SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
CIVIL DIVISION

H STREET COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION,

o Case No. 2024-CAB-001544
Plaintiff, Judge Leslie A. Meek

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,

Intervenor,
V.

KENNETH J. BREWER, SR.,

Defendant.

ORDER GRANTING INTERVENOR’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT IN
PART

This matter is before the Court on the Intervenor-Plaintiff District of Columbia’s Motion
for Summary Judgment on All Claims Against Defendant Kenneth J. Brewer, Sr. (“Motion”) filed
by Intervenor District of Columbia, through counsel, on January 20, 2026. Defendant Kenneth J.
Brewer, Sr. filed the Defendant’s Opposition to Intervenor District of Columbia’s Motion for
Summary Judgment (“Opposition”), through counsel, on January 23, 2026, and the District filed
the Intervenor-Plaintiff District of Columbias Reply in Support of its Motion for Summary
Judgment on all Claims Against Defendant J. Brewer Sr. (“Reply”), through counsel, on March 3,
2026. For the reasons stated below, the Motion is granted.

I. Legal Standard

A trial court may grant a motion for summary judgment under D.C. Super. Ct. Civ. R. 56(a)

if there is no genuine issue of material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter

of law. See Williams v. District of Columbia, 902 A.2d 91, 94 (D.C. 2006). In deciding a summary



judgment motion, the court must “view the evidence in the light most favorable” to the nonmoving
party and must “draw reasonable inferences” in the nonmoving party’s favor. Liu v. U.S. Bank
Nat’l Ass’n, 179 A.3d 871, 876 (D.C. 2018). If the movant establishes that it is entitled to judgment
as a matter of law, the nonmoving party must adduce facts showing that material issues are still in
dispute. See Zere v. District of Columbia, 209 A.3d 94, 99 (D.C. 2019).

“A genuine issue of material fact exists if the record contains some significant probative
evidence . . . so that a reasonable fact-finder would return a verdict for the non-moving party.”
Brown v. 1301 K St. Ltd. Pship, 31 A.3d 902, 908 (D.C. 2001) (quotations and citations omitted).
A party “cannot stave off the entry of summary judgment through [m]ere conclusory allegations.”
Smith, 75 A.3d at 902 (quotations and citations omitted). The “party opposing summary judgment
must set forth by affidavit or in similar sworn fashion specific facts showing that there is a genuine
issue for trial.” Wallace v. Exkert, Seamans, Cherin & Mellor, LLC, 57 A.3d 943, 950-51 (D.C.
2012) (quotations and citations omitted). Rule 56(c) establishes the requirements for raising a
genuine factual dispute in a form that would be admissible as evidence at trial.

Viewing the non-moving party’s evidence in the light most favorable, the Court must
decide whether “the evidence presents a sufficient disagreement to require submission to a jury or
whether it is so one-sided that one party must prevail as a matter of law.” Hunt v. District of
Columbia, 66 A.3d 987, 990 (D.C. 2013) (quotations and citations omitted). “To satisfy this
burden, the non-moving party must show more than a ‘metaphysical doubt’ or a ‘scintilla of
evidence.”” Gilbert v. Miodovnik, 990 A.2d 983, 988 (D.C. 2010) (quoting LaPrade v. Rosinsky,
882 A.2d 192, 196 (D.C. 2005)). The Court may grant summary judgment only if no reasonable

juror could find for the non-moving party as a matter of law. Biratu v. BT Vt. Ave., LLC., 962 A.2d



261,263 (D.C. 2008). The Court cannot “resolve issues of fact or weigh evidence at the summary
judgment stage.” Barrett v. Covington & Burling, LLP, 979 A.2d 1239, 1244 (D.C. 2009).
II.  Analysis

At the onset, the Court notes that the Opposition is procedurally deficient. A party moving
for summary judgment “must file a statement of the material facts that the movant contends are
not genuinely disputed. Each material fact must be stated in a separate numbered paragraph.” D.C.
Super. Ct. Civ. R. 56(b)(2)(A). Each material fact must be supported by “citing to particular parts
of materials in the record.” D.C. Super. Ct. Civ. R. 56(c)(1)(A). A party opposing a motion for
summary judgment “must file a statement of the material facts that the opponent contends are
genuinely disputed. The disputed material facts must be stated in separate numbered paragraphs
that correspond to the extent possible with the numbering of the paragraphs in the movant’s
statement.” D.C. Super. Ct. Civ. R. 56(b)(2)(B). Each assertion that a fact is genuinely disputed
must either cite to portions of the record or “show[] that the materials cited do not establish the
absence or presence of a genuine dispute, or that an adverse party cannot produce admissible
evidence to support the fact.” D.C. Super. Ct. Civ. R. 56(c)(1)(B).

