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II. STATEMENT OF INTEREST 


The Defense Trial Counsel of West Virginia (DTCWV) is an organization of over 500 

attorneys who engage primarily in the defense of individuals and corporations in civil and 

administrative litigation in West Virginia. DTCWV is an affiliate of the Defense Research 

Institute, a nationwide organization of over 23,000 attorneys committed to research, innovation, 

and professionalism in the civil defense bar. DTCWV's goals include elevating the standards of 

legal practice within the State of West Virginia, working for elimination of Court congestion and 

delays in civil and administrative litigation in West Virginia, promoting improvement of the 

administration of justice in West Virginia, and increasing the quality of legal services provided 

to our citizens. 

Many DTCWV members have either engaged in litigation in front of the Business Court 

Division or in matters appropriate for referral to the Business Court Division. Virtually all 

DTCWV members engage in alternative dispute resolution ("ADR") of civil claims on a regular 

basis. Because DTCWV strongly supported the establishment of the Business Court Division, it 

seeks here to resist any effort to dilute or weaken the ability of the Business Court to be flexible 

and creative in resolving business disputes in an expedited and cost-effective manner. 

As when this Court first established the Business Court Division, DTCWV remains 

interested in ensuring that the ability of the Business Court Division and the judges appointed to 

it have the support, tools, and ability to resolve the matters referred to it. Further, DTCWV 

strongly believes that parties should be encouraged to agree on ADR processes that will resolve 

disputes, and that such agreements should be honored and upheld. In addition, DTCWV has 

always advocated for the consistent application of clear laws and legal principles and for the 

fmality of judgments, which would be subverted if a party was excused from honoring its 
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agreement over ADR procedures when an ADR proceeding does not end in the result a party 

expected or desired. Critically, such precedent would significantly weaken the incentive of 

parties to utilize the Business Court Division, and it would adversely impact the real and 

perceived authority of the Business Court Division to meet the needs of litigants to resolve 

complex business disputes. 

Where, as here, the litigants and their respective counsel negotiated and agreed -- in 

writing -- to the ADR process to be followed in the Business Court Division, DTCWV strongly 

believes that following the parties' agreed-upon ADR process must be affirmed to prevent 

destabilization of alternative dispute resolution practice in West Virginia as a whole. 

For these reasons, DTCWV files this brief in support of Respondent, The Variable 

Annuity Life Insurance Company ("V ALIC"). 

ID. ARGUMENT 

Petitioners, The West Virginia Investment Management Board and The West Virginia 

Consolidated Public Retirement Board (together, "the Boards"), through their counsel, entered 

into a written Joint Stipulation, signed by the Honorable Christopher Wilkes and filed with the 

Business Court, that contained the following, undisputed provisions: 

• "The parties shall mediate this dispute before Judge Wilkes ...." 

• "In the event the action is not resolved through mediation, the parties shall 
submit to binding arbitration before a three-judge panel comprised of 
Judge Wilkes, Judge Joanna I. Tabit, and Judge Paul T. Farrell (the 
"arbitration"). Any disputes arising prior to the arbitration shall be 
resolved by Judge Wilkes." 

• "The decision of the arbitrators is final and non-appealable. 

See Joint Stipulation and [Proposed] Order to Stay Action and Submit to Binding Arbitration 
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("Joint Stipulation"), Appendix Record ("App.") at 1478-1482. The Joint Stipulation contained 

other details about the arbitration process itself, including the timing and sequence of 

presentation of evidence, the type and format of evidence that could be introduced, the timing of 

written submissions after the presentation of evidence, and the timing for the issuance of a 

written decision by the arbitration panel. 

Judge Wilkes properly followed the ADR process agreed upon by the parties in the Joint 

Stipulation, including by assuming the role of Resolution Judge in attempting mediation, by 

assembling the three-judge arbitration panel of identified judges (all of whom were assigned to 

the Business Court Division), and by serving as a member of the three-judge arbitration panel -

all as expressly agreed upon by the parties. Each of these actions, done at the request of the 

sophisticated parties to this dispute and their experienced and skilled counsel, was not only 

proper, but they highlight the flexible and creative utility of the Business Court Division and its 

judges to utilize ADR processes to resolve business disputes. 

