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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

DONALD J. VANARTSDALEN,
on Behalf of Himself and All Others
Similarly Situated,
CIVIL ACTION

Plaintiff, No. 09-2030-EFM-DJW

DEFFENBAUGH INDUSTRIES, INC.,
Defendant.

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

This is an action brought under the FaibbaStandards Act (“FLSA”), 29 U.S.C. § 201,
et seqg and the Kansas Minimum Wage and Maxm Hours Law (“*KMWMHL"), K.S.A. 44-1201,
et seq Pending before the Court is Plaintiff's Matito Certify Questions of Law (ECF No. 52).
Plaintiff requests, pursuant to the Uniform Ceetifion of Questions dfaw Act, K.S.A. 60-3201,
that this Court certify to the Kansas Supee@ourt two questions regarding the KMWMHL.
Plaintiff argues that a recent decision by thensés Court of Appeals renders the law on this
KMWMHL issue unsettled, and that this issue will be determinative in the instant case.

Plaintiff asks the Court toertify the following questions of law to the Kansas Supreme
Court for ruling:

1. Whether an employee is entitled to overtime compensation under the
KMWMHL when the employment relatnship is excluded from the FLSA
pursuant to an exemption unique to federal law.

2. Whether an employer may be considered an “Employer” pursuant to the

KMWMHL, K.S.A. 44-1202(d), and therefore covered by the provisions of
the KMWMHL, when the employer is subject to the FLSA with respect to
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other employees, but not the plaintiffy reason of the Motor Carrier Act
exemption, 29 U.S.C. § 213(b)(1).

For the reasons set forth below, the Court will deny Plaintiff's Mation.

Introduction

Defendant employed the named Plaintiff assedential trash thrower (“trash thrower”) for
a number of years. Plaintiff claims that Defemdaaintains a policy and practice of failing to pay
trash throwers overtime for all hours worked in essoef forty hours per weelRlaintiff claims that
this alleged policy and practice violates the FL.8Ad he brings this FLSA action, on behalf of
himself and others similarly situated, for unpaigrtime compensation, liquidated damages, and
attorney’s fees. He has filed a motion to certify the FLSA claims as a collective action, which
remains pending.

Defendant denies any liability to Plaintiff aather similarly situated individuals under the
FLSA. Although Defendant concedes in its respoodiee Motion to Certify Questions of Law that
itis an employer subject to regulation under th8 AL Defendant maintains that Plaintiff and others
similarly situated are exempt from the FL'SAovertime rules under the Motor Carrier Act
exemption, 29 U.S.C. § 213(b)(1).

Plaintiff also brings an alternative class action claim under the KMWMHL based on
Defendant’s alleged policy and practice of failing to pay trash throwers overtime pay for hours

worked in excess of forty-six hours per we&lefendant denies any liability under the KMWMHL

The undersigned Magistrate Judge notes that he is authorized to rule on this motion pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A) and D. Kan. Rule 72.1.1. Those rules allow magistrate judges to rule
on pretrial and non-dispositive motions. Furthermore, the Court notes that a motion to certify a
guestion of state law for decision by a state t@not contained in the § 636(b)(1)(A) list of
motions that a magistrate judge does not have jurisdiction to hear.
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to Plaintiff and others similarly situated. Defentlasserts that because it is an employer subject
to the FLSA, K.S.A. 44-1202(d) dictates that it cannot also be an employer subject to the
KMWMHL.
Il. Nature of the Matter Before the Court

Plaintiff states that he filed his alternative KMWMHL claim in reliance on the Kansas
Supreme Court’s decisiom Dollison v. Osborne Courftyand other decisions of the Kansas
Supreme Court and this Court. (These decisions will be discussed in more detaiPtietijf
contends that under these decisions, he shouddldged to pursue his KMWMHL claim even if
this Court determines that the Motor Carrier Act exemption applies to bar his FLSA claim. Plaintiff
argues, however, that the Kansamu@ of Appeals’s recent decisionBnown v. Ford Storage and
Moving Co., Inc? conflicts with these cases and createsdigparent inconsistency” between these
various decisions.

