
EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
COUNTY OF COLFAX
STATE OF NEW MEXICO

Cause No. D-809-CV-2020-00183

BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
ASSOCIATION OF ANGEL FIRE
PROPERTY OWNERS, INC., a
New Mexico non-profit corporation,

Plaintiff.

v.

ANGEL FIRE RESORT OPERATIONS, LLC,
a New Mexico limited liability company.

Defendant.

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Plaintiff Board of Directors of Association of Angel Fire Property Owners, Inc. (“AAFPO”),

by and through its attorneys, Walcott, Henry & Winston, P.C., for its Reply in Support of its Motion

for Partial Summary Judgment, states the following: 

I. Introduction.

Defendant Angel Fire Resort Operations, LLC (the “Resort”) is concerned enough about

AAFPO taking control of collections of membership assessments, that the Resort felt compelled to

comment on this part of AAFPO’s claims in the Introduction to its Response, despite this not being

at issue in this motion.  Suffice to say that if the Resort is performing its fiduciary duties to AAFPO

and its members under the Amended Bankruptcy Plan for Reorganization, it has nothing to worry

about.

The Resort’s desperation is embodied in an argument that the Board did not technically
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accept the resignations of four directors on July 9, 2020.  Attached hereto and incorporated herein

by reference as Exhibits 7, 8, and 9 are highlighted correspondence from the Resort to AAFPO, and

Exhibit 10, referenced in the Resort’s Response, is minutes of the July 9, 2020 Executive Session. 

The Resort repeatedly stated the position that four directors resigned on July 9, 2020, and that

AAFPO did not have a quorum to conduct business.  The Resort’s refusal to recognize the Board

forced AAFPO to file this lawsuit and seek the Court’s declaration that it properly appointed

replacement directors consistent with New Mexico statutes and AAFPO’s By-Laws.  Apparently,

the Resort has realized that the legal positions it had previously taken to disregard the current Board

of Directors were unsupportable.

Even accepting as true the Resort’s new argument that the AAFPO Board did not properly

accept the resignations of four directors, and accepting every factual argument the Resort asserts as

true, the Board still would have been constituted by a quorum of five directors.  Additionally, the

arguments the Resort makes result in practical absurdities that, if accepted, would only harm the

thousands of members of the Association.

II. Statement of Undisputed Material Facts.

The Resort does not create a genuine issue of material fact.  Rather, the Resort attempts to

argue matters of law in an attempt to create disputes as to facts, as follows:

2. This fact is not disputed.  Rather, the Resort merely argues that the resignations of

four board members were not properly accepted by the entire Board pursuant to Robert’s Rules of

Order.  There is no dispute that four Board members resigned on July 9, 2020.  There is no dispute

that the President of the Board accepted those resignations, and there was no objection from any

other Board member.  Rather, for the first time since the extensive correspondence on the issue

between the parties, the Resort takes the position that, as a matter of law, the Board members who
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stated that they resigned during the July 9, 2020 Executive Session have not actually resigned.  After

25 years of attending Board meetings through an ex officio member, this is the first time the Resort

has argued that Robert’s Rules of Order governs, rather than merely guides, how the Board conducts

its business.  This frivolous legal argument is addressed more fully below.  But even assuming it to

be true, the Board would have been comprised of a quorum of five members on August 13, 2020,

when Ginger Lagasse’s position was filled by appointment and four of the five directors present

voted in favor of her replacement.

With respect to Robert’s Rules of Order, the By-Laws state that “[t]he conduct of all Board

meetings shall be guided by ‘Roberts Rules of Order.” (Emphasis added.)  It does not say that Board

meetings are governed by these rules, nor that the Board can only act in ways that are consistent with

these rules.  Rather, if a dispute arises between Board members on how to conduct meetings, the

Board will use Roberts Rules of Order.

3. The Resort admits that Ginger Lagasse’s resignation was submitted and properly

accepted by the Board.  Therefore, as of August 13, 2020, there were at least five Board members

after a new Board member was appointed to take her place.

4. The Resort has admitted that Ginger Lagasse’s resignation was submitted and

properly accepted by the Board.  (See Response to Material Fact #3.)  Therefore, the statement that

“the Resort denies that any positions had in fact been left vacant by resignations” is false.