Filed with the instant Motion is the Intervenor-Plaintiff District of Columbia’s Statement
of Undisputed Material Facts in Support of its Motion for Summary Judgment (“SUMEF”). The
Intervenor’s SUMF contains 59 statements asserted to be undisputed material facts. See generally,
SUMEF. In the Opposition, the Defendant asserts five statements under the heading “Statement of
Facts in Dispute.” Opp’n 2. The five statements do not correspond in number to the assertions
made in the SUMF as directed by D.C. Super. Ct. Civ. R. 56(b)(2)(B). Additionally, the five
statements noted in the Opposition are not all statements of fact. Indeed, the first four statements

in the Opposition call for legal conclusions. See, e.g., Opp’n 2 (disputing: whether an affidavit



may be considered by the Court, the existence of a duty, the existence of authority, and
competency). The fifth statement in the Opposition disputes whether the Defendant was a,
“director for HSCDC during the affected periods.” This assertion is not supported by any citation
to the record and it is directly contradicted by D.C. law and evidence in the record. The D.C. Code
defines director as “an individual designated, elected, or appointed, by that or any other name or
title, to act as a member of the board of directors, while the individual is holding that position.”
D.C. Code § 29-401.02(9). Here, the Defendant was hired to serve as the Executive Director of
HSCDC. Mot Ex. 5 at 4 2.1. The HSCDC Bylaws provide that the Defendant, as Executive
Director, “shall serve as an ex officio member of the Board [of Directors.]” Id. at Ex 4 at Art. III
§ 2. Additionally, the Executive Director is encompassed within the term Directors throughout the
Bylaws. See e.g., Mot. Ex. 4 at Art. III § 13 (“No Director, except the Executive Director, . . .”).
As such, the Court finds, the Defendant was designated to serve as a member of the Board of
Directors.

“In order to survive the summary judgment motion, the opposing party need only show
that there is sufficient evidence supporting the claimed factual dispute to require a jury or judge to
resolve the parties’ differing versions of the truth at trial.” Int’l Underwriters, Inc. v. Boyle, 365
A.2d 779, 782 (D.C. 1976). Here, there are no genuine factual disputes. Indeed, “[a] material
factual dispute must be pleaded as required by Super.Ct.Civ.R. 12-I(k) and 56(e).” Bennett v.
Kiggins, 377 A.2d 57, 59 (D.C. 1977). However, “[e]ven if an unopposed motion for summary
judgment is deemed to establish that no genuine issue of material fact exists, the court must still
review the pleadings and other papers to determine whether the moving party is legally entitled to

judgment.” Milton Props., Inc. v. Newby, 456 A.2d 349, 354 (D.C. 1983).



Turning to the merits of the instant Motion, the Intervenor proffers three arguments in
support of summary judgment: 1) that the Defendant breached his fiduciary duty by concealing his
bonuses from the HSCDC Board, Mot. 8-10; 2) that the Defendant violated the Nonprofit
Corporation Act (“NCA”) by selling HSCDC property to fund his bonuses, id. at 10-12; and 3) the
Defendant unjustly enriched himself by retaining $1,225,000 in bonuses, id. at 12-13. The Court
addresses each argument in turn.