This is especially true where, as here, the parties before a Business Court judge expressly 

agreed on the ADR process to be employed. This Court should condemn efforts by parties and 

their lawyers to acquiesce in and actively participate in an alleged legal error and then use that 

legal error as a basis to completely undo the agreed upon ADR process when the result was not 

to the party's liking. In short, by expressly agreeing to the ADR process, the Boards waived 

their right to challenge the ADR process. 

A. 	 JUDGE WILKES AND THE BUSINESS COURT DIVISION ACTED 
WITIDN THEIR AUTHORITY IN FOLLOWING THE ADR PROCESS 
AGREED UPON BY THE PARTIES. 

Despite having expressly and knowingly agreed to the ADR process to be followed in the 
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Business Court Division, having agreed for Judge Wilkes to serve as the Resolution Judge and 

conduct mediation, having agreed to appoint Judge Wilkes, Judge Tabit, and Judge Farrell to 

serve as a three-person arbitration panel, and having agreed that the arbitration would be binding 

on the parties and not appealable, the Boards curiously assert that "[t]he three-judge panel lacked 

jurisdiction to render its final decision because it was formed in violation of the laws of West 

Virginia, the Rules of Civil Procedure, and the Code of Judicial Conduct." Petitioners' Brief at 

34. Even more audacious is the Boards' specific claim that Judge Wilkes violated the West 

Virginia Constitution, W. Va. Code 51-2-15, and West Virginia Trial Court Rule 29 -- which, 

according to the Boards, meant that "the Three-Judge Panel was without subject matter 

jurisdiction to enter an enforceable Final Decision." Petitioners' Brief at 34. 

1. 	 The Business Court Division has Broad Authority to Manage and 
Resolve Matters Referred to It. 

Not surprisingly, the Petitioners' Brief notably fails to identify any specific language in 

the West Virginia Constitution, the West Virginia Code, or the West Virginia Trial Court Rules 

allegedly violated in this matter. In fact, Section 6 of Article VIII of the West Virginia 

Constitution states, "Circuit courts shall also have such other jurisdiction, authority or power, 

original or appellate or concurrent, as may be prescribed by law." Reflecting the broad powers 

given a circuit court under the West Virginia Constitution, the West Virginia Legislature passed 

W. Va. Code §51-2-15 (2016), which gives this Court broad latitude to "promulgate rules for the 

establishment and jurisdiction of the business court divisions within its circuit court system." 

This Court, after a tremendous amount of research and work, promulgated Section 29 of the Trial 

Court Rules in accordance with §51-2-15. As emphasized in the Preamble, Section 29 "adopted 

a process for efficiently managing and resolving litigation involving commercial issues and 

disputes between businesses ...." T.C.R. 29.01. The broad latitude conferred by the 
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Legislature in §51-2-15 is reflected in Rule 29.05, in which the Business Court Division is 

authorized to "develop and implement effective case management and trial methodologies to 

fairly and expeditiously resolve Business Litigation referred to the Division" and to "take all 

such necessary actions incidental to the powers and responsibilities conferred by this rule . . . ." 

T.C.R. 29.05(a) and (e). 

In short, the Boards' statement that "[nJothing in Article 8, section 6 of the State 

Constitution, West Virginia Code § 51-2-15, or Rule 29 remotely confers upon the Business 

Court the jurisdiction to resolve disputes as done here, by conscripting a three-judge arbitration 

panel that included the Presiding Judge[,]" has no support in the actual text of those passages. 

Such a statement is, therefore, baseless as a matter of law. 

2. 	 Judge Wilkes, as Chair of the Business Court Division, had the 
inherent authority to alter or amend his assignment as Presiding 
Judge and as Resolution Judge. 

Lacking any specific language in the West Virginia Constitution, the West Virginia Code, 

or Rule 29 that supports their position, the Petitioners' Brief devolves into a critique of Judge 

Wilkes, both individually and in his role as Chair of the Business Court Division. Such criticism 

-- especially in light of the Joint Stipulation -- is, in essence, an attack upon the authority and 

structure of the entire Business Court Division, and if the Boards' ill-considered and unfounded 

attack is successful, it will significantly reduce the ability of the Business Court Division to 

fulfill the duties and expectations of this Court and the business community in resolving complex 

commercial matters. 