Plaintiff explains that “[tjhe quéi®n in [the instant] case, asBmown, is whether a plaintiff
may be entitled to overtime protection under the KMWAWIMvhen the plaintiff is excluded from the
overtime protections of the FLSA as a resftithe application of a federal exemptionHe argues
thatBrown“has called into questionéhvalidity of the rulings” irDollisonand other cases, leaving

his KMWMHL claim “in a state of flux due toonflicting precedent between the Kansas Supreme

%241 Kan. 374, 737 P.2d 43 (1987).
%43 Kan App. 2d 304, 224 P.3d 593 (2010).
*Pl.’s Mem. in Support of Mot. to Certify Questions of Law (ECF No. 53) at 3.

°ld. at 6.



Court, the Kansas Court of Appsaind the United States Distriad@t for the District of Kansas.”

He argues that the conflict betweBrmownand these cases means there is no controlling precedent
upon which this Court may relo decide whether Defendant is an employer covered by the
KMWMHL. Thus, Plaintiff urges this Court to ddy the above questions to the Kansas Supreme
Court for decision.

Defendant opposes Plaintiff’'s motion, and asséhat there is no conflict between the
Kansas Court of Appeals’s decisiorBrownand the Kansas Supreme Court’s decisi@ualison.
Defendant argues thBrownis directly on point and that it is controlling precedent in this case.
Defendant also argues that the other decisiong bitdPlaintiff are irrelevant because they (1) are
not on point, and/or (2) were decided by a fedeaairt. Defendant contends that any alleged
conflict with a federal decision is immateriadause “answers to certified question of law must be
based on Kansas precedent rather than federal rulings interpreting Kansas law.”

lll.  The Law Regarding Certification of Questions to the Kansas Supreme Court

Plaintiff moves this Court to certify questions state law to the Kansas Supreme Court
pursuant to the Kansas Uniform Certification of Questions of Law Act, K.S.A. 60-3201. As
provided by that statute, the Kansas Supreme Court

may answer questions of law certified tbytthe supreme court of the United States,

a court of appeals of the Wed States, [or] a United States district court . . . when

requested by the certifying court if there are involved in any proceeding before it

questions of law of this state which mag determinative of the cause then pending
in the certifying court and as to which it appears to the certifying court there is no

°ld. at 2
"Def.’s Resp. to Pl.’s Mot. to Certify Questions of Law (ECF No. 58) at 6.
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controlling precedent in the decisions of gupreme court and the court of appeals
of this staté.

The decision whether to certify rests withie sound discretion of the federal cdutt.is

well settled that “[c]ertification is not to be rimely invoked whenever a federal court is presented
with an unsettled question of state lal.Tn fact, a federal court is obligated to decide questions
of state law whenever necessary to renderdgment, absent some recognized public policy or
defined policy dictating otherwisé. Although certification may be appropriate “where the legal
question at issue is novel and the applicable state law is unséttiegtfification is never
compelled® This is true, even when there is no state law governing the'fssueeciding whether

to certify, a court may consider whether the cedtion would “save[] time, energy, and resources,

and help[] build a cooperative judicial federalisth.”

8K.S.A. 60-3201.

*Hartford Ins. Co. of the Midwest v. Clind27 F.3d 715, 716-17 (10th Cir. 2008);S. v.
Jones512 F. Supp. 2d 1193, 1194 (D. Kan. 200&&n. Judicial Watch v. Stowt55 F. Supp. 2d
1258, 1262 (D. Kan. 2006).

°Armijo v. Ex Cam, In¢ 843 F.2d 406, 407 (10th Cir. 1988}cord Jones512 F. Supp.
2d at 1193Marzolf v. Gilgore 924 F. Supp. 127, 129 (D. Kan. 1996).

HKan. Judicial Watch455 F. Supp. 2d at 1262 (quoti@gpier ex rel. Lindsey v. Smith &
Wesson Corp 138 F.3d 833, 838 (10th Cir. 1998)).

2Jones512 F. Supp. 2d at 1194 (quotiAlistate Ins. Co. v. Brow®20 F.2d 664, 667 (10th
Cir. 1990)).

