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I. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This matter arises out of a purported dispute by a client against his former

counsel for expenses incurred in underlying representations, which client raises

after the matters were resolved and his settlement checks cashed. None of the

disputed expenses exceed $1,000.r Although the parties agreed to an alternative

dispute resolution process in the Fee Agreements, requiring the parties to f,rrst

submit to mediation and then arbitration, the former client continues to make these

matters public in derogation of the valid and enforceable agreements to resolve

them privately. The Superior Court properly ordered the dispute to mediation and

then arbitration and dismissed the case with prejudice, seemingly shutting the door

on further misdeeds by Appellant. However, undaunted by the Superior Court's

Order or the enforceable contracts, Appellant engages in an unrelenting litigation

barrage, which now has resulted in two trips to the Supreme Court,z repeated

motions in the Superior Court, attempts at emergency motions for stays and

motions before the arbitration. The extent of the litigation is untethered to the

miniscule amount allegedly in controversy-begging the question as to the true

motivations of the Appellant. Regardless, the net result is an unchecked litigant,

' The total expense for each representation is as follows: 1) Matter 1 - $1 ,236.53,2)
Matter 2 - 8571.31, 3) Matter 3 - $125.83,4) Matter 4 - $1 49.46,and 5) Matter 5 -
$203.00. SA84l-842 (Firm Matter Ledge Report for Suid Representations).

' The prior Supreme Court proceeding in this mafter is found at Suid v. Bentz,
S.Ct.Civ. No.2019-048, dismissed on January 9,2020.

I
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who repeatedly ignores the parties' valid and enforceable agreements as well as the

Superior Court's Orders so as to keep this matter in the public versus private arena.

Further, Appellant hopes to parlay a finding from this Court which erodes the

policy in favor of arbitration and opens the door to inadvertent waiver of the right

to arbitrate when raising proper objections to fees and other matters before an

alternative dispute resolution administrative organization. For the reasons set forth

below, Appellee requests that this Court not indulge such actions and affirm the

Superior Court's decision to deny the Motion for Reconsideration and the Motion

to Stay

II. STATEMENT OF THE FACTS

A. The Underlying Representations

Appellees (the Law Offices of Karin Bentz, P.C. and Karin Bentz, collectively

the "Firm") represented Appellant Mohammed Suid ("Appellant") on five (5)

personal injury and property damage matters, including one relating to an injury

Appellant sustained at a Hard Rock Hotel and Casino in Florida. JA24 (Appellant's

Superior Court Complaint, !TT5-6), JA29 (Mo. to Compel Arb.), JA41-59(Fee

Agreements), SA84l-842(Firm Invoice and Expense Summary). None of

Appellant's personal injury claims were of any significant value and four (4) of the

cases were settled for $15,500 or less, along with some property damage claims,

which were of similar, low dollar values. 54855-859 (Firm's AAA Filing). As to

2
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the fifth case, the Firm disengaged representation of Appellant in writing on June

22,2017, one year and two months before the expiration of the time bar for such

claims. 54854 (Disengagement Letter). Appellant signed releases at the

conclusion and settlement of these cases, the Firm was paid their contingency fee

(or, in one case, an hourly fee) and any outstanding itemized expenses. 54855-859

(Firm's AAA Filing), J4388-400 (Appellant's Opp.To Firm's Mo. for Summary

Judgment filed with AAA). Appellant was required to provide credit card

authoúzation for expenses incurred throughout the Firm's representation. J451,

55. Itemized billings were provided to Appellant for these expenses on a monthly

basis. JA440-495 (Firm Invoicing). Appellant made no objection to these expenses

after receipt of the billings. Commensurate with the value of the cases, the

expenses were de minimus. At no time during the settlement of these cases did

Appellant dispute or contest the expenses or fees incurred. Rather, Appellant

cashed his settlement checks. J4399-400. As to the Hard Rock matter, Appellant

had ample time to secure subsequent counsel to pursue that matter after he had

been disengaged-but he did not. J4854

B. The Fee Agreements All Contqín Valid and Enforceable Arbitration
Agreements

In all of these underlying representations, Appellant signed fee agreements,

which contained valid and enforceable alternative dispute resolution provisions

requiring any disputes to be pursued through a two-step process-first to mediation

a
J
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and then, if unsuccessful, to private and binding arbitration (the agreement for a

two-step mediation, then arbitration alternative dispute resolution process is

referred to collectively as the "Arbitration Agreements"). JA4I-59 (Fee

Agreements). Specifically, each of the Fee Agreements contains the alternative

dispute resolution provision which provides:

DISPUTISI Question* or disputes aa to thc rn:lclunt af,a stntcment sh¡lt be hrougìrr ru the
tfiention ofthe Finn rvithin fîftceu{15}days ofreceipï ofthe bill.'lXrc sratement v/i¡ ba rcviiwul ud
ytu tney bc chaq8pd for this time unles¡ that stfitcmcnt is Ì¡r cnor, If Agrecmeni cårrnot be rcachod,
tlìe mstler shall be xubnni$etl to Mcdiation flrst snd thcn to the Amcricsfl "Arbitr¿tion Asxociation ir¡
accordançc with their nrles fôr Commorcial Disputes for a final binding and jgdicially-enforcenble
arbitration aïsardconcemingamounts due" A*yotherdisputes s¡claims behreen Ctientand Fünnrnay
be resolved in ¿ðcordance with thç rules of thç Arnçrican fubitratÍan Åssociation for Comrnorci*[
Ðisputes. I'he eipenses cf Medittion and Arbitratisn rvitl be dÍvided by tire Client snd rhs Fïnn"

J442.

C. Appellant Files Suít Despite the Arbitration Agreements

V/ith full knowledge of the alternative dispute provisions contained in the

Fee Agreetnents, which required all disputes to be pursued first via mediation, then

arbitration and prohibited suit in court, Appellant, nonetheless, fìled suit against

the Firm in the Virgin Islands Superior Court alleging disputes as to the expenses

charged and accusing the Firm of using his credit card improperly, among other

libelous and slanderous matters in the Underlying Representations and improper

disengagement as to the representation in the Hard Rock matter. J A24-27

(Appellant's Complaint). Such actions were clear, deliberate and knowing

4
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breaches of these Arbitration Agreements, which made the allegations a matter of

public record.

D. The tirm Immediately Moves to Compel Enforcement of the
Ar bitr qtion A gr e ements

Prior to filing an answer, as its first responsive pleading, the Firm immediately

filed its Motion to Compel Arbitration, to Stay or in the Alternative to Dismiss.