Judge Wilkes has served as Chair of the Business Court Division by appointment of this 

Court since its formation in 2012. Trial Court Rule 29.07 authorizes the Chair to assign 

Presiding and Resolution Judges to Business Court Division cases, and also authorizes the Chair 
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to be appointed as a Presiding Judge or a Resolution Judge. 

In this case, Judge Wilkes, as Chair, appointed himself as Presiding Judge, and he served 

in that capacity until the parties, by written agreement, "waived their right to trial by jury or 

bench." Joint Stipulation at 12 (App. at 1479). 

Thereafter, Judge Wilkes -- by the express, written agreement of the parties -- was 

designated to serve as mediator and, if necessary, as one member of the three-judge arbitration 

panel. As the parties agreed to waive a trial by jury or bench, to attempt mediation, and if that 

was unsuccessful, to submit their dispute to an arbitration panel, Judge Wilkes, again at the 

insistence of the parties, stepped into the role of Resolution Judge. See Summary Response of 

Respondent Honorable Christopher C. Wilkes (filed on Sept. 1, 2017, in Case No. 17-0682 

pending in his Court) ("Wilkes Summary"), p. 4. Further, the parties' agreement to have Judge 

Wilkes serve as one of the arbitrators is entirely consistent with West Virginia law. See, M.,., 

T.C.R. 29.07(b) ("The Division Chair may serve as a Presiding or Resolution Judge."); T.C.R. 

29.04(e) (a "Resolution Judge" is defined as a judge assigned to the Business Court Division 

who is appointed to "mediate, arbitrate, or provide any other form of dispute resolution agreed to 

by the parties."); and W. Va. Code § 55-10-13(a) ("If the parties to an agreement to arbitrate 

agree on a method for appointing an arbitrator, that method must be followed, unless the method. 

fails."). 

Notably, nothing in Trial Court Rule 29.07 forbids the reassignment of Presiding and 

Resolution Judges. In addition, nothing about serving as a Presiding Judge disqualifies a 

Presiding Judge from being reassigned to Resolution Judge.! The reassignment of judges falls 

1 The reverse, of course, is not necessarily true. Notably, however, here Judge Wilkes agreed to serve as mediator, 
but "advised the parties to withhold any confidential information that would not be presented during the arbitration." 
Wilkes Summary at 4. 
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within the inherent power of the Chair of the Business Court Division to "take all such necessary 

actions incidental to the powers and responsibilities conferred by this rule[.]" T.C.R. 29.05(e). 

See also Aluise v. Nationwide Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 218 W. Va. 498 (2005) ('''Courts have (at least 

in the absence of legislation to the contrary) inherent power to provide themselves with 

appropriate instruments required for the performance of their duties ....'" (citation omitted)). 

That Judge Wilkes became the Resolution Judge in this matter, therefore, raises no 

constitutional, statutory, or rules-based concern, and it certainly did not divest either the Business 

Court Division or the arbitration panel of subject matter jurisdiction. 

Moreover, Judge Wilkes' efforts to fulfill the agreement of the parties by putting together 

a three-judge panel of himself, Judge Tabit, and Judge FarrelJ2 represents the exact sort of 

flexibility that this Court foresaw being needed when it authorized a Resolution Judge to 

"schedule and conduct mediation of the case or any Alternative Dispute Resolution as agreed to 

by the parties and the Resolution Judge in an attempt to resolve the case in an expedient and 

efficient manner." T.C.R. 29.08(h) (emphasis added). 

Finally, the Boards' argument that, by serving as arbitrators in a case pending before 

them in the Business Court Division, Judges Wilkes, Tabit and Farrell potentially violated 

Article VIII, Section 7 of the West Virginia Constitution is completely without merit.3 See 

Petitioners' Brief at 35. That provision provides, in pertinent part: "No justice, judge or 

magistrate shall hold any other office, or accept any appointment or public trust, under this or 