13Boyd Rosene and Assocs., Inc. v. Kan. Mun. Gas Agergy.3d 1363, 1365 (10th Cir.
1999) (citingL,ehman Bros. v. Scheifl6 U.S. 386, 390-91 (1974)).

|d. (citing Lehman Bros 416 U.S. at 390-91).
91d. (quotingLehman Bros 416 U.S. at 390-91).
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Applying these rules to this case, the Courstifiust determine and articulate the question
of law that may be determinative of the actigkfter framing that question, the Court must then
determine whether there is any “controlling precedent” from the Kansas Supreme Court or Kansas
Court of Appeals that woulanswer that legal questiéh.If the Court determines that there is no
such “controlling precedent” then the Court magio consider whether certification would save
time, energy, and resources, and build a cooperative judicial federalism. The Court may then make
its final determination as to whether certificatis@ppropriate and determine the precise wording

of the question to be certified.

IV.  Analysis
A. What Are the Question or Questions of.aw That May Be Determinative of This
Action?

Although Plaintiff asks the Court to certify two questions to the Kansas Supreme Court,
those questions can really be combined intosaieeinct question. Indeed, in his briefing, Plaintiff
has articulated a single question of law that he indicates will be determinative of his KMWMHL
claim. He frames that question as follow$W]hether a plaintiff mg be entitled to overtime
protection under the KMWMHL when the plaintiffexcluded from the overtime protections of the
FLSA as a result of the apgtition of a federal exemptiof’” (In this case, the federal exemption
that Defendant contends applies to Plaintiff and others similarly situated is the Motor Carrier Act
exemption.) Defendant does not dispute thatithibe ultimate question upon which Plaintiff's

KMWMHL claim will turn. The Courthus finds this issue to be “the question of law of this state

1%SeeK.S.A. 60-3201 (to certify a question of lawnust appear to the certifying court that
“there is no controlling precedent in the decisiohthe supreme court anide court of appeals of
this state.”).

P ’s Mem. in Support of Mot. to Certify Questions of Law (ECF No. 53) at 6.
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which may be determinative of the cause therdpey in the certifying court” within the meaning
of K.S.A. 60-3201. (Hereinafter this questionlav will be referred to as “the Determinative
Question of Kansas Law.”)

B. The KMWMHL

The Court will now turn to the provision oldlKMWMH at issue. Tt provision is K.S.A.
44-1202(d), which defines the term “employer” under the KMWMHL. It states:

“Employer” means any individual, partnership, association, corporation, business

trust or any person or group of persons adiiingctly or indirectly in the interest of

an employer in relation to an employbet shall not include any employer who is

subject to the provisions of the fair labor standardscd938 (29 U.S.C.A. § 201

et seq.) and any other acts amendatory thereof or supplemental thereto.

Pursuant to K.S.A. 44-1202(d), then, anpéoger who is “subject to” the FLSA is not
deemed an employer under the KMWMHL. If anitgror person is not an “employer’ within the
meaning of the KMWMHL, then that person or entity has no liability for overtime under the
KMWMHL. **

As noted above, Defendant maintains that isigject to” the FLSAand therefore not an
employer within the meaning of the KMWMHL. Defgant contends that it is subject to the FLSA

notwithstanding the fact that it asserts Pl#insi exempt from the FLSA’s overtime provisions

under the Motor Carrier Act exemption of the FLSA, 29 U.S.C. § 213(b)(1).

1¥8<.S.A. 44-1202(d) (emphasis added).

®Under the plain meaning of K.S.A. 44-1204(a), only “employers” are required to pay
overtime.See Brownw. Ford Storage and Moving Co., Ii&3 Kan. App. 2d 304, 313, 224 P.3d 593
(2010) (because defendants “are not ‘employers’ asdimatis used in the KMWMHL . . . they owe
their employees, including [plaintiff] no duty fpay Kansas overtime wages under the plain
language of K.S.A. 44-1204(a).”).



C. Body of Case Law That Plaintiff Cantends Provides No “Controlling Precedent”

Plaintiff maintains that the Kansas Supre@wairt answered his Determinative Question of
Kansas Law ifDollison v. Osborne CourfandState ex rel Ludwick v. Johnson Codhand that
this Court ruled consistently witbollison andLudwickin Clements v. Emery Worldwide Airlines,
Inc.22andArmstrong v. Wackenhgt Plaintiff contends that undBollison, Ludwick Clementsand
Armstrong he would be allowed to pursue his KMWMHlaim even if Defendant is found to be
exempt from paying overtime under the Motor Carrier Act exemption because those cases would
find that Defendant is not “subject to” the FL8Ad therefore an “employer” under the KMWMHL.
He contends, however, that the Kansas Coulippieals took a contrary position in 2010, when it
decidedBrown v. Ford Storage and Moving Co., ficPlaintiff argues that this “conflict” between
Brownand the other cases means that no “contigpfdirecedent” on his Determinative Question of
Kansas Law exists and therefore requires certiboaif his questions of law to the Kansas Supreme
Court.

