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I. RESPONSE TO APPELLEES’ ARGUMENTS 
 

A. Appellees waived any argument regarding the Superior Court’s 
authority to enforce mediated settlement agreements.  

 
 Post-Banks v. Int’l Rental & Leasing, 55 V.I. 967 (2011), this Court 

determined that the Superior Court has the authority to enforce mediated settlement 

agreements. Boynes v. Transportation Servs. of St. John, Inc., 60 V.I. 453, 461 

(2014)(“Therefore, the Superior Court acted well within its authority when it 

entertained TSSJ's motion to enforce the settlement agreement, as the case was still 

pending, giving it inherent authority to “supervise and enforce [the] settlement 

agreement[ ].”) However, in Toussaint v. Stewart, 67 V.I. 931, 952, 2017 WL 

3769522, at *11 (2017), this Court noted that it has not adopted the principle of the 

Superior Court’s ability to enforce a settlement agreement through a Banks 

analysis. Therefore, out of an abundance of caution, Appellant conducted a Banks 

analysis to demonstrate that the soundest rule for the Virgin Islands is for the 

Superior Court to have authority to enforce mediated settlement agreements 

consistent with Boynes, 60 V.I. at 459 (“A mediated settlement agreement is an 

enforceable contract governed by basic contract principles.”)(outlining the 

Superior Court’s authority to enforce a mediated settlement agreement without 
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conducting a Banks analysis).  (Appellant’s Brief, pp. 9-11).  The Superior Court 

never questioned whether it had the authority to enforce mediated settlement 

agreements and neither did any Appellee. 

 Appellees argue for the first time that the Superior Court does not have 

authority to enforce mediated settlement agreements unless the agreements are 

purportedly reduced to judgments.  (Appellees’ Brief, pp. 9-11).  This argument is 

waived because this is the first time Appellees have ever claimed the Superior 

Court does not have authority to enforce mediated settlement agreements. V.I. R. 

App. P. 22(m)(1) (“Issues that were not raised or objected to before the Superior 

Court … are deemed waived for purposes of appeal…”).  

Appellees’ argument is also waived because Appellees failed to present their 

own Banks analysis – or any legal support – for the proposition that the Superior 

Court does not have authority to enforce mediated settlement agreements. V.I. R. 

App. P. 22(m)(3) (“Issues that were … unsupported by argument and citation to 

legal authority, are deemed waived for purposes of appeal…”); Percival v. People 

of the V.I., 62 V.I. 477 (2015) (arguments waived by failing to cite to any 

authority); Davis v. Varlack Ventures, Inc., 59 V.I. 529 (2013) (failing to cite to 

legal authority to support contention that court erred in denying adverse inference 

request deemed waived). 
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B. Appellees’ reading of 11 V.I.C. § 951 ignores the plain language of the 
statute. 
 

Appellees argue that the language of 11 V.I.C.§951 means that “[o]nly the 

rate of prejudgment interest is mandatory not the award itself.”  (Appellees’ Brief, 

p. 6).  Appellees then miscite Addie v. Kjaer, 836 F.3d 251, 255 (3d Cir. 2016) in 

support.  In Addie, the Third Circuit Court of Appeals explicitly held that awarding 

prejudgment interest under 11 V.I.C. § 951(a) is mandatory – not discretionary.  Id. 

at 255.  Addie did not hold that the mandatary application of Section 951 related 

only to the rate of interest.  Neither is such an interpretation consistent with the 

plain language of the statute. 

 For example, 11 V.I.C. § 951(a)(1) provides “[t]he rate of interest shall be 

nine (9%) per centum per annum on…all monies which have become due….”   A 

holding that Section 951 is discretionary would run afoul of the plain and 

unambiguous language that the rate is to be applied to “all” money that has become 

due.  A discretionary standard would mean that courts can, at its discretion, apply 

the rate to some monies that have become due, but not all.  This is not consistent 

with the statute’s plain language. As this Court has previously held, when 

analyzing a statutory scheme, courts must give effect to every provision, making 

sure to avoid interpreting any provision in a manner that would render it – or 
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another provision – “wholly superfluous and without an independent meaning or 

function of its own.” Defoe v. Phillip, 56 V.I. 109, 129 (V.I. 2012). 

 In support of Appellees’ interpretation of 11 V.I.C. § 951 that prejudgment 

interest is discretionary – not mandatory, Appellees rely on three lower court cases: 

Williams v. Edwards, ST-12-CV-175, 2017 WL 3124472 (V.I. Super. 2017), Isaac 

v. Crichlow, 63 V.I. 38 (V.I. Super. 2015), and Bookworm, Inc. v. Tirado, 44 V.I. 

