of reasons,
aeronautical companies operate with subsidiaries and affiliates and in this case
everyone for years knew about the relationship between Dakota and Solid Edge. It
is pure fiction for the County to now insist that Dakota was not a qualified bidder
for a continuation of its leasehold interest at the Airport because Dakota's affiliate,
Solid Edge, holds the part 135 certificate. See, e.g., Flamingo Express, Inc. v. City
ofCincinnati, No. 16-06-04, 2007 WL 926174. **1.2 (F.A.A.) (Feb. 26, 2007).

Response to Respondent Yavapai County's Third Supplement to Part 16 Administrative Record

(16-17-18), FAA-2018-0157-0053 (July 9, 2021), at 4.

The fact that it is Solid Edge, rather than Dakota, that owns the Part 135 certificate is of

significant relevance to the question of "standing" to allege unjust discrimination. As stated in

the Director's Determination, "The record shows that Westwind is a Part 135 fixed-wing air tour

operator." 2021 WL 3468261 (F.A.A.), at *10. Thus it is Solid Edge, which owns a Part 135

certificate, which is similarly situated to Westwind. Similarly, FAA's finding that Respondents

were unlawfully allowing Guidance to operate but not the Complainants was based on the fact that

Guidance was a "commercial air tour operators":

Even after the Authority selected an on-airport helicopter tour operator through the
RFP process, the Authority still has an obligation under Grant Assurance 23 to
avoid granting an exclusive right. Both Dakota [used to refer to both Complainants]
and Guidance are commercial air tour operators. However, the Authority only



granted Guidance the right to operate as a Part 135 tenant at the Airport through the
RFP.

Id. * 13 (emphasis added). See also id. ("The Director already has determined that Dakota has

carried its burden of showing that the Authority is in violation of Grant Assurance 23, Exclusive

Rights. Dakota has provided evidence that the Authority granted Westwind, a commercial

aeronautical operator, the right to conduct its air tours as a tenant in the Airport terminal although

Dakota and Westwind are commercial operators") (emphasis added).

It is not true, as Respondents assert, that Solid Edge cannot use its Part 135 certificate to

provide aeronautical services at Sedona Airport. As set forth in Solid Edge's "Response to

SOCCA Request for FAA Notice re Status of Complainants," FAA-2018-0157-0078 (Nov. 17,

2022): "Solid Edge has been timely communicating with the FAA regarding the Chief Pilot

nomination and the mandated 119.71 management and qualifications required for Solid Edge, and

that process is ongoing under regular order." In an email dated October 13, 2022, FAA's Ryan

Armenta told Solid Edge's Eric Brunner: "Mr. Brunner, I've received your request and attachment.

I'll begin the review process of Mr. Tyner's application. Please give me a week for review to

coordinate next steps. Best Regards, Ryan L. Armenta Aviation Safety Inspector, General Aviation

Operations Scottsdale FSDO (480) 284-7858 (Office) (480) 849-4699 (Mobile)."

In addition, the Director's Determination properly rejected Respondents' assertion that the

SOCCA and FAA were misled by the fact that Solid Edge possesses the Part 135 certificate. The

Director's Determination stated:

The Record reflects that the Authority had been aware that Dakota and Solid Edge
were conducting Part 135 operations prior to 2017. (FAA Item 3, Exhibit 4, p. 1;
FAA Item 8, Exhibits 29-F, 29-A, 29-D, and 29-G). The Authority also specifically
communicated with the FAA Flight Standards District Office (FSDO) responsible
for inspecting Dakota and Solid Edge in 2017. The Authority questioned the FSDO
about the Dakota and Solid Edge certifications and their relationship to each other.
From those communications, the Authority concluded that Dakota individually was



not a Part 135 certificate operator and that the collective Dakota and Solid Edge
operations were not allowed by the FAA.

However, the Record does not indicate that the FSDO inspectors were alarmed
about the Authority's concerns with the Dakota and Solid Edge operations and
relationships. The FAA inspections of Dakota and Solid Edge failed to identify
noncompliance with any Federal Aviation Regulations (FARs). The lack of
adverse findings as a result of the FSDO inspections shows Dakota Air Tours
and Solid Edge Aviation operations and relationships were reasonably
consistent with the FARs, whether under FAR Part 135 or another regulation
for the operation of air tours.