D. Is There Controlling Precedent on this Question?

The Court finds Plaintiff’'s argument unpersuasiver the reasons set forth below, the Court
concludes that the Kansas Court of Appeaiswndecision does not create any conflict with prior
Kansas Supreme Court case law nor does it createaeitled issue of law. In fact, the Court finds

thatBrownis controlling precedent on Plaintiff’'s Determinative Question of Kansas Law.

20241 Kan 374, 737 P.2d 43 (1987).
21233 Kan 79, 661 P.3d 377 (1983).
%44 F. Supp. 2d 1141 (D. Kan. 1999).
%No. 08-2509-JWL, 2009 WL 413189 (D. Kan. Feb. 18, 2009).
2443 Kan App. 2d 304, 224 P.3d 593 (2010).
8



In Brown, a delivery truck driver brought an action behalf of himself and other similarly
situated truck drivers to recover under the WIMIHL overtime wages for hours worked in excess
of 46 hours per week. Brown sued two defendants, Ford Storage and Moving Co. (“Ford”) and
Nebraska Furniture Mart (“Nebraska”). The trial court granted Ford’s motion to dismiss and
Nebraska’s motion for summary judgment, holding that neither was an employer within the meaning
of the KMWMHL because each was “subject to” the FI28A.

The Kansas Court of Appeals affied the trial court’s decisidh. The Court of Appeals
found that Ford and Nebraska were “subject toRbSA notwithstanding theatt that the plaintiff
and other similarly situated drivers were exempt from the FLSA’s overtime provisions under the
Motor Carrier Ac?® Ford and Nebraska were still “subjextthe FLSA because they satisfied the
jurisdictional requirements of the FLSA in tlegtch was engaged in interstate commerce and did
more than $500,000 in annual interstate busifle#dso, Ford and Nebraska were subject to the
FLSA because they were (1) oladigd to pay their employees the federal minimum wage mandated
by the FLSA and not the traditionally lesser minimum wage required under the KMWMHL,; (2)
prohibited by the FLSA from using gender as a dasst pay; (3) subject to the FLSA’s child labor

provisions; and (4) subject to the FLSA’s recordkeeping requirerifents.

29|d. at 305-06.

204 at 306.

27d. at 318-19.

2|d. at 305 & Syl. 1 7, 315.
29d. at 312.

*d. at 312-13.



In light of those facts, thBrownCourt held that Ford and Heaska, under the plain meaning
of K.S.A. 44-1202(d), were not employers becd(iiee definition of ‘employer’ in the KMWMHL
excludes those employers ‘subject to’ the FLSA."Because Ford and Nebraska were not
“employers” within the meaning of the KMWMHL, ¢ly had no duty to pay &htiff and the other
similarly situated drivers overtime wages for hours worked in excess of forty-six hours per work
week?*

Plaintiff does not attempt to distinguish the fact®mwn from those in the instant case,
and, in fact, admits that “[tjhe facts 8frown are similar to the factual issues in the instant
litigation.”** Thus, he makes no argument that Brown is “not controlling precedent” based on
factual differences. His only argument tHatown is “not controlling precedent” is based on an
asserted conflict between the legal holdingBiown on the one hand ardollison, Ludwick
ClementsandArmstrongon the other.

The Court does not find that the legal holdin@dnewnis at odds wittbollison or that the
Kansas Court of Appealsmehow erred in interpretirigollisonor K.S.A. 44-1202(d). The Court
of Appeals inBBrowntook great pains to explain that isnclusion that the defendants in that case
were not “employers” within the meaning of K.S.A. 44-1202(d) wassinconsistent with the
Kansas Supreme Court’'s decisionOollison. The Court inBrown explained how the facts in
Dollison differed from those before it and hdwollison did not directly control the result in

Brown’s case. Th8rowncourt stated:

3d. at 313.
*2d..
*pPl.’s Mem. in Support of Mot. to Certify Questions of Law (ECF No. 53) at 2.
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We readDollison differently than do Brown and the district courlements It is
important to readDollison closely and understand what was really at issue in the
case.