2 The Boards' characterization of Judge Wilkes' actions as "conscripting a three-judge panel that included the 
Presiding Judge" is misleading to this Court and unfortunate given the long hours and hard work put into this matter 
by Judge Wilkes, Judge Tabit, and Judge Farrell. One needs only to review the Joint Stipulation to understand that 
the parties agreed to the composition of the arbitration panel. 
3 DTCWV will not address the Boards' claim that Judge Wilkes, Judge Tabit, and Judge Farrell somehow violated 
Rule 3.9 of the West Virginia Code ofJudicial Conduct. See Petitioners' Brief at 35-36. DTCWV hastens to note, 
however, that it believes that Judge Wilkes acted wholly within his authority in this matter. The Boards' claim, 
therefore, is unfortunate, at best. 
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any other government; nor shall he become a candidate for any elective public office or 

nomination thereto, except a judicial office; and the violation of any of these provisions shall 

vacate his judicial office." Given the constitutional, statutory and rule-based authorization for 

the Business Court Division detailed above, it is regrettable (to say the least) that the Boards 

suggest that these three judges should be removed from office because they agreed to serve in an 

ADR process that was expressly agreed to by the Boards. 

3. 	 The Flexibility Contained in Trial Court Rule 29 is Essential to Achieve the 
Primary Purpose of the Business Court Division -- the Efficient, Cost
Effective, and Final Resolution of Business-Related Disputes. 

The Legislature expressly found that, "due to the complex nature of litigation involving 

highly technical commercial issues, there is a need for a separate and specialized court docket to 

be maintained in West Virginia'S most populated circuit court districts with specific jurisdiction 

over actions involving such commercial issues and disputes between businesses." W. Va. Code 

§ 51-2-15(a). This Court met the challenge presented by the Legislature by promulgating Rule 

29 after significant research into the organization of business courts in other states, submitting 

Rule 29 for public comments, and making revisions to the rule since it was originally passed in 

2012. 

The Preamble to Rule 29 recognizes that the purpose of the rule was to adopt a "process 

for efficiently managing and resolving litigation" before the Business Court Division. Public 

comments, both from members of this Court and interested stakeholders (including from 

DTCWV), supported the creation of the Business Court Division. As Justice Davis noted upon 

creation of the Business Court Division, "it's a win-win for the state and the businesses of the 

state." Jessica Borders, Experts: State's Business Court Division will be positive for judicial 

system, Times West Virginia, Sept. 30, 2012 (available at 

(B3372495.1 00001-(100655162) 	 8 



http://www.timeswv.com/news/business/experts-state-s-business-court -division-will-be-positive

for/a11icle 5cI b2I9c-23ff-5d25-bc93-6ced058dOOb7.html). 

Moreover, the flexibility provided in Rule 29 has proven to be successful in quickly and 

efficiently resolving the matters brought to the Business Court Division. Two years after its 

inception, Justice Ketchum observed, "The concept of having a Business Court Division has 

worked wonderfully well in resolving complex business disputes." Amanda Robert, Businesses 

making increased use of West Virginia's specialized court, Legal NewsLine, Nov. 11, 2014 

(available at http://legalnewsline.comlstories/5I 0628026-businesses-making-increased-use-of

west-virginia-s-specialized-coUl1). 

Moreover, "[t]he majority of cases [referred to the Business Court Division] have settled 

after some form of alternative dispute resolution, primarily mediation." See Business Court 

Division 2016 Annual Report, p. 12. Further, the importance of ADR processes for the Business 

Court Division is reflected in the training provided to the judges assigned to it. See Annual 

Report at 3 (noting that Judge Clawges attended a five-day mediation course at the Harvard Law 

School on mediation and that "Division judges will continue to attend courses related to complex 

business litigation and alternative dispute resolution[.]"). 

This Court should encourage and facilitate the referral of matters to the Business Court 

Division. By receiving Annual Reports concerning the operation of the Business Court, by 

providing opportunities for judges assigned to the Business Court Division to obtain the training 

necessary to efficiently and effectively resolve the matters before them, including through ADR, 

and by equipping the Business Court Division through Rule 29 with the flexibility required to 

meet the needs of the parties before it, this Court has done just that. By rejecting the ADR 

process used by the Business Court Division in this case based on the tortured and flawed 
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analysis of the Business Court Division's subject matter jurisdiction advanced by the Boards 

under the West Virginia Constitution, W. Va. Code § 51-2-15(a), and Rule 29 would 

unfortunately and unnecessarily discourage parties that might otherwise use the Business Court 

Division from doing so. 

B. 	 THE THREE-JUDGE ARBITRATION PANEL HAD BOTH THE 
AUTHORITY AND THE SUBJECT-MATTER JURISDICTION TO HEAR 
AND DECIDE THE MATTERS IN CONTROVERSY BETWEEN THE 
PARTIES. 