A. The Defendant’s Alleged Breach of Fiduciary Duty

In the Motion, the Intervenor contends that it is entitled to summary judgment on Counts I
and III due to the Defendant’s failure to comply with the standards of conduct imposed on him by
the NCA and the common law.! Mot. 8-10. The Intervenor contends that the Defendant’s failure to
apprise the Plaintiff of his bonuses awarded by the HSCDC subsidiary H Street Investment
Corporation (“HSIC”) amounts to a breach of his statutory and common law duties. /d. The
Defendant, in his Opposition, does not affirmatively refute that he did not breach a duty to the
Plaintiff. See Opp’n 2-6. Instead, the Defendant argues that the NCA does not apply to him.
Id. at 2-3. The Defendant also, in a slew of typographical errors, makes an unclear and confusing
argument concerning an unnamed Board chair (presumedly Wallacetine Taliaferro-Curtis) having
knowledge of the Defendant’s bonuses and that knowledge being imputed to the entire Board.
Id. at 4-5. As the Defendant’s argument is unclear and the cited caselaw does not support the
Defendant’s argument, the Court will not address this argument any further. The Defendant also

argues that the Defendant’s deposition testimony in which he does not recall events of past Board

! As the Court finds the Intervenor prevails on its statutory claim, it need not address the common
law claim.



meetings cannot be relied upon by the Intervenor to support its claim that the Defendant’s bonuses
were not voted upon. /d. at 5-6.

The NCA requires each member of a board of directors for a nonprofit corporation to act
“in good faith; and [] in a manner the director reasonably believes to be in the best interests of the
nonprofit corporation.” D.C. Code § 29-406.30(a)(1-2). The NCA also requires a director to
“disclose, or cause to be disclosed, to the other board or committee members information not
already known by them but known by the director to be material to the discharge of their decision-
making or oversight functions” D.C. Code § 29-406.30(c).

Here, the Employee Agreement entered into between the Plaintiff and Defendant provides
that “the [HSCDC] Board, at its sole and absolute discretion, may, from time to time, elect to
provide [the Defendant] a performance bonus.” Mot. Ex 5 at § 5.6 (emphasis added). The
Employee Agreement also provides that the Defendant “shall not perform any material services
for compensation or for no compensation for any entity or person other than the [Plaintiff] unless
the [HSCDC] Board authorizes such service in writing” /d. at § 3.4.

The record evidence before the Court demonstrates that from 2011 to 2016, the Defendant
received bonuses from HSCDC following an annual review of the Defendant that was submitted
to an outside law firm and that was ultimately reviewed and approved by the HSCDC Board. See
Mot. Ex. 8, Mot. Ex. 7 q 4-6. The record evidence also demonstrates that from 2017 to 2023, the
Defendant received bonuses from HSIC through requests to the HSIC Board and through
resolutions signed by certain HSIC board members. See Mot. Ex. 7 § 12-15, Mot. Ex. 10.

In the Defendant’s deposition testimony, the Defendant repeatedly testified to his belief
that he presented his 2017-2023 bonuses from HSIC to the HSCDC Board for approval by vote of

the HSCDC Board. See Mot. Ex 2 at 59:7-75:25. The Defendant also repeatedly testified that if



such presentations were made to the Board, those presentations would be memorialized in the
HSCDC Board meeting minutes. /d. However, the Defendant testified that he could not recall
whether votes to approve the bonuses ever occurred, nor could the Defendant point to anywhere
in the meeting minutes that memorialized such a vote. /d.

Filed with the instant Motion is the Affidavit of Venious Parker in Support of Plaintiff s
Contested Motion for Summary Judgment (“Parker Affidavit”). Mot. Ex. 7. In the Parker Affidavit,
Mr. Parker attests that he has continuously served as a member of the HSCDC Board of Directors
since 1986. Id. at § 10. Mr. Parker attests that he was present at every HSCDC meeting from 2017
to 2023, id. at § 11, and was present at HSCDC meetings where the Defendant’s salary or bonus
was discussed and voted upon, id. at 12. Mr. Parker attests that “[a]t no time from 2017 to April
2023 did the HSCDC board vote on any bonuses for the Defendant [nor] was the HSCDC Board
informed about or asked to vote on Defendant Brewer receiving bonuses from the HSIC.”
Id. at 9 14-15. Mr. Parker attests that at no time did the Defendant disclose any information to the
HSCDC Board concerning bonuses he received between 2017 and 2022, and that the first time he
learned of the Defendant receiving any bonuses from HSIC was on May 2, 2023. /d. at § 16-17.
This Court’s review of the HSCDC Board’s meeting minutes from 2017 to 2022 confirms that no
discussion, voting on, or approving of bonuses from the HSIC to the Defendant was memorialized
in said minutes. See Mot. Ex. 9.