In Dollison, the employer was Osborne County, a unit of local government. The
wage claims at issue there arose during a time when the FLSA had been interpreted
by the United States Supreme Court not to apply to state and local governments.
While a later United States Supreme Court decision reversed that interpreta-
tion—making the FLSA applicable to state and local governmentBdhison

opinion recognized that the later Supreme Court decision was not retroactive and,
thus, the FLSA did not apply tbe claims against Osborne Countgstead, all of

the pay claims at issue Dollison arose before the FLSA was applied to local
governments. 241 Kan. at 384-85, 737 P.2d 43.

Dollison dealt with a defense to an overticiaim that is the exact opposite of the
defense being asserted here. Dollisen'gloyer, Osborne County, did not contend
that it was exempt from the requiremenf the KMWMHL because it was already
subject to the FLSA. It could not makeat argument because the FLSA had no
application to local governments at thiate. Instead, Osborne County apparently
contended that it was exempt from coverage under the KMWMHL because it was
exempt under the FLSA. Atleast, thataswv the district court treated the employer's
defense. The district court relied onex@mption from the FLSA to determine that
Osborne County had no obligation to pay further wages to Dollison. On appeal, our
Supreme Court held that an FLSA exeimp could not shield Osborne County from
possible liability under the KMWMHL. 241 Kan. at 385, 737 P.2d 43.

Returning to the facts iDollison, the Osborne County undersheriff sued the county
for overtime pay under the KMWMHL. Thedtiict court denied relief, finding that

the county's sheriff's department met the FLSA exemption that applied to law
enforcement organizations with fewer thisv@ employees. 29 U.S.C. § 213(b)(20)
(2006). In doing so, the district court falleo address the issue of coverage under
the KMWMHL, the statutory basis fdDollison's claim. The Supreme Court
reversed and remanded.

The fewer than five employees exception in law enforcement activities found in 29
U.S.C. § 213(b)(20) (2006) of the FLSA is not also found in the KMWMHL. The
district court denied Dollison’s claim bad on his employer being exempt under the
FLSA. But Dollison's claim was based upowiolation of the KMWMHL, not the
FLSA. The district court apparentlpesidered the FLSA and the KMWMHL as
coextensive; that is, exclusion from one means exclusion from both.

Our Supreme Court noted that, pursuamt.S.A. 44-1202(d), “Kansas law does not
apply to ‘employers’ who are obliged t@et the standards of the FLSA.” 241 Kan.
at 381, 737 P.2d 43. The statute specificegludes “any employer who is subject
to the provisions of the [FLSA].”241 Kan. at 381, 737 P.2d 43. But the district
court denied overtime payment not because Dollison was excluded under the
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KMWMHL, but because he was excluded unitierFLSA. This was despite the fact
that the KMWMHL has a specific overtime pay provision applicable to an employee
engaged in law enforcement. K.S.A. 44-1204(b). The Supreme Court stated:

“It may be that an employee is required to work longer before he
qualifies for overtime pay under the KMWMHL than under the
FLSA, but this does not detract frahe plain wording of the Kansas
law. If an employment relatiohgp *312 is excluded from the FLSA
under the exemption that is uniqueethe federal law, the employee
would still be subject to théeMWMHL.” 241 Kan. at 383, 737 P.2d
43.

Thus, the Supreme Court rejected thearothat the FLSA and the KMWMHL are
coextensive. In other words, being exempt from coverage under the FLSA does not
automatically mean the employer is exempt under the KMWMHL. Such a notion
would “effectively nullify the state law.241 Kan. at 383, 737 P.2d 43. Because the
district court resolved the matter bdsen an exemption in the FLSA without
considering whether there was an applicable exemption under the KMWMHL, the
Supreme Court remanded the case for further consideration of Dollison's claim under
Kansas law.

Dollison’sreference to exemptions andgexempt is somewhat confusing—and

perhaps misleading—when divorced from the factual context of that case. The

employer inDollison simply was not subject to the FLSA at all. However, a

different employer may be subject to theA yet exempt from some aspects of the

employer-employee wage relationship, such as the payment of overtime. In such a

different context, the language Dbllison cannot be applied literally.