III. The Resort’s Additional Facts:

A&B. These provisions are not material facts because the Board did not transact business

until after appointing replacement directors to establish a quorum.

C. This is not a material fact as the By-Laws do not specify the number of directors who

need to vote on the appointment of a director to fill a vacancy.
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D. This is not a material fact because the By-laws are not inconsistent with the Articles

of Incorporation.

E. As set forth above in response to the Resort’s dispute of Undisputed Fact #2, the

Resort admits that the resignation of Ginger Lagasse conformed with the standards of Robert’s Rules

of Order.  Therefore, the Resort has admitted that at least one director vacancy existed on August

13, 2020.  Because that vacancy was filled by appointment at a Board meeting on August 13, 2020,

there have been at least five properly elected or appointed directors as of August 13, 2020, which

constitutes a quorum.  In fact, even assuming a quorum was necessary to appoint Ms. Lagasse’s

replacement, a quorum of five directors were present, and the majority voted in favor of her

replacement.

IV. Argument and Authorities.

A. Assuming the Resort’s latest argument to be true, the Resort has proven that
AAFPO’s Board has always had a quorum.

As set forth above, prior to the Response, the Resort has argued that four directors resigned

on July 9, 2020.  The Resort’s latest argument is as nonsensical as it is hypocritical.  Moreover,

assuming this argument is true, the Board has always had a quorum necessary to transact business.

Assuming that four directors “attempted” to resign on July 9, 2020, but actually did not

resign, the Resort argues that the attempted resignations left the Board without a quorum for the

transaction of business.  However, the Resort can’t have it both ways.  Either the directors resigned

and created vacancies to fill, or they didn’t resign and there were no vacancies to fill.  If the

attempted resignations were truly ineffective, as the Resort argues, there were no vacancies on the

Board after the July 9, 2020 meeting.  Rather, these four directors would have continued to be

directors until they properly resigned or were properly removed.  The Board continued to have eight

members after the resignation of Ginger Lagasse on August 7, 2020.  Therefore, according to this
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latest argument, there never has been less than a quorum of directors necessary to transact business.

According to the minutes of the meeting of August 13, 2020, the four remaining Board

members were in attendance, as was Board member Drew Maxwell who, according to the Resort,

attempted to resign but actually had not had his resignation accepted.  (Memo., Ex. 2, p. 6.)  A vote

was held on appointment of four new directors.  Four Board members voted for the appointments,

Drew Maxwell did not object.  According to the Resort’s argument, Robert’s Rules of Order requires

a majority vote.  Four out of five directors constitutes a majority vote of a quorum of directors.

Therefore, according to the Board’s argument, at least one of the four directors appointed on August

13, 2020 was appointed by a vote with a quorum present, thereby establishing a ninth director at that

meeting.  

Since August 13, 2020, the Board has been transacting business unanimously and with a

quorum, despite the fact that four directors who tried but failed to resign are not participating.

B. The Board accepted the resignation of the four directors who resigned on July
9, 2020.

Of course, in reality, the resignations of four directors on July 9, 2020 were accepted by the

Board.  The provision of Roberts Rules of Order cited and highlighted by the Resort states, in

pertinent part: 

By submitting a resignation, the member is, in effect, requesting to be
excused from a duty.  The chair, on reading or announcing the
resignation can assume a motion “that the resignation be
accepted.”

(Resp., Ex. C)(emphasis added).

Ginger Lagasse, as President of the Board, announced each resignation and its acceptance,

thereby assuming a motion to accept the resignations that were not objected to by any member at the

meeting.  Immediately after the resignations were announced, the minutes of the July 9, 2020
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Executive Session state: “Ginger asked for any additional comments. There were none . . . .”  (Ex.

10.)  And, as set forth in the minutes of the August 13, 2020 meeting, the Board accepted the minutes

of that meeting, and proceeded under the assumption that the resignation was accepted by the Board

without objection.  (Memo., Ex. 2.)  And, finally, as shown in the August 13, 2020 minutes, one of

the former Directors who had resigned, Drew Maxwell, attended the August 13, 2020 meeting and

did not voice any objection to the acceptance of his resignation and the appointment of a director for

his position.  So even assuming Robert’s Rules of Order governs Board conduct (as opposed to

guiding Board conduct), the Board accepted four resignations of directors on July 9, 2020.