JA28-62 (Mo. to Compel Arb.). Despite the Court ordering a date for his response,

Appellant never responded to the Motion to Compel Arbitration and thus, never

contested that the Arbitration Agreements were valid and enforceable. JAl99 (Oct.

26, 2018 Order-"Plaintiff fSuid] did not file a response." p.1. and fn.1 noting the

Court's order for Appellant to respond). Appellant's failure to respond or even

contest the enforceability of the Arbitration Agreements demonstrates the ulterior

motive to simply make the matter public so as to attempt to sully the reputation of

an attorney

E. The Superior Court Compels Enforcement of the Arbitration
Agreements, Orders the Parties to Mediation and then, if
Unsuccessful to Arbitration and Dismisses the Suit With Prejudice

On Octob er 26,2018, the Superior Court found:

Here, the plain language of the arbitration agreement contained in
the contract states in relevant part'...disputes as to the amount of a
statement...shall be submitted to Mediation first and then to the
American Arbitration Association...' The arbitration agreement
further provides that the American Arbitration Association will
determine 'a ftnal binding and judicially-enforceable arbitration
award concerning the amounts due.

5
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JA199-206; JA202, $8. As a result, the Superior Court "fìnds that this matter is

referable to mediation and then arbitration because the arbitration agreement is

valid, and Suid's claims fall within the scope of the arbitration agreemenr" (1A202)

and that "each of Suid's claims must be referred to mediation and then arbitration."

J4205, $8. After conducting a full analysis and considering whether to stay the

suit or dismiss it, the Court explained that "retaining jurisdiction may only

encourage parties to resort to filing motions with the court...'thereby diminishing

the role of the arbitrator and delaying resolution of the dispute."' Id. Because "the

arbitration agreement, pursuant to the valid contract for legal services, provides

'the sole forum in which fAppellant] may seek redress for his...claims necessarily

leads to the conclusion that the Court's role in the substantive resolution in the

dispute has come to an end."' Id. Therefore, since "each of Suid's claims must be

referred to mediation and then arbitration" there "remains no action to be taken by

this Court with regard to Suid's action against the Firm." Id. So as to effectively

manage its docket, the Court dismissed Appellant's claim, with prejudice. J4206.

F. Appellant Knowíngly lgnores the Court's Ruling and Contractual
Requirement to Mediate First and Instead, Improperly and
Prematurely Initiates Arbitrqtion Where He Sought to Impose
Dffirent Rules than those to which the Partíes had Agreed

Within days of the Superior Court's october 26, 2018 order, Appellant

knowingly ignored the Order to proceed first to mediation and if unsuccessful, then

6
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to arbitration under the AAA Commercial Rules and instead, on October 31,2018

prematurely filed for arbitration and sought to impose the AAA Consumer Rules.

JAl49, JA1,57-162. Just as the filing of the lawsuit was in direct breach of the

parties' agreement, Appellant's initiation of the arbitration (without first going to

mediation) was a direct breach and an attempt to usurp the two-step Arbitration

Agreements, which required the parties to first proceed to mediation and then

arbitration. Id. Moreover, Appellant's attempt to impose the use of the Consumer

Rules (in the premature arbitration) constituted a material change to the pafties'

agreement to equally bear the expenses of the mediation and arbitration. Id. Under

the Fee Agreements, the parties specifically agreed use the AAA Commercial

Rules and to equally divide the costs of mediation and arbitration. JA42. These

actions reflected Appellant's continued efforts to violate the parties' two-step

Arbitration Agreement and now, the Court's Order. Appellant's attempt to change

the rules governing the prematurely filed arbitration had various implications. One

implication was a shift in the agreed fees/costs structure. J4179-180. Under the

Commercial Rules (agreed to by the parties) and the specific language in their

agreement, the "expenses of Mediation and Arbitration will be divided" between

them. J4165. However, under the imposition of the Consumer Rules, almost all of

the costs are borne by the Firm. JAl80, JA283. Rather than being responsible for

half of the expenses, Appellant would only be required to pay $200.00, whereas

7
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the Firm was required to advance significant administrative fees in excess of

$3,000.00 and also to absorb all of the costs of the arbitrator. JA283. Hence, the

Firm sought to enforce the parties' agreement as set forth in the specific language

of the Fee Agreements and ordered by the Court by objecting to the incorrect

process, which skipped the mediation, which sought to impose different rules than

had been agreed and which changed the agreement to equally split the expenses of

the mediation and arbitration process.

G, Consistent with the Arbitration Agreements in the Fee Agreements
and Ordered by the Court, the Firm Demands Mediation and the
Imposition of the Rules Agreed Upon by the Parties

Upon receipt of the improperly filed arbitration and attempt to impose fees

which were not equal as the parlies had agreed, the Firm wrote to AAA on

December Il, 2018 and made a formal demand for mediation to proceed before the

arbitration could proceed and further objected to the attempt to impose a different

set of rules and thus, amaterial change in the division of the expenses. JA209-210.

Again on December 27, 2018, the Firm wrote to AAA attempting to coordinate

compliance with the Arbitration Agreements and to rectify Appellant's improper

and premature filing of the arbitration and demanded mediation and a list of

mediators. IA2I2-214. The Firm also contested the attempt to change the rules

and change the agreement to equally bear the expenses. 1d Finally, concerned that

AAA has not acknowledged the demand for mediation, on January 17, 2019, the

8
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Firm sent another letter making another separate demand for mediation and a

request for a list of mediators. JA216-218

H. Appellant Orchestrates and Sets Up an Excuse l{ot to Arbitrate

While the Firm was attempting in good faith to insure that the provisions of the

Arbitration Agreement to mediate first and then arbitrate were being followed and

that the Commercial Rules to which the parties had agreed were to be applied,

Appellant was attempting to create an excuse to avoid arbitration altogether and

retum to the Superior Court. JA643. On December 12,2018, AAA inquired as to

whether Appellant would pay the $3,050.00 fee and then simply seek recovery of

those fees through the arbitrator's award. IA64I. The very next day on December

13,2018, Counsel for Appellant writes to AAA and refuses to pay the $3,050.00

fee and stated:

,..Claimant requests this matter be closed with a letter detailing the
refusal of Respondent fthe Firm] to pay the requisite fees and
adhere to the established Due Process Protocol of the AAA.
Claimant [Appellant] will then use this letter to request that the
Superior Court of the Virgin Islands reopen the case, and the matter
proceed in the Courts of the Virgin Islands.