The Business Court Division had the proper authority and jurisdiction to order arbitration 

on the terms agreed upon by the parties to the Joint Stipulation. Further, it had the authority to 

constitute the arbitration panel on the terms agreed to by the parties, and that arbitration panel 

had the authority and subject matter jurisdiction to render a decision, not least because that was 

the exact ADR process agreed upon by the parties. 

1. 	 The Business Court Division Had Jurisdiction and Authority to Order 
Arbitration Based on the Parties' Joint Stipulation. 

When the parties agreed in the Joint Stipulation to submit the case to mediation and, if 

unsuccessful, to binding arbitration, the Business Court Division had both jurisdiction and 

authority to provide the ADR process in the form and manner agreed to by the parties. In fact, in 

the absence of objection from any of the parties, the Business Court Division had the duty to 

provide the arbitration process on the terms as agreed to by the parties. 

As noted above, W. Va. Code § 51-2-15 gave this Court broad authority to establish a 

"specialized court docket" for actions involving highly technical commercial issues and disputes 

between businesses. Per the tenns of that statute, therefore, the Business Court Division is 

empowered with the same general jurisdiction imbued to the circuit courts of this state as set 
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forth in W. Va. Code § 51-2-2. 

The West Virginia Revised Uniform Arbitration Act provides in W. Va. Code § 55-10

8(a) that "[a]n agreement contained in a record to submit to arbitration any existing or 

subsequent controversy arising between the parties to the agreement is valid, enforceable and 

irrevocable except upon a ground that exists at law or in equity for the revocation of a contract." 

Further, under W. Va. Code § 55-1O-28(a), a "court of this state having jurisdiction over the 

controversy and the parties may enforce an agreement to arbitrate." 

In short, the Business Court Division, which has the same general jurisdiction as a circuit 

court, and which had specific jurisdiction over the underlying dispute in this case, clearly had 

both the subject matter jurisdiction and the authority to refer this case to binding arbitration on 

the terms agreed upon by the parties. 

2. 	 The Arbitration Panel Did Not Lose Its Authority Because of Its 
Composition 

Under Rule 29.08(h), the Resolution Judge is "authorized to schedule and conduct ... 

any Alternative Dispute Resolution as agreed to by the parties and the Resolution Judge in an 

attempt to resolve the case in an expedient and efficient manner." (emphasis added). Here, the 

Joint Stipulation explicitly stated that "the parties shall submit to binding arbitration before a 

three-judge panel comprised of Judge Wilkes, Judge Joanna 1. Tabit, and Judge Paul T. Farrell. . 

.." Joint Stipulation at 4 (App.~. As the parties agreed to that ADR process, the Business 

Court Division was authorized to follow that process, which is entirely consistent with its 

authority un,der Rule 29.08(h). 

While W. Va. Code § 55-10-17 sets forth the procedure for arbitrations and does not 

specifically discuss multiple arbitrator panels, § 55-1O-6(a) permits parties to freely "vary the 

effect of the requirements of this article to the extent permitted by law." See W. Va. Code § 55
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1O-6(c) (exempting § 55-10-17 from the list of arbitration requirements of the West Virginia 

Arbitration Act that are non-waivable). Accordingly, the appointment of multiple arbitrators is 

allowed when, as in this case, the parties enter into an agreement to that effect. 

W. Va. Code § 55-1O-13(a) further provides that "[i]f the parties to an agreement to 

arbitrate agree on a method for appointing an arbitrator, that method must be followed, unless the 

method fails." In addition, W. Va. Code § 55-10-8(a) states that "[a]n agreement contained in a 

record to submit to arbitration any existing or subsequent controversy arising between the parties 

to the agreement is valid, enforceable and irrevocable except upon a ground that exists at law or 

in equity for the revocation of a contract." Accordingly, as the parties specifically agreed upon 

the three arbitrators, the Business Court Division was not only authorized to, but was required by 

statute to honor the parties' selection of arbitrators under their valid, binding, and enforceable 

Joint Stipulation agreement. 