300 (V.I. Terr. 2002).  However, these cases are not persuasive authority and 

should be rejected.  An analysis of all three cases reveals that their holdings are 

based on DeWerd v. Bushfield, 38 V.I. 202 (D.V.I. 1998)1 –a district court case 

that pre-dates Addie and relies on federal cases interpreting federal law on 

prejudgment interest. 

C. Appellees failed to address why the Superior Court’s order should be 
affirmed under a discretionary standard.  

 
Appellant dedicated Section I.E. of her Opening Brief to a detailed 

explanation of the facts surrounding her motions to enforce that the Superior Court 

denied. Appellees do not dispute any facts as outlined in Appellant’s Opening 

 
1 Williams cites to Isaac which cites directly to DeWerd.  Williams, 2017 WL 
3124472, *3 n. 36 ((citing Isaac, 63 V.I. at 69) (citing DeWerd, 38 V.I. at 206).  
Bookworm cites directly to DeWerd.  Bookworm, 44 V.I. at 305 (citing DeWerd, 38 
V.I. at 206). 
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Brief and the central facts—mediation, settlement, date certain to pay, failure to 

pay on the due date, and multiple court orders ignored—remain undisputed.   

Appellees did not dispute these facts at all and failed to argue why, if this Court 

were to agree with Appellees that the statute is discretionary, this Court should 

affirm the Superior Court’s order notwithstanding the undisputed facts.  (See, 

Appellant’s Brief, pp. 20-21).  Therefore, even if this Court were to hold that 

prejudgment interest under Section 951 is discretionary, the Superior Court abused 

its discretion in failing to award prejudgment interest based on undisputed facts of 

the case and Appellees have failed to argue otherwise. 

D. Title 5 V.I.C. § 426(b) does not preclude the entry of prejudgment 
interest. 

i. Appellees have not disputed that 11 V.I.C. §951(a)(4) is equally 
applicable. 

 
 Appellant argued that she was equally entitled to prejudgment interest under 

11 V.I.C. §951(a)(4) and when enacting 5 V.I.C. §426(b), the Legislature of the 

Virgin Islands specifically limited its application to 11 V.I.C. § 951(a)(1) and 

remained silent as to subsection (a)(4) despite it being within the same subsection 

of the same statute. The effect of this silence, based on this Court’s cannon of 
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statutory construction cited in Appellants’ Brief,2 can only be that when it comes to 

Section 951, the Legislature intended Section 426(b) to limit the imposition of 

prejudgment interest on all monies that have become due that are judgment or 

decrees against the Government and not contracts where the Government is a 

party.  (Appellant’s Brief at p. 22.) Appellees have not addressed this argument or 

the statutory language highlighted by Appellant.  Section 951(a)(4) provided the 

Superior Court with a separate avenue for imposition of prejudgment interest that 

does not implicate 5 V.I.C. §426(b) at all.   

ii. Subsection (b) does not shield Appellee Briscoe from the entry of 
prejudgment interest. 

 
 Appellees, in their Response Brief, continually attempt to simply lump 

Appellee Dr. Briscoe and Appellee Government together when arguing that 

Section 426(b) protects against the imposition of prejudgment interest against the 

“Government”—purposefully conflating the two parties. (Appellees’ Brief at pp. 8, 

14.)  Vlaun was entitled to have prejudgment interest on the full settlement amount 

entered against Dr. Briscoe because he is a separate party to the litigation and the 

 
2 See World Fresh Markets, LLC v. Palermo, 2021 VI 1, ¶ 12, 74 V.I. 455 (2021) 
(“In considering the effect of silence, we must remain cognizant that the 
Legislature is presumed to be aware of other Virgin Islands statutes, court rules, 
and judicial decisions at the time it enacts a statute.”)(citing cases) 
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mediated settlement agreement. (JA51)(“Defendants shall pay…” and identifying 

Dr. Warren Briscoe as a separate party on the signature line.)  As the Superior 

Court has previously noted, the principles of joint and several liability apply to 

claims sounding in contract as well as tort.  Tate v. Jaber Co., 72 V.I. 11, ¶ 25 (V.I. 