JA644. (emphasis added). Although Appellant could have proceeded with its pre-

maturely filed arbitration, it did not, in what appears to be a deliberate attempt to

9
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orchestrate grounds to argue waiver as Appellant never desired to proceed with

arbitration-yet another example of circumventing the parties' agreement.3 Id.

AAA did not proceed with the improperly filed arbitration at that time, but

advised that if the parties sought to reinitiate they would be able to do so, stating

"[i]n the future, should you decide to resubmit this matter" a parlry may do so

J4343. The AAA also noted that"atthis time the AAA will only address...issues

concerning administrative filing requirements. Any other issues the parties raise

will be deferred J4343-345. Appellant then filed his Motion for

Reconsideration citing as a basis therefore that the Firm had refused to pay fees

and thus, waived arbitration-the scenario that Appellant engineered by bypassing

the requirement to mediate and then seeking to impose different rules than agreed

to by the parties. J4149.

I. In the meantime, consistent with the Arbitrqtion Agreements and the
Court Order, the Firm continued to demand Medíøtion and eventually
Appellant Reversed Course and Agreed.

At this point, the Firm continued to demand mediation and then Appellant

reversed course and agreed to mediation. JAI94, JA243-249. During the course

' Given the low dollar value of the claims at issue in this case, this may have been
the motivation and strategy for the unprecedented amount of litigation on this
matter and the request that this Court articulate a "gotcha" rule for the
administration of arbitrations, even where there exists a legitimate dispute and
objection as to the imposition of a particular administrative fee or, as is the case
here, an objection to a premature arbitration that should have fîrst proceeded to
mediation.

tt
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of the scheduling, it was discovered that Appellant would be ofÊisland for a

number of months, not returning until May, 2019 at the earliest. Id. Ultimately,

the mediation occurred on September 18, 2019 before Attorney Hank Smock but

the parties were unable to reach a resolution of the dispute. JA255.

J. Aft", Mediation was Unsuccessful, within days, the Firm re-initiqted
Arbitration, the Fírm Paid Fees and Reserved Issue of the proper
Rules

On September 22,2019, just a few days afterthe mediation ended, the Firm

re-initiated the arbitration proceedings and brought claims for breach of contract of

the Arbitration Agreements. JA36I-363, 5A855-859 (Firm's AAA Filing). The

Firm was invoiced for the larger fees under the Consumer Rules and paid same but

reserved the right to contest the rules to be applied. 54843-850 (AAA Invoices and

Correspondence), J A259 (AAA Correspondence), J A293 (AAA Conespondence).

K. The Arbitration ,s Proceeding - Arbitrator Selected, Discovery
Exchanged, Motion þr Summary Judgment Pending, Final Hearing
Set and Rescheduled øs a result of COVIDl9

The arbitration process began and the parties consented to Attorney Curt

Otto as the Arbitrator. JA259-260. An initial conference was held on December

19,2019 and a Scheduling Order issued. JA366-367, JA368-371r At the initial

conference, the issue of the proper rules was raised and a briefing schedule set up

J4369. The Scheduling Order provided "[t]he parties discussed the use of the

consumer rules and the claimant shall file any motion regarding the same by

11
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January 13,2020. Any response by the respondent (Appellant) shall be filed by

January 27,2020." Id. A discovery process was instituted and the final hearing

was scheduled for i|i4ay 4-6,2020. JA372-373, J4368-371, JA364.

L. Evidence that the pending Arbitration ís a Re-initiation

Per the Scheduling Order, the Firm filed its Motion for Use of Commercial

Rules as Per Parties' Agreement-Not the Consumer Rules. JA375.4 Appellant

responded and argued that the AAA had already determined previously that the

Consumer Rules should apply in the initial (albeit premature) arbitration filing.

J4377, JA840. On February 11,2020, Arbitrator Otto issued an Order finding that

the "Consumer rules will be applied" and that the "earlier AAA ruling remains

dispositive of this issue." J4840 (Arbitrator Order). The fact that the earlier AAA

ruling was deemed dispositive on the issue of the application of the rules,

demonstrates that the subsequent arbitration filed by the Firm was, in fact, a re-

initiation of the earlier (premature) arbitration filing made by Appellant and thus,

that the arbitration was not foreclosed previously as a result of the fees issue. /d

As a result of this affirmation of the prior AAA decision, the Firm's payment of

o The Firm notes that it objected to the inclusion of the substantive filings in the
Arbitration Proceedings as those matters are to remain private. Hence, references
to the record are of the filing notices in the Arbitration as opposed to the actual
substantive filings. JA36l-386. Appellant refused the Firm's request to limit the
record and included substantive filings made in the Arbitration. Consequently, the
Firm has supplemented the appendix only to the extent necessary to respond to the
arguments raised requiring reference to the AAA filings.

T2
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the expenses imposed by the use of the Consumer Rules, which is, in essence, all

of the costs of the arbitration was rendered final. 54843-850 (AAA Invoices and

Conespondence). The Firm acted consistently with the Arbitration Agreements by

insisting on mediation first, then when unsuccessful, by re-initiating the arbitration,

by paying the disputed increased fees and then abiding by the decision of the

Arbitrator to impose rules even those to which the Firm objected. Even though the

Firm was unsuccessful in its motion to utilize the Commercial Rules agreed to by

the parties, the Firm, still abided by the decision, paid those increased fees and has

continued with the Arbitration proceeding. Id. and J4368-387 (Filings in AAA

Arbitration). However, Appellant does not want to be in arbitration and so he

continues to argue that even though arbitration is proceeding, and proceeding

under the terms and rules as Appellant had previously requested, such that the Firm

is covering all of the expenses, that the re-initiated arbitration, which properly

followed a mediation, should be foreclosed so that the matter can retum to the

Superior Court, where Appellant wanted to pursue the case in the first instance.s

JAl49 (Appellant's Mo. to Recon.), JA261 (Appellant's Emergency Mo.to Stay

and to Rule on the Mo. to Recon.)

'If the goal is to reach a resolution in as quick and cost effective means as possible,
Appellant's logical choice is this arbitration as a final hearing date had been set

and has been re-set, the costs are paid by the Firm and the Rules applied are the
rules that Appellant requested. Yet, Appellant continues to seek resolution in the
Superior Court.