Additionally, the entire Board approved of Ginger Lagasse accepting the resignations, on

behalf of the Board, as its President, including the ex officio Board member from the Resort, and the

Resort’s Executive General Counsel, Daniel Rakes.  Mr. Rakes attended the July 9, 2020 Executive

Session and voiced no objection to how Ms. Lagasse accepted resignations.  (Ex. 10.)  Mr. Rakes

later confirmed his legal opinion in writing, on behalf of the Resort, that the Board did not have a

quorum necessary to take any kind of action.  (Ex. 8 .)  The Board’s acceptance of Ms. Lagasse’s

procedure for accepting resignations is further evidenced by the statements of Penni Davey at the

beginning of the August 13, 2020 meeting: “Ginger Lagasse accepted the resignations, both verbally

and in writing.”  Drew Maxwell, who was in attendance at the August 13, 2020 meeting, not only

accepted the conduct of the Board in accepting the resignations of four directors on July 9, 2020, he

questioned why the Board didn’t fill the fifth position that was vacant.  (Memo, Ex. 2, p.2.)  Clearly,

Mr. Maxwell consented to Ms. Lagasse’s procedure for accepting resignations as well.

The Resort argues that the Board members who failed to resign (other than Mr. Maxwell)

have not attended the subsequent three meetings. (Resp., p. 6.)  According to the By-Laws, Article

VI, Section 4, “The unexcused absence of an elected director from two (2) consecutive regular
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meetings of the Board shall be deemed a resignation.”  (Compl., Ex. 3, p. 6.)  Therefore, those

directors who have not been attending meetings have resigned and have been replaced by appointed

directors.  Any and all actions of the Board since August 13, 2020 have been unanimously approved

by a quorum of directors, and have been ratified unanimously by the current Board.  

C. The Board appointed new members prior to transacting business, as is allowed
under the Nonprofit Corporations Act and AAFPO’s By-Laws.

§ 53-8-19  provides that a vacancy in a board “may be filled by the affirmative vote of a

majority of the remaining directors, though less than a quorum of the board of directors.” § 53-8-19

also indicates that the By-Laws of AAFPO would control the manner in which the vacancies should

be filled.  The By-Laws of AAFPO state that successors to board members who resign “shall be

selected by the remaining elected directors.”  (Compl., Ex. 3)(emphasis added).  Nothing in the By-

Laws would prevent the four remaining directors on August 13, 2020 from selecting successors to

the board members who resigned.  Nothing in New Mexico statutes prevented the four remaining

directors on August 13, 2020 from selecting successors to the board members who resigned.  And,

in fact, the By-Laws specifically direct the remaining board members to select successors to the

board members who resigned.  There is no other procedure in the By-Laws for replacing board

members who resign.

As set forth in detail in the Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of the Motion

for Summary Judgment, substantial legal authority confirms that the remaining four Board members

properly appointed successors in compliance with their By-Laws and New Mexico statutory law. 

The four Board members did not “transact business” until the appointment of new directors

established a quorum.  The Resort cites no case law to the contrary.

The only case cited by the Resort is Lovell v. Women’s Pennsylvania Society for Prevention

of Cruelty to Animals, 84 A. 518 (Pa. 1912).  Lovell does not address the question of whether
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appointment of directors constitutes the transaction of business, as is falsely claimed by the Resort. 

Rather, Lovell involves the question of whether a corporation was limited in how many vice

presidents it could appoint to its executive committee, pursuant to its own By-Laws (spoiler alert,

it wasn’t limited).  The fact that this is the only case the Resort cites, and that it has nothing to do

with the issues in this case, shows how weak the Resort’s argument is.

The Resort claims that if Section 53-18-19 allowed the Board to fill a vacancy despite having

less than a quorum of directors remaining, it would conflict with Section 53-18-20, which requires

the Board fill vacancies in the manner set forth in its By-Laws.  However, there is no conflict

between the statute and the By-Laws at all.  The By-Laws state that the remaining directors shall

appoint directors to fill vacancies.  There is no other provision in the By-Laws that relates to filling

vacancies.  There is nothing in the By-Laws that requires five directors to fill a vacancy.