Super. 2019) (“Although Plaintiff's claims … sound in contract and not in tort, the 

principles of joint and several liability still apply. ‘[T]he act of co-signing a 

contract raises the presumption of joint and several liability.’”)(citing references 

omitted).3 Accord Titan Medical Grp. v. V.I. Gov’t Hosp. and Health Facilities, 

No. 2018-0056, 2021 WL 6072580, at *5 (D.V.I. Dec. 23, 2021) (slip copy). 

 
3 This Court has not established any binding precedent in the wake of Banks as to 
whether the principles of joint and several liability apply to claims sounding in 
contract.  See Banks, 55 V.I. at 967.  While joint and several liability in the context 
of tort claims is undisputed in the Virgin Islands, two cases in the Virgin Islands 
have extended joint and several liability to co-signors of contracts. See Titan Med. 
Grp., 2021 WL 607258, at *5; Tate, 72 V.I. 11, ¶ 25. This extension of joint and 
several liability is consistent with the Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 289(1) 
which provides that “[w]here two or more parties to a contract promise the same 
performance to the same promisee, each is bound for the whole performance 
thereof, whether his duty is joint, several, or joint and several.” The First, Second, 
Third, Fifth, and Sixth Circuits recognize the principles of joint and several 
liability apply to claims sounding in contract.  Paul Revere Variable Annuity Ins. 
Co. v. Kirschofer, 226 F.3d 15, 22 (1st Cir. 2000); First Nat. Bank of Cincinnati v. 
Pepper, 454 F.2d 626, (2d Cir. 1972); Janney Montgomery Scott v. Shepard Niles, 
11 F.3d 399, 405 (3d Cir. 1993); Dallas Gas Partners, L.P. v. Prospect Energy 
Corp., 733 F.3d 148, 160 (5th Cir. 2013) (finding joint liability between co-
obligors to a purchase agreement under New York law); F.D.I.C. v. First Heights 
Bank, FSB, 229 F.3d 528, 541-42 (6th Cir. 2000) (“[U]nder Texas law, co-signing 
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Therefore, even if Section 426(b) shields the Government, which it does not, 

the Superior Court erred in failing to impose prejudgment interest against Appellee 

Briscoe under 11 V.I.C. § 951 because 5 V.I.C. § 426(b) plainly does not shield 

private actors.   

 
an agreement raises a presumption of joint and several liability.”). Alaska, 
Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Hawaii, Indiana, Maine, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, New Mexico, Oregon, Texas, Utah, and Wyoming recognize the 
principles of joint and several liability apply to claims sounding in contract.  
Bradford v. First Nat. Bank of Anchorage, 923 P.2d 256, 264 (Alaska 1997) 
(holding partners jointly and severally liable for attorney’s fees under the terms of 
a Loan Agreement); Spann v. Lovett & Co., Ltd., 389 S.W.3d 77, 90 (Ark. Ct. App. 
2012); Anderson v. Barnes, 671 P.2d 1327, 1328 (Colo. App. 1983); Updike, Kelly 
and Spellacy, P.C. v. Beckett, 850 A.2d 145, 176 (Conn. 2004); Converse v. James, 
974 P.2d 1051, 1060 (Haw. Ct. App. 1997); Thompson v. Wayne Smith Const. Co., 
Inc., 640 N.E.2d 408, 414 (Ind. Ct. App. 1994); Boisvert v. Boisvert, 672 A.2d 96, 
98 (Me. 1996); Eastern Elec. V. Taylor Woodrow Blitman Const., 414 N.E.2d 
1034, 1029-30 (Mass. App. Ct. 1981); Zahn v. Kroger Co. of Mich., 764 N.W.2d 
207, 209 (Mich. 2009) (holding that modern Michigan comparative fault statutes 
preserve joint and several liability negotiated by contract); Economy Rentals, Inc. 
v. Garcia, 819 P.2d 1306, 1320 (N.M. 1991);  Qaddura v. Indo-European Foods, 
Inc., 141 S.W.3d 881, 891 (Tex. App. 2004); Telegraph Tower LLC v. Century 
Mortg. LLC, 376 P.3d 333, 343 (Utah Ct. App. 2016); Ultra Res., Inc. v. Hartman, 
226 P.3d 889, 933 (Wyo. 2010).  These cases are consistent with United States 
Supreme Court precedent.  See Barney v. Baltimore City, 73 U.S. (6 Wall) 280, 
287 (1867) (providing one co-obligor may be sued without joinder of its co-
obligors); Camp v. Cress, 250 U.S. 308, 316-17 (1919) (finding that one co-obligor 
is not indispensable party in case for damages under joint contract).  Recognizing 
that the principles of joint and several liability apply to claims sounding in contract 
represents the soundest rule for the Virgin Islands.  
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iii. Subsection (b) does not shield Appellee Government from the entry 
of prejudgment interest. 