13
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However, the Arbitration continues and Firm filed its witness lists and

exchanged discovery. JA378, J4380. Appellant has done the same. JA379. The

Firm fìled a Motion for Summary Judgment and Memorandum of Law in Supporl

seeking a summary resolution of the claims as allowed in the Scheduling Order.

14382, J4368-371, T3. Appellant has responded. JA374

Following the outbreak of COVIDl9, the Arbitrator postponed the

Arbitration to be rescheduled at a later point. J4385. It has since been

rescheduled for September 28-30, 2020.

M. Appellant's Actions Demonstrate Repeated Attempt to Circumvent the
Ar b itr ation A gr e ements

Appellant filed his Motion for Reconsideration, even though the case had been

dismissed with prejudice. JAl49. When a decision was not forthcoming, Appellant

attempted to pursue an appeal. This Court determined that the appeal was

premature as there had been no final ruling on the Motion to Reconsider and that

the Appellant could not avail himself of V.I. R. App. P.5(a)(4), which would create

a deemed denial within 120 days of the filing and thus, create a judgment from

which an appeal could be taken. JA264-265 (S.Ct. Order Dismissing l't Appeal)

Even though the Arbitration was proceeding in the meantime, Appellant remained

committed to contesting the Arbitration Agreement, filing a request for stay of the

arbitration. Appellant then filed a Motion requesting a ruling on the Motion to

Reconsider. JA26l. As the Arbitration had been re-initiated and was proceeding,

t4
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under the terms sought by Appellant, with the imposition of the Consumer Rules,

with the Firm absorbing all of the costs as a result, with discovery exchanged,

witness lists exchanged and a final hearing date scheduled, the Superior Court

denied the Motion to Reconsider and the Motion to Stay as moot after giving

proper consideration to the arguments. JA15-21(Order denying Mo. to Recon.),

IA22-23(Order denying Mot. to Stay).

III. ARGUMENT

A. SumrvrARY oF THE ARGUMENT

In his brief Appellant argues that the Firm waived its right to compel

arbitration. Appellant failed to meet his burden and cannot demonstrate waiver

The Firm acted consistent with the Arbitration Agreements and the Superior

Court's Order in continuing to pursue strict compliance, i.e. mediation fÌrst, and

then arbitration. Appellant suffered no prejudice as the Firm acted immediately to

compel arbitration and any delay in the arbitration proceedings was created by the

Appellant through perpetually pursuing unnecessary litigation. In fact, it is through

the Firm's continuous efforts to enforce strict compliance that the Firm prevented

the Appellant from derailing this matter from the contractually agreed-upon

alternative dispute resolution procedure. If Appellant followed the requirements of

the Arbitration Agreements and had not improperly first filed a Complaint and then

a premature arbitration claim, the Appellant would be in the same position: 1) the
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mediation would have occurred, and then 2) the parties would proceed to

arbitration. In fact, after mediation was corlrpleted unsuccessfully, the Firm re-

initiated the proceedings with the AAA and arbitration is currently ongoing. The

Firm proceeded with paying the fees according to the Consumer Rules, though

noting an objection, and the parties have exchanged discovery in arbitration,

engaged in motion practice in arbitration, and have a hearing date set with the

AAA. Given that the parties have proceeded to arbitration and the arbitration is

ongoing, the Superior Court correctly denied Appellant's motion for

reconsideration as moot because it no longer presents an actual controversy

Similarly, Superior Court's denial of Appellant's motion to stay was proper and

not an abuse of discretion because the Court considered the current position of the

case and property denied Appellant's request to stay arbitration. Lastly,

Appellant's request that this Court create a new rule for the AAA is improper

because that would require the Court to invade AAA's jurisdiction and abrogate

AAA's autonomy over matters in arbitration. Moreover, Appellant's actions

perpetually pursuing litigation despite having a binding arbitration agreement are

suspect, as it would appear there are no legitimate reason for doing so.

B. V.I. rNo NauoNAL por,rcy FAVoR ARBTTRATToN

As the Superior Court explained in the October 26,2018 Order, "fc]ourts

have long reco gnized that arbitration is a creature of contract" and recently this
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Court determined that the "FAA ... applies to the Virgin Islands," therefore, this

Court may enforce arbitration agreements pursuant to the Act and litigants may

contract to resolve their disputes through arbitration. JA201. The parties had a

valid contract for legal services, which contained an arbitration agreement that

'odisputes as to the amount of a statement...shall be submitted to Mediation first

and then to the American Arbitration Association." JA202

"When interpreting any contract, the intent of the parties control and those

intentions are generously construed as to the arbitrability of a claim ." JA202.It is

against this policy which strongly favors arbitration agreements and desire to

enforce the intent of the parties to contracl., that the curent appeal should be

viewed

There is no dispute that the parties agreed to resolve all disputes by first

going to mediation and then, if unsuccessful to arbitration. Everything the Firm did

was to pursue a resolution of this dispute according to that agreement, while

Appellant did everything possible to circumvent it (because Appellant ultimately

does not want to arbitrate and thus, is doing everything possible to avoid it)

C. AppBLLANT FAILED To MEET HIS BURDEN To sHow wAIvER

In order for Appellant to argue the Firm waived its right to arbitrate,

Appellant must first demonstrate: "(1) knowledge of an existing right to compel

arbitration; (2) acts inconsistent with that existing right; and (3) prejudice to the
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party opposing arbitration resulting from such inconsistent acts." Brown v.

Dillard's, Inc., 430 F.3d 1004, I0l2 (C.4.9 2005) (quoting Britton v. Co-op

Banking Group,916 F.2d 1405, l4l2 (C.4.9 1990)). Appellant bears the burden to

show waiver which is not easily met. "Any party arguing waiver of arbitration

bears a heavy burden of proof." Britton, 916 F .2d 1412.6 In Whyte v. Bockíno, this

Court stated that "[w]e cannot lightly infer waiver." 69 V.I. 749,766 (V.I. 2018).