This Court, through Trial Court Rule 29, specifically authorized Resolution Judges to 

schedule and conduct "any" arbitration as agreed to by the parties. No statute, rule or other law 

specifically prohibits arbitration by a multiple-person panel, and the West Virginia Arbitration 

Act specifically permits the parties to vary the statutory procedure for arbitration. The 

inescapable conclusion is that the three-judge arbitration panel constituted by the Business Court 

Division had both the authority and the jurisdiction to determine the matters before it -- all as 

agreed to by the parties. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

This Court devoted a significant amount of time, resources, and effort to create a 

Business Court Division that had the authority, resources, and talent to "efficiently manag[ e] and 

resolv[e] litigation involving business issues and disputes between business[.]" T.C.R. 29.01(a). 
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Not only does the Business Court Division require the flexibility and authority to resolve the 

"complex" litigation involving "highly technical commercial issues" that come before it (see 

W.Va. Code § 51-2-15(a)), but this Court, pursuant to the authority provided in both the West 

Virginia Constitution and by the Legislature in §51-2-15, through Rule 29, has provided that 

flexibility and authority to the Business Court Division, to the Chair of the Business Court 

Division, to the Presiding Judge, and most relevant to this matter, to the Resolution Judge. 

Moreover, the Business Court Division concept has worked. In fact, the major concern is 

that the Business Court Division is under-utilized. See Floyd Boone, The West Virginia Business 

Court Division Two Years Later: Reasons for Optimism But More Remains, Defense Trial 

Counsel of West Virginia Newsletter, Winter 2015, p. 10 (... the concern is that the [Business 

Court Division] appears to be under-utilized.") (available at 

https:lldtcwv.org/DTCWV/medialDTCWV/Documents/PDFlNewsletter/Winter-2015.pdt). The 

more that large, complex commercial disputes are referred to the Business Court Division, and 

the more flexibility given to the Business Court Division to streamline the cases and fashion 

ADR processes to get them resolved quickly, the more that judges assigned to the Business Court 

Division will be free to focus on the dockets within their respective circuits, which inures to the 

benefit of all litigants, not just those in the Business Court Division. This Court, therefore, 

should look for ways to encourage utilization of the Business Court Division, not discourage it. 

{B3372495.1 0OOOl-000655162} 13 

https:lldtcwv.org/DTCWV/medialDTCWV/Documents/PDFlNewsletter/Winter-2015.pdt


For all of these reasons, therefore, DTCWV asks this Court to affirm the Business Court 

Division's Final Order and affirm the arbitration award entered in this matter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DEFENSE TRIAL COUNSEL 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

---JMyL-ch----Lal-So+--=-"er'---'-"Sc""'""'hu14-z-----""(WV==S""'-B..L....I.#6L......:....<09'--4-2)~-",-J~ !fj 4rfH Ijl-/Z3) 
BabstC and 
300 Summers Street, Suite 1000 
Charleston, WV 25301 
(681) 205-8888 
(681) 205-8814 - Facsimile 
mschu1z@babstcalland.com 

Todd A. Mount (WVSB #6939) 
Shaffer & Shaffer, PLLC 
P.O. Box 38 
Madison, WV 25130 
tmount@shafferlaw.com 
(304) 369-0511 
(304) 369-5431 - Facsimile 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Mychal S. Schulz, hereby certify that on the 13th day of October, 2017, a copy ofthe 

foregoing "AMICUS CURIAE BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE DEFENSE TRIAL COUNSEL 

OF WEST VIRGINIA IN SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT" was mailed, postage prepaid, by 

First Class Mail to the following: 

Benjamin L. Bailey 

J onathn R. Marshall 

Thomas B. Bennett 

Raymond S. Franks 


Bailey & Glasser, LLP 

209 Capitol Street 


Charleston WV 25301 


Gerard R. Stowers 

J. Mark Adkins 


S. Andrew Stonestreet 

Bowles Rice LLP 


P.O. Box 1386 

Charleston, WV 25325-1386 


Thomas 1. Hurney, Jr. 

Michael M. Fisher 


Jackson Kelly PLLC 

500 Lee Street, East, Suite 1600 


P.O. Box 553 

Charleston, WV 25322 


Erin R. Stankewicz 

Jackson Kelly PLLC 


1144 Market Street, Suite 400 

Wheeling, WV 26003 


Richard J. Doren 

Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP 


333 South Grand Avenue 

Los Angeles, CA 90071 
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