Mr. Parker states in his affidavit that only after a May 2, 2023 request to HSCDC’s former
Comptroller Johann Lashley for the nonprofit’s outstanding debts, did the HSCDC Board learn of
apending $350,000.00 bonus from the HSIC to the Defendant. Mr. Parker states the HSCDC Board

convened an emergency meeting and unanimously voted to reject said bonus due to the “absence



of an independent and thorough evaluation to support the amount of the bonus, and the absence of
support of any kind for the bonus|[.]” Mot. Ex. 7 at 9 18-20.

These facts are also supported by the Affidavit of Dr. Marcia K. Brown in Support of
Plaintiff's Contested Motion for Summary Judgment (“Brown Affidavit”) that was completed by
the current HSCDC Executive Director, Dr. Marcia K. Brown. Mot. Ex. 12. Dr. Brown states that
prior to assuming her current position within HSCDC, she served as the Assistant Secretary to the
HSCDC Board and the HSIC Board in which role she prepared all agendas and all minutes for
board meetings. /d. at §| 5. Dr. Brown attests, that while performing her responsibilities of attending
and maintaining minutes to the HSCDC and HSIC Board meetings, she “never heard discussion
about the HSIC Board bonuses for Defendant Brewer and such discussion was never an agenda
item or included in either board’s meeting minutes.” /d. at § 11. Dr. Brown states that she searched
through the HSIC Board records and meeting minutes and agendas for meetings held between
2017 and 2022 and found no document concerning the Defendant’s bonuses from the HSIC other
than the resolutions authorizing the Defendant’s bonuses. /d. at Y 12, 16.

The record is void of evidence that contradicts the Plaintiff’s assertion that it did not learn
of the Defendant’s bonuses from the HSIC before May 2, 2023, let alone evidence that the
Defendant apprised the Plaintiff of said bonuses or that the bonuses were discussed, voted on, and
approved by the HSCDC Board. Additionally, there is no question that the Defendant’s knowledge
and receipt of said bonuses from HSIC totaling $1,225,000 was “material to the discharge of [the
Defendant’s] decision-making or oversight functions” See D.C. Code § 29-406.30(c), also Ex. 5
at 9§ 2.4(c-d) (Employment Agreement enumerating that part of the Defendant’s duties and
responsibilities were to “[w]ork[] with the Board in preparing and monitoring annual budgets,

establishing rigorous standards to ensure that the [HSCDC] operates within budgets and budget



guidelines[,]” and “overseeing all bookkeeping, accounting, and financial activities[.]”). As the
Defendant failed to disclose information of his bonuses from the HSIC to the HSCDC Board, the
Defendant has violated his statutory duties under the NCA. Based upon the representations from
the Intervenor and Defendant and the undisputed evidence in the record, and as there is no genuine
dispute of material fact, the Court finds the Intervenor is entitled to judgment on Counts I and III
as a matter of law.

B. The Defendant’s Alleged Diversion of Charitable Assets

In the Motion, the Intervenor contends that it is entitled to summary judgment on Count II
due to the Defendant’s funding his bonuses with reallocation of assets following the sale of
HSCDC properties. Mot. 10-12. The Intervenor contends that in 2018 and 2019, the Defendant
caused HSCDC to violate the NCA when the Defendant sold two real properties owned by HSCDC
and then transferred the proceeds to HSIC in order to fund his bonuses from HSIC. /d. The
Defendant does not dispute any facts asserted by the Intervenor but disputes the legal question of
whether an affidavit from the HSCDC’s now-deceased and former Comptroller Lashley may be
used by the Court in making a determination at this stage of the litigation. Opp’n 6-7.

The Court first addresses whether Mr. Lashley’s affidavit may be considered. An affidavit
used to support a motion for summary judgment “must be made on personal knowledge, set out
facts that would be admissible in evidence, and show that the affiant or declarant is competent to
testify on the matters stated.” D.C. Super. Ct. Civ. R. 56(c)(4).

The only law cited in support of the Defendant’s argument ag ainst using Mr. Lashley’s
affidavit pertains to the cross-examination of a live witness at trial. See Opp’n 6-7. That is not the
present posture of this matter and is inapposite. Indeed, “at the summary judgement stage, the trial

court does not assess credibility, and [the Defendant] is not entitled to cross-examine the affiants.”