See also Gray Holdco, Inc. v. Cassady, 654 F.3d 444, 451 (3d Cir. 2011) (noting

the court would not infer waiver lightly due to the strong preference to enforce

arbitration contracts). Further, various courts across the country have explained

that "[a] finding that a contractual right to arbitration has been waived is not

favored." Convergys Corp. v. Freedom I4/ireless, Lnc.,2006 WL 2927841, at *2

(D. Nev. 2006) (emphasis added) (finding that a party had not waived right to

compel arbitration because it had not acted in a manner inconsistent with known

right to arbitrate and there was no prejudice to the opposing party by compelling

arbitration)

1. The Firm Acted Consistent with lheir Right to Arbitrøte

As to the fìrst element, there is no dispute that the Firm was aware of its

contractual rights to a two-step alternative dispute resolution process, which

6 See also Lozano v. AT & T Wíreless Services, lnc.,504 F.3d 718,725 (C.4.9
2007) (The FAA sets forth a liberal federal policy favoring arbitration and reverses
years of hostility by the courts towards arbitration agreements.).
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required the parties to first proceed to mediation and then, if unsuccessful to

subrnit to binding arbitration before the AAA. As to the second element, every

action the Firm took was consistent with their attempts to enforce that contractual

provision, hence, the Firm acted consistent with their right to arbitrate.

The Firm Immediately Moves to Compel Arbitrationa.

After the Appellant incorrectly filed a Complaint in the Superior Court, the

Firm immediately moved to compel mediation and arbitration, consistent with the

arbitration agreement. The Superior Court dismissed the Complaint with prejudice

and referred the matter to mediation and then to arbitration. JA206.

b. The Firm Demands Compliance with the Arbitration
Agreements and Order to Mediate First

It was the Appellant, who once again, acted inconsistent with the arbitration

agreement and instead of pursuing mediation, improperly initiated arbitration with

the AAA. By usurping the process and ignoring the requirement to mediate,

Appellant created the problem that the Firm has repeatedly attempted to rectify.

The Firm sent multiple communications to the AAA requesting that mediation be

scheduled, and that a mediator be assigned to the matter. In addition, the Firm

noted their objection to the AAA's preliminary determination that the Consumer

Rules should be applied to this matter, and not Commercial Rules per the terms of

the parties' agreement, which changed the agreement from an equal split of
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mediation and arbitration fees and expenses to one in which the Firm solely

funded

Although mediation and arbitration are different processes, alternative

dispute resolution agreements often encompass both as part of their collective

agreement. Therefore, mediation is properly considered a means of dispute

resolution covered under the FAA and is to be given the same favorable public

policy considerations as arbitration, standing alone. Fisher v. GE Medical Systems,

276 F.Supp.2d 891, 894 (M.D.Tenn. 2003). In Fisher, the Court explained that

"[t]he FAA does not precisely define what processes constitute "arbitration" and

thus, it is broad enough to also include mediation or dual step processes to first

mediate and then arbitrate. 276 F.Supp.2d at 894. See also World of Beer

Franchising, Inc. v. MWB Development I, LLC,711 Fed.Appx. 561, 569 (C.4.11

2017); HIM Portland, LLC v, DeVito Builders, Inc., 317 F.3d 41, 44 (C.4.1 2003);

Kemiron Atlantic, Inc. v. Aguakem Intern., lnc,,290 F.3d 1287, l29l (C.4.11

2002) (Various courts have determined that mediation is one of the appropriate

channels for resolving disputes where the arbitration agreement sets out the

procedure for the parties to first mediate, and then to arbitrate). Here, the Superior

Court ruled that the parties had a valid contract, which contained this two-step

alternative dispute resolution procedure, to mediate, and then arbitrate and it

should be viewed collectively as the Arbitration Agreement
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Ever since the Firm's first filing in this matter, it has been the Firm's

position that the collective, two-step Arbitration Agreement should be enforced in

accordance with the plain language of the contract, and this matter should "be

submitted to Mediation first and then....for a final binding and judicially-

enforceable arbitration." J A202.In the October 26, 2018 Order, the Superior Court

agreed with the Firm's position and ruled that "this matter is referable to mediation

and then arbitration because the arbitration agreement is valid, and Suid's

[Appellant's] claims fall within the scope of the arbitration agreement." JA202,

205

Appellant entirely disregarded the Superior Court's Order and the provisions

of the collective, two-step Arbitration Agreement when he prematurely filed a

claim with AAA, instead of first engaging in mediation. By disregarding the

Court's Order and the parties' agreement, the Appellant derailed the proper

sequence. Hence, the improper procedure is entirely the product of the Appellant's

doing, which the Firm has been attempting to rectify since the first filing.

c. The Firm Proceeds to Mediate

Ultimately, the Firm was able to schedule and proceed to mediation in

compliance with the Arbitration Agreement and the Superior Court's Order. The

Firm's steadfast insistence on proceeding first to mediation is wholly consistent

with the terms of the Arbitration Agreement to mediate first. Moreover,
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Appellant's ultimate acquiescence to mediation demonstrates their

acknowledgment that this was the proper proceclure and sequence

d. The Firm Re-Initiated Arbitration
(Jnsuccessful

after Mediation was

After mediation was completed, the Firm then re-initiated the arbitration

proceedings with the AAA within a matter of a few days. The Firm noted its

continuing objection to the application of the Consumer Rules (as it materially

changed the agreement of the parties to equally bear the expenses of the mediation

and arbitration) but, nonetheless paid the fees according to the application of the

Consumer Rules. 54845-850 (AAA Correspondence and Invoices).

e. The Firm's Objection to the Initiql Arbitrqtion was to Require
Strict Compliance, Not an Act Inconsistent with the Arbitration
Agreement

Appellant argues (in a conclusory manner and without analysis of the

elements of waiver), that the reluctance to pay fees that were different than the

parties had agreed, was evidence of waiver as an act inconsistent with the

arbitration agreement. Appellant mischaracterizes the facts. The Firm was

consistently demanding compliance with the terms of the Arbitration Agreements

and the October 26,2018 Order be followed, both as to the sequence of events

which were to occur, and the agreement to equally bear the costs. By contrast,

Appellant acted in derogation of the agreement at every turn
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V/hen the Firm objected to Appellant's filing of the arbitration claim, the

basis for the objection was that Appellant has missed a required fìrst step - to

mediate. Given the relatively miniscule sums in dispute and the real question as to

whether Appellant could even contest issues regarding expenses on matters he had

already settled, the Firrn sought to resolve this matter via a rnediation to see if it

could be broughtto amutually agreed end

At mediation, the Firm provided full accountings as to the expenses (which

had been provided to Appellant previously) in a consolidated manner to

demonstrate that the expenses were all properly incurred. SA84l-842. By insisting

on following the requirement to mediate, the Firm sought to resolve the

fee/expense dispute, as expeditiously as possible. Therefore, the Firm's objection

to the premature arbitration was not an act inconsistent with the arbitration

agreement, but instead, was just the opposite, to act consistently with the

Arbitration Agreements which required the parties to first mediate the dispute.