The Resort apparently claims, without citing any authority, that appointing a director is the

“transaction of business” that requires a quorum under Article VII, Section 3 of the By-Laws. 

(Resp., p. 8.)    However, appointing directors is not the transaction of business.  What “transacting

business” means is defined in NMSA 1978, § 53-17-1 (1967).  Nowhere in this definition is

“appointing directors to fill vacancies in the Board” considered to be transacting business.  Because

the Resort has no authority to support the claim that appointing directors is transacting business, and

because Section 53-18-19 and the By-Laws expressly allow the remaining four directors to fill

vacancies by appointment, the Court should grant this Motion.

D. The Resort’s argument that four directors cannot fill vacancies and cannot
conduct business would also prevent the appointment of a receiver, leaving
AAFPO paralyzed.

Prior to the Response, the Resort repeatedly argued that because the Board did not have a

quorum, the Board should hold an election.  (Ex. 7, 8, 9.)  Obviously, realizing that the Board can’t
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hold an election if it does not have a quorum to transact the business of conducting an election, the

Resort has backed away from this argument.  Further, because the Board cannot do the things

necessary to conduct an election without a quorum, the Resort’s argument would necessarily have

led to permanent paralysis of AAFPO’s Board.

Now, the Resort argues that AAFPO should seek appointment of a receiver from the Court,

under the statutory catch-all provision.  (Resp., p. 10.)  However, according to the prayer for relief

in the Resort’s Answer, the filing of a lawsuit on behalf of AAFPO requires a quorum of the Board. 

(Ans., p. 13.)  Taking the Resort at its stated word, four members of the Board cannot even file the

petition necessary to seek a receiver, and would therefore be paralyzed. 

Of course, paralysis of AAFPO’s Board is ultimately the Resort’s goal.  If the Board is

paralyzed, AAFPO cannot seek an accounting regarding how the Resort is spending millions of

dollars it collects from AAFPO’s thousands of members every year.  If the Board is paralyzed, the

Board would be unable to seek relief in this Court to obtain information the Resort has regarding

AAFPO’s members and AAFPO would be unable to seek to take control from the Resort of the

collection of assessments from AAFPO’s members.

AAFPO respectfully requests that the Court allow AAFPO to follow statutory law and its By-

Laws as written, regarding how vacancies in its Board positions are filled.  AAFPO respectfully

requests that the Court declare that by the plain terms of New Mexico’s statutes and AAFPO’s By-

Laws, that AAFPO has properly appointed enough directors to constitute a quorum to transact

business and serve its thousands of members who pay millions of dollars to the Resort’s operations

every year.  To leave the Board paralyzed is not only contrary to law, it would be contrary to public

policy.
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V. Conclusion.

Wherefore, for the reasons set forth above, and as set forth in the Motion and Memorandum,

AAFPO respectfully requests that the Court enter a Declaratory Judgment, as requested in the

Motion for Summary Judgment that is filed simultaneously herewith.

Respectfully submitted,

WALCOTT, HENRY & WINSTON, P.C.

By:        /s/   Donald A. Walcott      
Donald A. Walcott
150 Washington Ave., Suite #207
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
(505) 982-9559/982-1199 fax 
Attorneys for Plaintiff AAFPO

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on this 30th day of December, 2020, I caused the foregoing pleading to be served
on all counsel of record through the Court’s electronic filing system. 

       /s/   Donald A. Walcott      
Donald A. Walcott 
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August 13, 2020 

 

 

Association of Angel Fire Property Owners, Inc. 

Attn: Secretary 

Post Office Box 21 

Angel Fire, NM 87710 

 

Re: Board of Directors (the “Board”) of Association of Angel Fire Property Owners, 

Inc. (“AAFPO”) – Failure to Maintain Quorum 

 

To the Board: 

 

As you are aware, AAFPO’s President Ginger Lagasse, sent her letter of resignation to the 

Board Friday afternoon, August 7, 2020. Ms. Lagasse’s resignation was received and accepted in 

writing by Vice President Penni Davey (“Davey”) later that evening. Davey assumed and 

immediately began her President’s succession duties for AAFPO. Their correspondence is 

attached. 