 
Appellees claim that 5 V.I.C. § 426(b) precludes the entry of prejudgment 

interest against Appellee Government. The only support Appellees have for this 

position is their continued incorrect interpretation of Section 426(b). Appellees 

also misconstrue the Superior Court’s Order in Richards and claim that when the 

Legislature enacted subsection (b) of Section 426, it intended to exempt the 

Government’s waiver of sovereign immunity.  A review of Richards clearly 

demonstrates that it held Section 426(b) is inapplicable to settlement agreements 

consistent with Appellant’s argument here, and there is nothing in the legislative 

history to indicate that the Legislature intended to exempt the Government’s 

waiver of sovereign immunity.  

Appellees misconstrue Richards by pulling a single excerpt out of context to 

claim that it means Section 426(b) shields the government from the imposition of 

prejudgment interest.  (Appellees’ Brief, p. 12). Richards explicitly held that 

section 426(b) is inapplicable to settlement agreements entered into by the 

Government of the Virgin Islands: 

In response to Plaintiffs’ request for an award of prejudgment 
interest and attorney’s fees on account of Defendants’ 
noncompliance with the terms of the Agreement, Defendants rely 
upon 5 V.I.C. § 426(b) to argue that prejudgment interest may not 
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be imposed against the Government.  That statute proscribes the 
imposition of prejudgment interest “against the Government of the 
Virgin Islands on any judgement or decree for the payment of 
money by the Government.”  In the case of the Agreement in 
issue, no judgment or decree has been entered against the 
Government.  Rather, the parties, including Government and 
nongovernment Defendants, entered into a contractual 
agreement to resolve Plaintiffs’ disputed claims.  
 
Defendants have cited no statutory or other authority for the 
proposition that 5 V.I.C. § 426(b) shields Defendants other than the 
Government from the imposition of remedies available for breach 
of contract, or that the provisions of 11 V.I.C. § 951(a)(1) shields 
all Defendants from imposition of an award of interest on “all 
monies which have become due” pursuant to the terms of a 
contract. 

 
(JA151) (emphasis added).  The Court in Richards reasoned, consistent with 

Appellant’s argument, that Appellees are not shielded from prejudgment interest 

under 5 V.I.C. § 426(b) because no judgment4 or decree5 for the payment of money 

by the Government had been entered.  Therefore, 11 V.I.C. § 951(a)(1) is not 

implicated because there is no judgment or decree at issue with an agreed 

settlement amount. 

 
4 “Judgment” is defined as “[a] court’s final determination of the rights and 
obligations of the parties in a case.”  BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY (11th ed. 2019), 
judgment. 
5 “Decree” is defined as “[t]traditionally, a judicial decision in a court of equity, 
admiralty, divorce, or probate – similar to a judgment of a court of law <the 
judge’s decree in favor of the will’s beneficiary>.” BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY 
(11th ed. 2019), decree. 
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 Appellees also place an inordinate amount of emphasis on the argument that 

the Superior Court erred in Lee, et. al. v. The V.I. Gov’t Hosp. and Healthcare 

Corp., et. al., ST-2014-CV-00477 (JA146) because the Legislature’s amendment 

of 5 V.I.C.§426 to add subsection (b) exempts the Government’s waiver of 

sovereign immunity under 33 V.I.C. § 3408(a).  (Appellees’ Brief, p. 13).  In Lee, 

the Superior Court imposed prejudgment interest as a sanction under V.I.R. Civ. P. 

90(h)(3) after specifically noting that “V.I. Code Ann. Tit. 5, 426(b) is not 

applicable to the instant case because the Plaintiff does not possess a judgment or 

decree.”  (JA147) The Superior Court’s discussion in Lee of Davis-Richards v. 

Gov’t of the V.I., 33 V.I. 83, 87 (1996) and 33 V.I.C. § 3408(a) is therefore 

immaterial to that central premise at issue in this appeal.  

 Additionally, the session law which Appellees so heavily rely upon for the 

proposition that subsection (b) of Section 426 “specifically exempts the 

Government’s waiver of sovereign immunity” says nothing about sovereign 

immunity, waiver, or prejudgment interest (aside from the statutory revision).  See 

FISCAL YEAR 2001 OMNIBUS AUTHORIZATION ACT, 2000 Virgin Islands 

Laws Act 6391 (B. 23–0306).  It merely states that for budgetary reasons, certain 

economic decisions were made which included subsection (b) of section 426.  Id.   