Appellant argues that any objection to fees constitutes an automatic waiver

of the right to arbitrate, regardless of whether a legitimate objection is noted on

record, and cites to various cases for this proposition. Appellant overstates the

holdings, and the facts of those cases are distinguishable.T The Firm's objection to

7 Here, akin to the factual circumstances in Kathan v. Autovest, LLC, the Firm did
not refuse to pay the arbitration fees in some effort to thwart the alternative dispute
resolution process, but rather had legitimate objections to the improper attempt to
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the imposition of the Consumer Rules and the rçsulting material change as to the

burden each party was to bear for the Çosts, was not an attempt to act inconsistent

with the Arbitration Agreernents, but rather to enforce the parties' agreement to

equally bear the costs. Perhaps most telling is the fact that the Firm re-initiated the

arbitration, once the proper process had been followed to mccliate first. J4361-

363, 54855-859, 54843-850. If the Firm had no intention of acting consistently, it

would not have reinitiated the arbitration. Moreover, the Firm acknowledged in

the renewed filing that there had been a prior filing with the AAA. 54856

skip mediation and the imposition of a different set of rules, which irnpacted the
fees distribution. In Kathan v. Autovest, LLC, the Courl determined that Autovest
did not waive the right to arbitrate even though AAA closed the matter for various
reasons, including Autovest's failure to pay fees, because "Autovest made clear
throughout the process that it was willing and able to resolve any problem
identified by AAA" and it had been in çontinuous contact with AAA attempting to
resolve the issues . Kathan v. Autovest, LLC, 2019 WL 7290503, at * 1 (D. IJtah
Dec. 30, 2019) (slip copy). Likewise, here the Firm remained in continuous
communications with the AAA regarding its concerns. Hence, a claimant cannot
be expected to agree to arbitrate with the fear that any legitirnate objection would
constitute a waiver. In contrast, the cases cited by Appellant relate to behavior
where a party ignores the AAA (which was not the case here). Further, in the
cases that Appellant cited, the offending party had allowed the arbitration to be
finally terminated without the prospect of being renewed. See Pre-Paid Legal
Services, Inc. v. Cahill,786 F.3d 1287, 1298 (C.4.10 2015) (the arbitration
proceedings here were terminated, and there is no indication the AAA has left open
the possibility for the proceedings to continue). Here, the AAA did not terminate
arbitration with no possibility for proceedings to continue. In the letter dated
January 23,2019, AAA stated that "[i]n the future should you decide to resubmit
this matter, please provide all the requisite information along with the appropriate
filing fee." JA 648. Clearly, AAA did not terminate the matter with no opportunity
for proceedings to continue as the proceedings are continuing, and therefore, the
totality of circumstances show that the Firm did not waive the right to arbitrate.
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Further, the continued issue of the imposition of the Consumer versus the

Commercial Rules was again brought to the fore. The renewed arbitration invoiced

as if the Consumer Rules applied and the Firm paid the fees. In the preliminary

conference with the Arbitrator, the Consumer Rules versus the Commercial Rules

was raised as an open issue. Ultimately, the Arbitrator denied the Firm's Motion

and the Consumer Rules were applied. The Arbitrator cited to the prior

preliminary administration imposition of such rules and held they should be

applied. The Firm, having raised the objection but being unsuccessful, had paid

the fees required and has continuecl with the Arbitration. 54843-850. These are all

acts consistent with adherence to the arbitration agreements and demonstrates that

the Firm did not waive its right to arbitration. Quite the opposite, each of the

Firm's acts were in specific compliance with the arbitration agreement.

2. Appellant Suffers no Prejudice if Arbitration Continues

"Prejudice is the touchstone for determining whether the right to arbitrate

has been waived" through litigation conduct. Whyte,69 V.I. at766 (quoting Allen

v. Hovensa,L.L.C., 59 V.I. 430,437 (V.L 2013)). "Timeliness or lack thereof of a

motion [to compel arbitration]," is one of thç main factors considered in

determining whether there was a waiver. Id. Also-more importantly-courts

consider the extent to which the compelling party engaged in litigation-to include

the extent of participation in discovery, non-merits motion practice, and the
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compelling party's assent to the Superior Court's pretrial orders. Id. at 767 . See also

PaineWebber Inc. v. Faragalli, 61 F.3cl 1063, 1068-69 (3d Cir. 1995) (noting

waiver usually results "only where the demand for arbitration came long after the

suit commenced and when both parties had engaged in extensive discovery")

a. The Firm Acted Immediately to Pursue Arbitration

Here, the Firm immediately filed a motion to compel arbitration, as its first

responsive pleading to Appellant's Complaint. As the Superior Court determined,

the Firm was correct in arguing that this matter should be dismissed and the case

should proceed through alternate dispute resolution channels-mediation first, and

then arbitration. The parties had not engaged in litigation, discovery, or motion

practice before the Superior Court, and therefore, the Appellant was in not

prejudiced in any way by the dismissal of the complaint

b. Appellant, Not the Firm, hqs Perpetuated (Jnnecessary

Litigatíon

As to motion practice, other than a motion for attomey's fees against

Appellant for improperly filing suit in contravention of the Arbitration

Agreements, the remaining litigation has all been selÊinduced by Appellant.

Appellant filed the Rule 60(b) motion which is the subject of this appeal (as well a

prior attempted appeal). Appellant attempted to contend that the Rule 60(b)

motion was deemed denied as a result of the provisions of V.L R. App. P. 5(a)(4),

resulting in a wasted trip to the Supreme Court. As a result, the Firm was forced to
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address the premature appeal before this Court and prevailed in having the appeal

dismissed for lack of jurisdiction. Meanwhile, the Firm was forced to respond to

the renewed Rule 60(b) motion and the Motion to stay in the Superior Court, all of

which were the result of Appellant's actions to perpetuate litigation when the

Arbitration was proceeding. Clearly, the Arbitration was proceeding, the

Consumer Rules were applied, the Firm ultimately paid the fees after raising the

objection and after mediation was completed. Nothing that the Firm has insisted

occur is different from what the parties had agreed to. Therefore, there is no

prejudice to Appellant for allowing the re-initiated arbitration to proceed as the

proper procedures had been followed. Furthermore, there has been no delay at aII

following the mediation. Once mediations ended, the Firm reinitiated the

arbitration within a matter of days. If Appellant followed the requirements of the

Fee Agreements and had not improperly filed for arbitration before mediating, the

Appellant would be in the same position: 1) the mediation would have occurred

and then 2) the parties would proceed to arbitration. That is exactly what has

happened - as a result of the Firm's efforts and despite Appellant's attempts to

derail the process

'Delays in scheduling mediation were, in large part, a result of Appellant's absence
from the Territory.