 

According to AAFPO’s Bylaws and New Mexico law, the Board has failed to maintain its 

quorum of five (5) directors, necessary for the transaction of substantive business. See AAFPO 

Bylaws – Article VI, Section 1. The purpose of a quorum is to prevent an unrepresentative group 

from taking action in the name of the organization. Substantive actions taken without a quorum 

are void and unenforceable, and depending on circumstance, may be unlawful. The Board’s ability 

to act under this unusual circumstance is specifically limited to calling a regular meeting to order, 

discussing topics informally, continuing the meeting and adjourning the meeting. The Board may 

not enter executive session, and even if it were permitted, could take no action there. 

 

It is also my understanding that members of this Board have engaged in ex parte 

communications related to AAFPO matters, including without limitation, the resignation of Ms. 

Lagasse, while specifically excluding the Resort’s representative on the AAFPO Board of 

Directors. Therefore, this letter shall serve as written demand for the preservation and production 

of all correspondence and communications between members of the Board related thereto, 

including without limitation, emails, details, notes and minutes containing such discussions and 

communications. You are advised under New Mexico law, the intentional destruction of evidence 

can result in an adverse evidentiary inference, and may otherwise be unlawful. 

 

Finally, I remind the members of this Board of their ongoing fiduciary duty to the 

Association’s membership. The Board has been placed on notice that actions taken without a 

quorum are void and unenforceable. Immunity from personal liability does not extend to damages 

caused by a director’s willful failure to perform their duties, including without limitation, taking 

action they know to be void and unenforceable. 

 

Exhibit 7

Walcott
Highlight



 

 

The Resort, and I personally, look forward to working with a properly constituted AAFPO 

Board in the near future. Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Best regards, 

 

ANGEL FIRE RESORT OPERATIONS, LLC 

 

 
Mark E. Manley 

General Counsel &  

AAFPO ex-officio Board member 

 

 

Cc: John Kitts, CEO 

 Daniel Rakes, Executive General Counsel 

 

 

Attachments (2) 



On Fri, Aug 7, 2020 at 1:17 PM Ginger Lagasse <glagasseaafpo.20@gmail.com> wrote: 
 
I feel like the executive committee of our Board is spending way too much time and effort 
fighting amongst ourselves and that is detracting from our main goals of 1) having members pay 
the appropriate amount of dues, and 2) finding a way to allow AAFPO to take control of 
collecting dues and managing member policy. Accordingly, I am now resigning from the AAFPO 
board. 
 
It’s clear from the meeting Penni called last Thursday that none of us are happy with the way 
the board is operating.  And since then I believe the operation has become totally chaotic and 
embarrassing because directors are ignoring common protocols and acting without discipline. 
There are fundamental divergences within our board that are causing the board, in my opinion, 
to look foolish and which I cannot further abide. For example: 

• I respect roles and responsibilities which generate accountability.  To me it is important 
to understand the difference between redundancy regarding tasks, versus operating with 
a group-think/group-authority mode which in my opinion undermines accountability and 
impedes progress.  

• My view is that hiring the law firm that will produce the best outcome in the long run is 
vital – more important than meeting an arbitrary deadline or being driven by ego rather 
than logic and discipline.  It’s my nature to address retaining a law firm with a thoughtful 
approach that includes a planned, specific outcome. 

• My view is that integrity requires knowledge and commitment to use that knowledge.  I 
find it inappropriate for leaders with responsibilities to act or speak without full 
knowledge of verifiable facts, and when those leaders have the facts, I believe it is 
incumbent upon them to act in accordance with them.  A very few examples: 

o  Accepting and honoring the privileges and responsibilities of an Ex-officio member of 
the Board in accordance with Robert’s Rules of Order 

o Providing 95% AFR budget in HOA certification packages in accordance with NM 
SB 150 requirements 

o Reporting verifiable savings from eliminating our Executive Director position 
rather than just choosing a dollar figure that will get members up in arms 

o Speaking to members about the expiration of AAFPO covenants based on actual 
knowledge rather than hearsay   

 
I don’t see a possibility that these basic differences can be corrected. I wish you all the very 
best.  I've already transferred all of the files you might need.  I won't bother you with my 
advice.  I can leave all the AAFPO materials in the AAFPO office with the keys, or if you prefer 
you may pick them up from my home. 
 