Zere v. District of Columbia, 209 A.3d 94, 100 (D.C. 2019). Accordingly, the Court will consider
the affidavit of Mr. Lashley.

In the Affidavit of Johann Lashley in Support of Plaintiff Opposition to Defendant Motion
for Summary Judgment (“Lashley Affidavit”), Mr. Lashley states that he has served as the
Comptroller of HSCDC since July 1, 2010. Mot. Ex. 6 at § 2. Mr. Lashley states that in that role,
he paid all financial obligations to and from the HSCDC accounts at the request of the HSCDC
Executive Director, Chair of the HSCDC Board of Directors, or the Vice Chair of the HSCDC
Board of Directors. /d. at § 3. Mr. Lashley attests, “[b]eginning around 2010, HSIC relied on
financial assistance from the HSCDC to strengthen its cashflow.” /d. at § 15. Mr. Lashley states
that at the end of fiscal year 2022, HSIC owed the HSCDC $1,024846.00 and by 2023, HSIC owed
the HSCDC $787,546. Id. at 9 24.

Turning to the merits of the Intervenor’s Motion, the Court considers the NCA that
provides:

(a) Property [...] dedicated to a charitable purpose shall not be diverted
from its purpose by a transaction described in § 29-410.01 or
§ 29-410.02% unless the nonprofit corporation obtains an appropriate
order from the Superior Court to the extent required by and pursuant
to the law of the District on cy pres or otherwise dealing with the
nondiversion of charitable assets.

(b) A person that is a member or otherwise affiliated with a charitable
corporation shall not receive a direct or indirect financial benefit in
connection with a disposition of assets unless the person is a
charitable corporation or an unincorporated entity that has a

charitable purpose. This subsection shall not apply to the receipt of
reasonable compensation for services rendered.

D.C. Code § 29-410.03. The HSCDC Bylaws provide that the HSCDC is “organized exclusively

for charitable, scientific, literary, and educational purposes and as such will engage in development

2 The HSCDC Bylaws provide that the “business affairs and policy direction of the [HSCDC] shall
be managed by the [HSCDC’s] Board of Directors.”
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and associated activities ... [to] facilitate and perpetuate the revitalization of the H Street Corridor
and its surrounds.” Mot. Ex 4 at Art. II § 2. The Bylaws further provide that HSCDC “does not
contemplate pecuniary gain or profit, except that a reasonable compensation may be paid for
services rendered when such compensation is approved by the Board of Directors.”
Id. at Art. 11 § 1.

Here, the undisputed facts show that on December 12, 2018, a resolution was adopted by
the Board of Directors of HSIC, pursuant to Article 111, Section 10 of the HSIC Bylaws?, to approve
a $155,000.00 bonus to the Defendant. See Mot. Ex. 10 at 3. The resolution is signed by HSIC
Board Chair Wallacetine Taliaferro-Curtis and states that she, Dennis Bobo, and Keith Sellars
voted in favor of approving said bonus to the Defendant. /d. The evidence also shows that on
December 13, 2018, the Defendant emailed former Comptroller Lashley asking to, “delay vendor
payments until the end of the month December 2018 when we will have another $1,350,000
settlement on 808-812 13th Street NE.” Mot. Ex. 16 at 1. Eighteen minutes later in a reply email,
the Defendant stated “I have a Performance Bonus from [HSIC] of which I would like $30,000.
And the remainder when we close on 808-812 13th Street NE.” Former Comptroller Lashley
replied on December 17th that the Defendant’s “partial bonus payment [was] scheduled via direct
deposit.” Id. On December 28, 2018, HSCDC sold its real property asset located at 808-812 13th
Street NE for $1,330,000.00. Mot. Ex. 13.

The undisputed facts also show that on January 9, 2020, the Defendant emailed Mr. Bobo
stating,

I have taken the liberty of devising a HSIC Resolution pertaining
specifically to a Performance Bonus. I would like your support

3 Article III Section 10 of the HSIC Bylaws pertains to resignation of a director from the HSIC. It
is unclear to the Court how this authorizes the payment of bonuses. Indeed, nowhere do the HSIC
Bylaws intimate the payment of bonuses.
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based upon the number of good development projects in the pipeline
and particularly with Dante’s Partners. You and Mrs. Wallacetine
Taliaferro Curtis were the only attendees at the December Meeting.
A quorum was established and therefore the resolution is in order.
The Performance Bonus is for $250,000[.]