27

07/16/2020



c Arbitration is actively Pro c eeding

Consequently, Appellant failed to meet his burden and cannot demonstrate

that the Firm waived their right to compel arbitration nor has the Appellant

suffered any prejudice. In façt, this matter is correctly proceeding through

arbitration with the AAA and is now, quite far along in the process. The Firm's

summary judgment motion is pending before AAA, and will be ruled upon prior to

the final hearing which has been scheduled now for September 28-30,2020 (the

new dates as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic). The Firm properly re-initiated

arbitration after mediation was completed and acted consistent with the Arbitration

Agreements and the Superior Court's Order. In addition, the Firm proceeded with

paying the fees according to the Consumer Rules, though noting an objection, and

the parties have exchanged discovery in arbitration, engaged in motion practice in

arbitration, and have a hearing date set with the AAA. 54843, 845-850 (AAA

Invoicing and Correspondence).

D. V.I. Supnruon Counr coRREcrLy DETERMTNED THAT AppELLANT's
MOTION TO RECONSIDER WAS MOOT

Appellant argues that the V.I. Supreme Court did not property consider

Appellant's arguments and erred in determining that his Motion to Reconsider was

moot. Appellant is mistaken.
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I. Vf. 
^1uperÍor 

Court's I)etermination that Appellant's Motion
was Moot does not Equate to FaÍlure to Consider Appellant's
Argantents

In his brief, Appellant argues that the Superior Courl failed to address

Appellant's waiver and lack of agreement to institute new arbitration proceedings

arguments, and therefore, this constitutes abuse of discretion and warrants reversal

of the Order. Appellant argues that this Court has previously cautioned the

Superior Court that it has no authority to ignore a valid argument. Gerace v

Bentley, 65 V.I. 289,297 (V.I. 2016). Appellant is mistaken in his interpretation of

the Court's Order denying his Rule 60(b) motion as moot.

The Superior Court's Order on Appellant's Rule 60(b) motion recites in

detail Appellant's arguments and makes it clear that the Court considered them.

Upon consideration of the Appellant's arguments and the current position of the

case, however, the Superior Court ruled that the Motion is moot. In this Order, the

Court stated that the "given that the parties have proceeded to arbitration, Suid's

Motion will be denied as moot." JA5-8

It is the job of the court to "decide actual controversies by a judgment which

can be carried into effect, and not to give opinions upon moot questions or abstract

propositions, or to declare principles or rules of law which cannot affect the matter

in issue in the case before it," absent an açtual controversy susceptible of judicial

relief the case must be dismissed. Pqul v. Milk Depots, Inc., 62 Cal.2d 129, 132
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(CAL. 1964). Some matters are brought after changes in circumstances have

rendered them moot. A moot case 'ois one which seeks to determine an abstract

question which does not arise upon existing facts or rights." 
.thílson 

v. Los Angeles

CounQ Civil Service Commission, ll2 Cal.App.2d 450, 452 (Cal.App. 2 Dist.

1952). Frequently, a case that presented an actual controversy when it was filed

becomes moot because of some change in the circumstances of the parties that has

rendered effective judicial relief impossible or unnecessary. Mootness, California

Practice Guide: Administrative Law Ch. 16-G.

In its analysis, the Superior Couft stated that "subsequent court filings by

Suid and the Firm have established that the parties have filed new arbitration

proceedings before the AAA and an arbitrator has been appointed." JA7. The

Courl properly detetrnined that because of these developments, Appellant's fîlings

are moot, as they do not present an actual controversy for the court to rule on.

Appellant's characterization of the Superior Court's actions as "ignoring"

Appellant's argument is inaccurate. The Superior Couft's ruling was proper and

did not constitute abuse of discretion

2. VJ Superior Court Correctly Ruled that Appellant's Rule
60(8) Motion was Moot Because AAA Proceedings Have Been
Re-fnifiated

The Superior Court correctly ruled that the Appellant's Rule 60(b) motion is

moot because AAA proceedings have been re-initiated and the matter is currently
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proceeding through the appropriate steps of the arbitration process. The Appellant

inaccurately characterizes the Firm's response to the AAA's letter as refusal to pay

arbitration fees and argues that this constituted new evidence. Appellant is

mistaken

Appellant forgets that the Firm continued communications with the AAA,

attempting to first initiate mediation after Appellant incorectly filed an arbitration

claim instead of first engaging in mediation. After parties engaged in mediation

and a resolution was not reached, Appellee immediately proceeded to the second

step - final binding and judicially-enforceable arbitration - in accordance with the

arbitration agreement and the Superior Court Order dated October 26,2018. The

Firm contacted the AAA and paid the fees according to the AAA's invoice, even

though the Appellee maintained an objection to the use of Consumer Rules.

Appellant now argues that the Firm refused to pay arbitration fees, while

conveniently disregarding his failure to follow the Superior Court's Order and the

provisions of the Contract to mediate the matter first, before arbitration

proceedings could be initiated. After contractually agreed upon alternative dispute

resolution steps were followed, the Firm re-initiated arbitration. As the matter

currently in arbitration and proceeding according to the parties' agreement and the

Superior Court's Order, the Superior Court was correct when it determined that the

Appellant's motion to reconsider was moot
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E. V.I. SupeRIon CouRr's DENIAL oF ArrELLANT's REeUEST To srAy
ARBITRATION WAS PROPER AND NOT AN ABUSE OF DISCRETION

In his brief, Appellant argues that the Superior Court abused its discretion in

denying his motion to stay. First, as the Superior Court correctly points out in the

January 29, 2020 Order, that there was no Motion for Stay pending before the

Superior Court. In its Order, the Court stated that "suid's Notice of Filing does not

contain a motion for stay....Specifically, Suid directs the Court to issue a stay

order based on lvarious exhibits].,.This Court does not have jurisdiction to rule on

motions filed before the Supreme Court." JA9-10

Second, Appellant further argues that denial of the motion was an "error

because Appellant specifically argued that a stay was required because the AAA

requested a Court order before it would stay the new arbitration proceedings."