Ginger 
 



From: Penni & Mike Davey <daveytmp@gmail.com> 
Date: August 7, 2020 at 9:46:14 PM MDT 
To: Ginger Lagasse <glagasseaafpo.20@gmail.com> 
Cc: "Holly L. Ham" <holly.l.ham@gmail.com>, "carolruppartwork@gmai.com" 
<carolruppartwork@gmai.com>, Sandra Trom <strom427@gmail.com>, Dan Rakes 
<DanR@AngelFireResort.com> 
Subject: Re:  Resignation 

  
Ginger,  
 
We respect, acknowledge and accept your resignation from the AAFPO Board of Directors.   We would like to thank you 
for your efforts while you have been on the board.  It will be difficult in replacing hardworking and dedicated people such 
as yourself.    We appreciate your commitment to turn over all files and keys to the AAFPO office and your assistance for a 
smooth transition.   
 
We wish you the very best in your future endeavors.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Penni Davey, Vice President AAFPO 
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September 10, 2020 

 

 

Association of Angel Fire Property Owners, Inc. 

Attn: Board of Directors 

Post Office Box 21 

Angel Fire, NM 87710 

 

Re: AAFPO Board’s Failure to Maintain a Quorum 

 

Mses. Davey, Ham, Rupp and Trom,  

 

As prior to the Board’s August 13th meeting, I am again writing to establish a clear record 

of the Resort’s position, as well as my own position as ex-officio member, that the Board has failed 

to maintain its quorum necessary to operate lawfully pursuant to its governing documents. 

 

The legal bases and rationale for this position are detailed in my letters to the Board dated 

August 13, 2020 and August 21, 2020, as well as recent correspondence from Resort Executive 

General Counsel Dan Rakes answering a Finance Committee request, with which I agree. Until 

late Tuesday, the Board had chosen to substantively disregard these communications. We 

acknowledge receipt of a letter from AAFPO’s new counsel Donald Walcott disagreeing with the 

position it failed to maintain its quorum. While we welcome Mr. Walcott’s participation, we 

disagree with AAFPO’s position set forth in his letter. 

 

We note the agenda for the September 10, 2020 regular meeting lists Messrs. Hamons, 

Miller, Rennar and Ms. Trott as Directors. The Resort respects and appreciates the enthusiasm of 

these members to serve on the Board, but that does not ratify their unlawful appointments. It is 

reckless of the Board to attempt to move forward before its legal status is determined. The 

Amended Joint Plan of Reorganization and Supplemental Declaration clearly require the Resort 

and AAFPO to work together in good faith. The Board’s attempt to circumvent these documents 

belies this requirement of good faith and does a disservice to the membership. 

 

The Resort recognizes the Board’s tumult of the last ten weeks, which saw the resignation 

of six Directors. We understand the Board is in an untenable position; however, the eagerness of 

certain remaining Directors to advance their agenda is not a substitute for the Association’s 

Bylaws, parliamentary procedure and the law. It is precisely at such a critical juncture that an 

organization must rely on its governing documents to ensure an unrepresentative group does not 

act with the cloak of authority to the organization’s detriment. 

 

This Board’s recent approach has been to ignore matters of importance, which explains the 

position in which it finds itself. For the third time, we request you produce all ex parte 

communications concerning Ms. Lagasse’s resignation, from which you excluded the former ex 
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officio member, and we again remind you of the duty imposed under the Bylaws to preserve such 

materials.  

 

The Board owes obligations of efficacy and propriety to the membership; obligations 

predecessor Boards repeatedly acknowledged in the form of 7, 8 and 9 Director quorums going 

back many years. The Resort has received numerous inquiries as to the Board’s composition and 

inability to act from AAFPO members. In lieu of the attempted appointments, which appear to 

some members as cronyism, the Resort encourages the Board to explore the ready solution of a 

properly-noticed election to fill its five vacant seats. Should Messrs. Hamons, Miller, Rennar and 

Ms. Trott wish to serve, let them be duly elected by the membership they hope to represent. 

 

The Resort, and I personally, look forward to working with Mr. Walcott and a properly 

constituted AAFPO Board in the near future.  

 

Best regards, 

 

ANGEL FIRE RESORT OPERATIONS, LLC 

 

 
Mark E. Manley 

AAFPO ex-officio Board member 

 

 

Cc: Donald Walcott, AAFPO Counsel 
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