Mot. Ex. 17. The resolution, dated December 11, 2019 and signed by Ms. Taliaferro-Curtis and
Mr. Bobo on January 16, 2020 and January 14, 2020, respectively, provides for a $250,000.00
bonus from HSIC to be paid to the Defendant with $50,000.00 payable immediately and the
remaining $200,000.00 payable upon the settlement of 721 H Street NE. Mot. Ex. 10 at 4-5. On
February 18, 2020, HSCDC sold its real property asset located at 721 H Street NE for
$4,500,000.00. Mot. Ex. 13. The Defendant then emailed former Comptroller Lashley requesting
a series of disbursements of said $250,000.00 bonus between the months of January and October
2020. Mot. Ex. 11 at §30-31.

There can be no question that the total payment of $405,000.00 for two years’ worth of
bonuses cannot be said to further the purpose of the HSCDC to directly “facilitate and perpetuate
the revitalization of the H Street Corridor and its surrounds.” Even if the Court were to consider
compensation and payments of bonuses to be inherently included in a broader purpose of the
HSCDC, as discussed in the section above, such decision to award a bonus is committed to the
“sole and absolute discretion” of the HSCDC Board. Additionally, there is no evidence in the
record that HSCDC, HSIC, or the Defendant obtained “an appropriate order from the Superior
Court to the extent required by and pursuant to the law of the District on cy pres or otherwise
dealing with the nondiversion of charitable assets.” See D.C. Code § 29-410.03(a). The
Defendant’s receipt of bonuses that are comparable or greater than his entire yearly salary is a far
cry from reasonable compensation and accordingly, the limitation imposed by D.C. Code
§ 29-410.03(b) does not apply. Such unreasonableness is demonstrated by the HSCDC Board’s

immediate action in rejecting the Defendant’s 2023 bonus in the amount of $350,000.00
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immediately upon learning of its pendency. See Mot. Ex. 7 at § 18-20. Accordingly, as there is no
genuine dispute of material fact, the Court finds the Intervenor is entitled to judgment on Count II
as a matter of law.

C. The Defendant’s Alleged Unjust Enrichment

Lastly, in the Motion, the Intervenor contends that it is entitled to summary judgment on
Count IV because of the Defendant’s unjust enrichment in retaining the $1,255,000.00 in
unauthorized bonuses. Mot. 12-13. The Defendant offers no counterargument in opposition.

The elements of an unjust enrichment claim are “(1) the plaintiff conferred a benefit on the
defendant; (2) the defendant retains the benefit; and (3) under the circumstances, the defendant’s
retention of a benefit is unjust.” Mazor v. Farrell, 186 A.3d, 833 (D.C. 2018) (citing Falconi-Sachs
v. LPF Senate Square, LLC, 142 A.3d 550, 556 (D.C. 2016)). However, “the unjust enrichment
doctrine derives from the principle that equity compels a remedy only where no remedy at law
exists.” Glasgow v. Camanne Mgmt., 261 A.3d 208, 215-16 (D.C. 2021); see Terrace v. Thompson,
263 U.S. 197, 214 (1923) (“[A] suit in equity does not lie where there is a plain adequate and
complete remedy at law.””).” Here, equitable principles need not apply as complete relief is readily
available at law. As such, the Intervenor’s request for summary judgment as to Count IV is denied.

Wherefore, it is by the Court this 30th day of April 2026 hereby:

ORDERED that the Intervenor-Plaintiff District of Columbia’s Motion for Summary
Judgment on All Claims Against Defendant Kenneth J. Brewer, Sr. is GRANTED IN PART; it is
further

ORDERED that judgment is ENTERED against Defendant Kenneth Brewer, Sr. as to
liability on Counts I, II, and III in Intervenor-Plaintiff District of Columbia’s Complaint, and it is

further
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ORDERED that a constructive trust is created as to Defendant Kenneth Brewer, Sr.’s assets
up to and including $1,255,000, for the benefit of H Street Community Development Corporation.

SO ORDERED. 5 L 2
~ F S~y B
- /7‘ ‘ p / // 9/ £ /
" /Leslie A. Meek, Associate Judge
[~ (Signed in Chambers)

Copies to all Counsel of Record via Odyssey.
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