(Appellant's Brief, p.22). This is incorect. The AAA was simply stating that it will

proceed with administration of the pending arbitration, if there is no Court Order to

the contrary staying AAA proceedings. J4364 (Dec. 27,2019 Correspondence

from Arbitrator Otto-"To be clear, the matter will go forward until and unless an

Order staying the AAA arbitration is issued by a court of competent jurisdiction.").

In no way was the AAA requiring the Court to issue an Order staying arbitration

proceedings, nor could it so require. And in fact, there was no such Order issued

and AAA proceedings continue to date.
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Next, as was stated before, Appellant's characterizalion of the cunent state

of arbitration is inaccurate. The Firm re-initiated the Arbitration which had been

prematurely started by the Appellant before mediation took place and noted same

in its letter to AAA. 54856. (Firrn's AAA Filing)

Lastly, Appellant argues that the Superior Court abused its discretion by

failing to exercise its discretion and stay the "new" arbiffation proceedings. See

infra Paul, job of the court is to "decide actual controversies," therefore, denying a

motion as "moot" does not equate to failure to exercise discretion, in fact, it's the

opposite. 62 CaL.2d at 132. The Superior Court did exercise its discretion in the

January 29,2020 Order as it considered the current position of the case and denied

Appellant's notice of filing. JA9-10.

F. AppULANT's REeUEST FoR THIS couRT To MAKE A NEw RULE FoR

AAA IS IMPRoPER

In his brief, Appellant is requesting that this Court make a rule for the AAA

that a failure of a party to pay the arbitration fees, even with a legitimate objection

on record, closes the case permanently with the AAA and constitutes a waiver of

the right to compel arbitration where consequently the party does not have the right

to re-file or otherwise subsequently seek to enforce arbitration by filing a new

arbitration proceeding. (Appellant's Briefl, p. 10). Appellant's request that this
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court inr¿ade the .jurisdiction of the AAA ancl malçe a new rule for the AAA to

follow is improper

Use of arbitration agreements is strongly favored by this Court and other

courts across the country.e The U.S. Supreme Court has held that the FAA applies

in state çoutts as well as in federal courts and that it preempts state laws that are

hostile to arbitration. Southland Corp. v. Keating, 465 U.S. 1 (1984) (FAA

applicable in state court).t0 See also Allen, 59 V.I. at n.2.

Appellant's request for a rule that would essentially abrogate AAA's

autonomy over administration of its matters goes dire ctly against the national

policy favoring arbitration. In this case, AAA has determined that the matter

should be re-opened and the arbitration is proceeding on schedule. Creating a court

mandated rule per Appellant's request would unnecessarily and improperly take

away AAA's authority to make such decisions. Therefore, requesting that this

Court make a rule hostile to arbitration would go against this Court's precedent and

e Brinkley v. Monterey Financial Services, Inc., 242 Cal.App.4th 314, 196
(Cal.App. 4 Dist., 2015) (applying Washington law); Chaikin v. Parker Waichman
LLP, 253 So.3d 640 (Fla.App. 2 Dist., 2017). Both state and federal courts
encourage arbitration to settle disputes. Shelter Products, Inc. v. OMNI
Construction Company, Lnc.,479 S.W.3d 189 (Mo.App. w.D., 2016); Tallman v.

Eighth Jud. Dist. ct.,359 P.3d 113, 131 (Nev. 2015); ABM Farms, Inc. v. woods,
6e2 N.E.2d s74 (1ee8).

t0 See also Moses H. Çone Mem'l Hosp. v. Mercury Const. Corp,,460 U.S. 1,26-
27 (1983) (9 U.S.C. $3 applicable in state court); Doctor's Assocs. v. Casarotto,
517 U.S. 681, 686 (1996) (FAA preempts inconsistent state law); Perry v. Thomas,
482 U.S. 483,489 (1987) (same).
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the declaration by Congress. It further creates a trap for parties whereby objecting

to an arbitration issue is usecl against the party as evidençe of waiver

Moreover, Appellant now is attempting to re-negotiate the agreed upon

contractual provisions of the arbitration agreement, i.e. mediation first, and then

binding arbitration. Appellant is not entitled to engage in forum shopping instead

of abiding by the binding provisions of the contract.

G. APPNILANT,S MoTIVE BEHIND REPEATEDLY AND BLATANTLY

IGNORING REQUIREMENTS OF THE ARBITRATION AGREEMENT IS TO

DISPARAGE THE FIRM,S REPUTATION IN A PUBLIC FORUM

Appellant continues to unneçessarily perpetuate litigation and disregard the

fact that this matter is subject to final binding and judicially-enforceable

arbitration. In the October 26, 2018 Order, the Superior Court found that all of

Appellants' claims are subject to the arbitration agreement and as a result

determined that "the Court's role in the substantive resolution of the dispute

between the parties has come to an end." J4205. In fact, arbitration proceedings

have been continuing and the Appellant has been an active participant in those

proceedings

Yet again, Appellant blatantly and intentionally disregards the Court's Order

and provisions of the arbitration agreement that this matter is to be resolved

through alternative dispute resolution forum as opposed to litigation. Appellant's

actions, separately and collectively, unfairly prevent the Firm from receiving
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benefits it was enfitled to receive through the Contract, i.e. adherence to a

resolution process that was agreed to, in advance, which provided for a cost

effective and private resolution of the process as opposed to a costly and a public

one. Clearly, Appellant is continuing to pursue this matter in a public forum as

opposed to through private resolution process, as was agreed upon, for no

legitimate reason, but rather is attempting to disparate or sully the reputation of the

Firm. Moreover, Appellant's actions reflect a deliberate attempt to orchestrate a

scenario so as to abrogate the Arbitration Agreement and pursue this matter in the

Superior Court. Such gamesmanship should not be condoned.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated herein, the Firm respectfully requests that this Court

affirm the Superior Court's Order dated January 29,2020 denying the Motion to

Reconsider (JA5-8) and Order denying the Motion to Stay (JA9-10).

Respectfully submitted,

Duolrv NrwuaN FpuBnzuc LLP

DATED: July I 5,2020 By: /s/ Charlotte I(. Perrell
CHARLOTTE K. PBRRBLL
V.I. Bar No. 1281

1 000 Frederiksberg Gade
St. Thomas, VI 00802-6736
P.O. Box 756
St. Thomas, VI 00804-0756
Telephone: (340) 77 4-4422
E-Mail: cperrell(ò,DNFvi.com
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