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/IE7104CECAD2A4C428197EE5A870C2DC7/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/IE7104CECAD2A4C428197EE5A870C2DC7/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)


12 

 Title 5 V.I.C. § 426(b) does not shield Appellee Government from the 

imposition to prejudgment interest.  The Superior Court erred in failing to impose 

prejudgment interest against the Government.  Reversal is warranted. 

E. The Superior Court erred in failing to enter judgment in favor of Vlaun 
with post-judgment interest. 

 
For the first time on appeal, Appellees claim that Appellant never “properly” 

requested post-judgment interest. Appellees argue that because post-judgment 

interest was not “properly” requested, the Superior Court’s decision not to enter 

judgment and order post-judgment interest was not an abuse of discretion.  

(Appellees’ Brief, pp. 14-16).  Appellees’ argument that Appellant never properly 

requested post-judgment interest is essentially a waiver argument, i.e. Appellant 

waived her request for entry of judgment and post-judgment interest by failing to 

properly request the relief.  However, Appellees never argued waiver to the 

Superior Court and failed to cite any legal authority in support of its waiver 

argument on appeal.  Therefore, Appellees’ waiver argument is waived. V.I. 

R. APP. P. 22(m) (“Issues that were ... not raised or objected to before the Superior 

Court ... are deemed waived for purposes of appeal ....”). 

Even if not waived, Appellees’ argument is belied by the record.  Appellant 

repeatedly requested the Superior Court enter judgment and post-judgment interest.  
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Appellant raised the issue of entry of judgment and/or post-judgment interest in her 

Motion to Enforce Settlement and for Entry of Judgment and Pre-Judgment 

Interest filed October 10, 2019 (JA48); Notice to the Court of Failure to Pay or 

Respond and for Judgment, filed June 1, 2020 (JA64); Motion to Enforce this 

Court’s Order of May 14, 2020, filed November 5, 2020 (JA78); and Motion to 

Reconsider dated February 3, 2021 (JA97, 102). 

Additionally, Appellees had sufficient notice that Appellant was requesting 

entry of judgment and post-judgment interest, otherwise Appellees would not have 

opposed Appellant’s request for post-judgment interest in their Opposition to 

Plaintiff’s Motion to Enforce Settlement, for Entry of Judgment and for Pre- and 

Post-Judgment Interest (JA58-JA59) The Superior Court also indicated that it 

would order post-judgment interest in its January 28, 2021, Order in the event 

Appellees failed to render payment again.  (JA7)(“Post-judgment statutory interest 

will accrue on the full amount of the awarded judgment.”). 

Even though the Superior Court indicated that it would enter judgment and 

post-judgment interest, it still failed to do so after Appellees failed to timely render 

payment by the second Court imposed deadline.  (JA5, 7) Specifically, in its 

January 28, 2021, Order, the Superior Court provided: 
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If payment is not tendered by February 5, 2021, Plaintiff’s 
Motion will be granted and judgment will enter in favor 
Plaintiff and against Defendants on the Mediated Settlement 
Agreement in the amount of $170,000, together with costs and 
attorney’s fees incurred in enforcing the settlement according to 
proofs to be presented, but without imposing prejudgment interest 
to avoid running afoul of 5 V.I.C. § 426(b).  Post-judgment 
statutory interest will accrue on the full amount of the awarded 
judgment. 
 

(JA7) (emphasis added). True to form, Appellees failed to render payment by the 

February 5, 2021, deadline and did not render payment until February 11, 2021 – 

523 days after the date the settlement amount was due under the settlement 

agreement. (JA51) (Mediated Settlement Agreement); (JA106) (Notice of 

Payment of Settlement). Despite the fact Appellees missed their Court ordered 

deadline a second time, the Superior Court issued a subsequent Order denying 

Appellant’s motion for entry of judgment and post-judgment interest, entering a 

minimal amount for attorney’s fees, and dismissing the case.  (JA9).   

Accordingly, the Superior Court abused its discretion in failing to enter 

judgment against Appellees and imposing post-judgment interest under V.I. R. 

Civ. P. 90(h)(3)(“In the event of any breach or failure to perform under the 

agreement, the court upon motion may impose sanctions, including costs, 

attorney’s fees, or other appropriate remedies including entry of judgment on the 

agreement.”).  The undisputed facts demonstrate the Superior Court should have 
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entered judgment against Appellees and awarded post-judgment interest under V.I. 