2021 WL 3468261 (F.A.A.), at *10il (emphasis added)

For their assertion that Solid Edge lacks standing to complain, Respondents cite Arlet

Aviation, LLC v Puerto Rico Ports Authority, Docket 16-17-17, 2018 WL 11191808 (Oct. 24,

2018). That case is not applicable. In Arlet Aviation, the complainant asserted that a Puerto Rican

airport failed to collect revenue from a tenant (Million Air), but did not allege a prima facie case

of unjust discrimination because the complaint did "not explain how this failure constitutes unjust

discrimination" because the complainant did not "state whether the Ports Authority collects similar

revenue from" the complainant, and did not "describe how the presence [of Million Air] directly

and substantially affects" the complainant. Id. 5. By contrast, here it is alleged that Dakota relied

on the Solid Edge Part 135 certificate to conduct aeronautical operations at the Airport, and

Respondents concede that SOCCA sued Solid Air to evict Solid Edge from the Airport. FAA-

2018-0157-0031, at 7.

Respondents also cite Dover Development LLC v. St. Louis Regional Airport Authority,

FAA Docket 16-17-09, 2018 WL 10620733 (May 23, 2018). Tn Dover Development, the FAA

found that the complainant lacked standing to challenge construction of an assisted-living facility

near the airport because "[s]tanding based on a potential closure or diminishment of the airport, as

alleged by Dover, is speculative. The Director further noted the record was unclear as to whether

Dover operated an aircraft or conducted an aeronautical activity at the airport." Id. at *2; see id
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*5 ("it is not apparent how an aeronautical user, such as Dover, could be directly affected by the

mere presence of an assisted-living facility located next to an airport"). By contrast, here it not

speculative that Respondents discriminated against Solid Edge and granted an exclusive right

adverse to Solid Edge, or that Solid Edge owns a Part 135 certificate which enables it to operate

commercial aircraft at Sedona.

III. RESPONDENTS HAVE FAILED TO ESTABLISH A BASIS TO PIERCE
THE CORPORATE VEIL AND CONSIDER SOLID EDGE THE SAME
LEGAL ENTITY AS DAKOTA.

The Motion is based on a false pretense: namely, that two complainants in a Part 16 case

are by definition the same legal entity. The Director's Determination acknowledged that a separate

complainant was Solid Edge Aviation, LLC operates under 14 CFR Part 135, doing business as

"Sky Safari Charter" and "Sky Safari." (FAA Item 6, Exhibit 32), but that "For the purpose of this

decision, the above entities are referred to collectively as Dakota." 2021 WL 3468261, *2. This

administrative convenience (to refer to two Complainants with a single shorthand) can hardly be

used to "pierce the corporate veil" of these two entities and adjudge them to be legally identical.

Respondents claim that two entities with common ownership should be treated as the one,

despite the undisputed fact that Solid Edge - a limited liability company - has a separate legal

identify from Dakota Territory Tours, A.C.C. But Respondents' late and ineffectual attempt to

"pierce the corporate veil" and insist that Dakota is the alter ego of Solid Edge (or vice versa)

should be rejected outright. Indeed, Respondents do not even cite to case law regarding what it

takes to pierce the corporate veil, nor make any attempt to meet that high standard. Instead, they

offer anecdotal evidence not in the record before the Director when his Determination was issued

in July 2021, none of which dispels the undisputed facts that: (1) Solid Edge was not part of the

Dakota bankruptcy; (2) the Chapter 7 trustee who is joining in pleadings with SOCCA and the
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Yavapai County has zero legal ability to bind Solid Edge to anything; (3) Solid Edge possesses an

FAA certificate issued under 14 C.F.R. Part 135 which gives Solid Edge the right to operate

commercial air service, at Sedona Airport and other federally-funded airports in the United States.