The Dollison court relied on “the plain wording of the Kansas law.” 241 Kan. at

383, 737 P.2d 43. So do w@ollison does not control the outcome in Brown’s

case. The plain wording of K.S.A. 44-1202(d) d¥es.

For these very reasons, which were reasonably and well articulated by the Kansas Court of
Appeals, this Court finds that there is no conflict between the holdirg®wai andDollison.

The Court will now turn to the other decisiahsit Plaintiff contends are in conflict with

Brownso as to lead to an alleged inconsistenaynaertainty in the law. As noted above, Plaintiff

argues thaBrown “has called into question the validity” of not oridpllison but also the Kansas

¥Brown 43 Kan. App. 2d at 310-12.
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Supreme Court’s decision liudwickv. Johnson Counf§ leaving his KMWMHL claim “in a state
of flux.”*® Plaintiff never explains ho®rownallegedly conflicts with.udwick In fact, Plaintiff's
only citesLudwickfor the proposition that an “entire atiogild be construed according to its sprit
and reason, disregarding so far as may be negessaliteral import of words or phrases which
conflict with the manifest purpose of the legislatufeThe Court fails to see how this proposition
conflicts withBrownor makes the law regarding K.S44-1202(d) unsettled. Out of an abundance
of caution,
the Court has reviewed the facts and holdingualwick and still fails to see its relevance here. The
Ludwickcourt applied various rules of statutory construction and examined the legislative intent
behind the KMWMHL, and concluded that a countg &s agencies, such as an emergency medical
service agency, are employers wittiie meaning of K.S.A. 44-1202(#). Unlike the instant case
andBrown, Ludwick did not involve a private emplayand the employer never argued that it was
“subject to” the FLSA and therefore reot employer under the KMWMHL. Thusjdwickhas no
applicability to the present case and no relevance tBrih@n decision.

Plaintiff also argues th&rownis in conflict withClements v. Emery Worldwide Airlines,
Inc.?* andArmstrong v. Wackenhut Cafb Even assuming for argument’s sake that those cases do

conflict with Brown, that conflict is immaterial because they tederal decisions. In deciding

233 Kan. 79, 661 P.2d 377 (1983).

*Pl.'s Mem. in Support of Mot. to Certify Questions of Law (ECF No. 53) at 2.
¥d. at 3-4 (quotind_udwick 233 Kan. at 84).

¥ udwick 233 Kan. at 81-86.

394 F. Supp. 2d 1141 (D. Kan. 1999).

“No. 08-2509-JWL, 2009 WL 413189 (D. Kan. Feb. 18, 2009).

13



whether to certify a question to the Kansas Supreme Court under the Uniform Certification of
Questions of Law Act, it must appear to thisu@dhat “there is no controlling precedent in the
decisions ofhe supreme court and the court of appeals of this.&tat&hus, the only precedent
that is material is precedent from the Kansagr&me Court and the Kansas Court of Appeals. A
federal ruling interpreting Kansas law is simply nmterial. As a resulthis Court’s rulings in
Clementsand Armstrongare not to be considered in determining whether there is “controlling
precedent” on this issue.
V. Conclusion

The Court, inits discretion, denies Plaintiffiotion to Certify Questions of Law. The issue
at hand, i.e., whether a plaintiff is entitledoteertime protection under the KMWMHL when the
plaintiff is excluded from the overtime protections of the FLSA under the Motor Carrier Act
exemption, has been addressed by the Kansas Court of App8atsvin  Plaintiff admits that
Brownis factually similar to the instanase, and he fails to show h8nownin is conflict with the
Kansas Supreme Court’s decisiorDallison. Indeed, the Court of AppealsBrnownthoroughly
discussedollisonand explained in great detail wbByllisondid not control the outcome Brown
In sum, Plaintiff has failed to show that thera lack of controlling precedent from the Kansas state
courts that would require certification of the issue at hand.

IT 1S THEREFORE ORDERED that Plaintiff's Motion taCertify Questions of Law (ECF

No. 52) is denied.

“K.S.A. 60-3201 (emphasis added).
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IT 1S SO ORDERED.

Dated in Kansas City, Kansas on this 8th day of September 2010.

s/David J. Waxse
David J. Waxse
U.S. Magistrate Judge

cc: All counsel angbro separties
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