R. Civ. P. 90(h)(3). 

F. The Superior Court abused its discretion in denying Appellant’s motion 
to reconsider and the issue was not moot. 

 
Appellees claim that their payment of the underlying settlement amount 

rendered Appellant’s motion to reconsider “moot.” (Appellees’ Brief, p 16).  The 

payment of an underlying settlement amount does not render a request for 

reconsideration of an award of interest moot.  “A motion becomes moot when 

something occurs after a motion is filed that resolves the issues raised in that 

motion.”  V.I. Taxi Assoc. v. V.I. Port Auth., 67 V.I. 643, 663 (2017) (quoting Der 

Weer v. Hess Oil V.I. Corp., 60 V.I. 91, 98-99 (V.I. Super. 2014).   

It has never been disputed that Appellees owed Appellant $170,000.  

(JA119-20). The issue raised in Appellant’s motion to reconsider is that Appellees 

failed to timely pay Appellant the settlement amount, violated many court orders 

and Appellant was entitled to prejudgment interest of nine (9) percent from 

September 7, 2019 to February 11, 2021 when the settlement proceeds were finally 

paid, entry of judgment on the prejudgment interest with post-judgment interest 

accruing at the statutory rate of four (4) percent until the judgment is paid. (JA119-

20). Appellant requested this relief through two motions to enforce.  (JA48; 
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JA78).  The Superior Court failed to enter the relief requested in both motions 

which was a clear error of law warranting reconsideration.  (JA5; JA7).  As a 

result of these orders, and the clear error of law presented by these orders, 

Appellant filed a motion to reconsider.6 (JA95).  Then, Appellees finally paid 

Appellant – 523 days after Appellees agreed to pay the underlying settlement 

amount – and the Superior Court denied Appellant’s motion to reconsider without 

Appellees filing an opposition and without issuing an opinion, awarded no interest, 

and dismissed the action.  (JA9).  Appellant’s motion to reconsider was not 

rendered moot by the payment of the underlying settlement amount.  Accordingly, 

the Superior Court abused its discretion in denying Appellant’s motion to 

reconsider and without any explanation.  

II. CONCLUSION AND PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
 

For all the reasons asserted here and her Opening Brief, Appellant requests 

that this Court reverse the Superior Court’s orders and remand this matter with 

instructions that the Superior Court award Appellant prejudgment interest of nine 

(9) percent from September 7, 2019, to February 11, 2021 when the settlement 

 
6 (JA95)(“Reconsideration is required here because the Court’s January 28, 2021 
Order declining to impose prejudgment interest rests on a clear error of law that 
presents an abuse of discretion”)(citing V.I.R. Civ. P. 6-4). 
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proceeds were finally paid.  This Court should also instruct the Superior Court to 

immediately enter judgment in favor of Appellant for the total amount of 

prejudgment interest due and order post-judgment interest at four (4) percent 

annum until the judgment is satisfied.  Appellant also asks the Court to award her 

costs and fees on appeal and any other relief that the Court deems appropriate.   

 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 
 
LEE J. ROHN AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
Attorneys for Appellant 

   
 

DATED:  March 8, 2022 BY:  /s/ Rhea R. Lawrence  
Rhea R. Lawrence, Esq. 
V.I. Bar No. 1192 
1101 King Street 
Christiansted, St. Croix 
U.S. Virgin Islands 00820 
Telephone: (340) 778-8855 
rhea@rohnlaw.com 
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DATED:  March 8, 2022 BY:  /s/ Rhea R. Lawrence  

Rhea R. Lawrence, Esq. 
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Telephone: (340) 778-8855 
rhea@rohnlaw.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF WORD COUNT COMPLIANCE 
 

The undersigned hereby certifies that APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF 

complies with Virgin Islands Rule of Appellate Procedure 22(f) and contains 3, 

838 words towards the 3,900-word limit.  

 
 
 
DATED:  March 8, 2022 BY:  /s/ Rhea R. Lawrence    

Rhea R. Lawrence, Esq. 
V.I. Bar No. 1192 
1101 King Street 
Christiansted, St. Croix 
U.S. Virgin Islands 00820 
Telephone: (340) 778-8855 
rhea@rohnlaw.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

THIS IS TO CERTIFY that on March 8, 2022, I filed a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing with the Clerk of the Court using the CM/ECF system, 
which will send a notification of such filing (NEF) to the following: 
 

IAN S.A. CLEMENT, ESQ.  
Assistant Attorney General  
Virgin Islands Department of Justice  
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Complex, 2nd Floor  
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