"Generally, the law of the state where the corporation is incorporated. . . dictates whether

the corporate veil should be pierced." United States ex rel. Siewick v. Jamieson Sci. & Eng 'g, Inc.,

191 F. Supp.2d 17, 20 (D.D.C. 2002). Solid Edge is an Arizona limited liability company, and

the evidence, as presented to the FAA, is that Mildred Brunner owns 60 percent of Solid Edge.

See FAA-2018-0157-0060, at 2 (Oct. 4, 2021). Under Arizona law, a corporation will be treated

as a separate entity unless sufficient reason exists to disregard the corporate form. Loiselle v.

Cosas Management Group, LLC, 224 Ariz. 207,214, 228 P.3d 943, 950 (2010). "Alter ego" status

exists when such unity of interest and ownership exists that the separate personalities of the

corporations cease to exist. Dietel v. Day, 16 Ariz. App. 206, 208, 492 P.2d 455, 457 (1972). See

Jabczenski v. S. Pac. Mem'lHosps., 119 Ariz. 15, 21, 579 P.2d 53, 59 (1978) (providing that to

justify judicial disregard of corporate identities, the party must show that "the dominant

corporation . . . so control[s] and use[s] the other as a mere tool or instrument in carrying out its

own plans and purposes that justice requires it to be held liable for the results"). The party

attempting to pierce the corporate veil must present adequate evidence for the argument, and even

evidence of intermingling of assets is not enough for the alter ego claim to succeed. See SPUS8

Dakota LP v. KNR Contractors LLC, No. CV-19-05477-PHX-MTL, 2022 WL 17039204, *5 (D.

Ariz. Nov. 17, 2022) ("evidence of intermingling alone is insufficient for the Court to pierce the

veil").
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IV. RESPONDENTS' ACCUSATIONS AGAINST THE BRUNNER FAMILY
ARE UNFAIR.

Respondents erroneously claim in their Motion that the Brunner family is somehow

responsible for the Director's Determination and the liquidation of Dakota, falsely suggesting that

the family lost all of their litigation against SOCCA. Motion, at 3-4. Clearly that is not true with

regard to the Director's Determination and its finding that Respondents are in violation of federal

grant assurances. It also ignores the fact that two Arizona state courts (a trial court and court of

appeals) held that Respondents violated the federal Anti-Head Tax Act in their imposition of fees

on Dakota. See SOCCA v. Dakota Territory Tours, ACC, No. 1 CA-CV 20-0330, 2021 WL

2232082, *5 (Ariz. App. June 3, 2021) ("The superior court did not err by entering summary

judgment in favor of Dakota on SOCAA' s breach of contract claim given that the [commercial

activity fee] as presented is forbidden under the federal statute").

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, Complainant Solid Edge Aviation, LLC, respectfully asks

that the FAA (1) deny the Respondents' Motion for Reconsideration, and (2) affirm the Director's

Determination.

Respectfully submitted,

Is'
Roy Goldberg
Stinson LLP
1775 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20006
Tel. (202) 728-3005
Email: roy.goldberg@stinson.com
Counsel for Complainant Solid Edge Aviation, LLC

Dated: January 17, 2023
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

On January 17, 2023, I caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing Motion to be filed
in the FAA Airports docket: 9-AWA-AGC-Part-16@faa.gov, and to be served via email on the
following persons:

R. Christopher Harshman, Esq.
David M. Shaby II & Associates
11949 Jefferson Boulevard, Suite 104
Culver City, California 90230
Email: charshrnan@shabyandassociates. corn

Eric L. Wahlberg, Esq.
Steadfast Law, PLLC
Las Sendas Business Center
2929 N. Power Road
Suite 101
Mesa, Arizona 85212
Email: eric@steadfastlawyers.com

Georgia A. Staton, Esq.
Robert B. Berk, Esq.
Jones Skelton & Hochuli, PLC
40 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2700
Phoenix, Arizona 85004
Attorneys for Respondents
Email: gstaton@jshfirm.com
rberk(i shfirm.corn

Terry Dake
Terry A. Dake, Ltd
P.O. Box 26945 Phoenix Arizona
85068-6945 Counsel for Chapter 7 Trustee For Dakota Territory Tours
Email: tdake@cox.net

Is!
Roy Goldberg
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