
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA 

CHARLOTTE DIVISION 
Case No. 3:17-CV-292 

 
A. COTTEN WRIGHT, in her capacity as the 
court-appointed Receiver for DCG Real Assets, 
LLC, DCG Commercial Fund I, LLC, H20, 
LLC, DCG PMG, LLC, DCG PMF, LLC, 
Finely Limited, LLC, DCG Funds 
Underwriting, LLC, DCG ABF Management, 
LLC, DCG Funds Management, LLC, Davis 
Capital Group, Inc., Davis Financial, Inc., DCG 
Partners, LLC, DCG Real Estate Development, 
LLC, Huntersville Plaza Phase One, LLC, 
Huntersville Plaza Phase Two, LLC, North 
Lake Business Park, LLC, and Richard Davis 
Enterprises, LLC, 
 
    Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
JAMES D. WELLMON, DAVID C. COLVIN, 
JR., KAREN COLVIN, CHRISTOPHER J. 
TAYLOR, BARRY E. TAYLOR and CT 
EXPLORATION, LLC, 
 
    Defendants. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

COMPLAINT 

 
A. Cotten Wright, III (“Plaintiff”), as the court-appointed receiver for DCG Real Assets, 

LLC; DCG Commercial Fund I, LLC; H20, LLC; DCG PMG, LLC (“DCG PMG”); DCG PMF, 

LLC (“DCG PMF”); Finely Limited, LLC; DCG Funds Underwriting, LLC; DCG ABF 

Management, LLC; DCG Funds Management, LLC (“DCG FM”); Davis Capital Group, Inc. 

(“DCG”); Davis Financial, Inc.; DCG Partners, LLC; DCG Real Estate Development, LLC; 

Huntersville Plaza Phase One, LLC; Huntersville Plaza Phase Two, LLC; North Lake Business 

Park, LLC; and Richard Davis Enterprises, LLC (each a “Receivership Entity,” and, collectively, 

the “Receivership Entities”), complaining of James D. Wellmon (“Wellmon”); David C. Colvin, 
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Jr. (“D. Colvin”); Karen Colvin (“K. Colvin”); Christopher J. Taylor (“C. Taylor”); Barry E. 

Taylor (“B. Taylor”); and CT Exploration, LLC (“CTE,” and, collectively with Wellmon, 

D. Colvin, K. Colvin, C. Taylor, and B. Taylor, “Defendants”), by and through counsel, 

respectfully alleges as follows: 

PARTIES, JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
 

1. On June 2, 2016, the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (the “SEC”) 

filed a civil complaint (the “SEC Complaint”) against Richard Wyatt Davis, Jr. (“Davis”) as 

defendant and the Receivership Entities as relief defendants, initiating case number 3:16-cv-285 

(the “SEC Action”), in the United States District Court for the Western District of North 

Carolina (this “Court”). 

2. In the SEC Complaint, Davis is alleged to have violated the registration and 

antifraud provisions of the federal securities laws by conducting unregistered sales of securities 

through the Receivership Entities and failing to disclose to investors (a) various conflicts of 

interest between the Receivership Entities and (b) unauthorized transfers of assets for Davis’s 

personal benefit. 

3. About one month prior to the initiation of the SEC Action, Davis signed a 

document consenting to the entry of a judgment against Davis that permanently enjoins Davis 

from engaging in the sale of certain securities and that requires Davis to disgorge any ill-gotten 

gains from his dealings with the Receivership Entities (the “Consent”). 

4. Davis also agreed to the appointment of a receiver for the Receivership Entities 

in the Consent. 

5. On June 3, 2016, a partial judgment against Davis was entered in the SEC 

Action. 
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6. On June 8, 2016, a Temporary Receivership Order was entered in the SEC 

Action, appointing Plaintiff as the receiver for any and all assets of the Receivership Entities. 

7. By default judgments entered against the Receivership Entities on August 5, 

2016 and September 22, 2016, the Court extended the temporary receivership into a permanent 

receivership (collectively, the “Receivership Order”). 

8. Plaintiff brings this action in furtherance of Plaintiff’s appointment as receiver 

and in the performance of Plaintiff’s duties as directed by this Court. 

9. This action involves property and assets belonging to the estate of the 

Receivership Entities or under the custody and control of Plaintiff as receiver, which property 

and assets are now subject to this Court’s exclusive jurisdiction. 

10. This Court has jurisdiction of this matter pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1345 and 

1367(a), the doctrines of ancillary and supplemental jurisdiction, and Paragraphs 1 and 34 of the 

Receivership Order. 

11. On June 13, 2016, Plaintiff filed the SEC Complaint and Receivership Order in 

the U.S. District Court for the District of Nevada. 

12. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 754, this Court has jurisdiction over property of the 

estate of the Receivership Entities in the District of Nevada. 

13. Upon information and belief, Wellmon is a citizen and resident of Cabarrus 

County, North Carolina, with a principal residence at 2515 Langshire Court, Concord, NC 

28027. 

14. Upon information and belief, D. Colvin is a citizen and resident of Gaston 

County, North Carolina, with a principal residence at 633 Kirby Avenue, Gastonia, NC 28054. 

15. Upon information and belief, K. Colvin is a citizen and resident of Gaston 
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County, North Carolina, with a principal residence at 633 Kirby Avenue, Gastonia, NC 28054. 

16. Upon information and belief, C. Taylor is a citizen and resident of Lincoln 

County, North Carolina, with a principal residence at 7570 Point Street, Denver, NC 28037. 

17. Upon information and belief, B. Taylor is a citizen and resident of Lincoln 

County, North Carolina, with a principal residence at 7570 Point Street, Denver, NC 28037. 

18. Upon information and belief, CTE is a North Carolina limited liability company 

having a principal office at 633 Kirby Avenue, Gastonia, NC 28054. 

19. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 754 and 1692, this Court has personal jurisdiction over 

Defendants. 

20. This Court also has personal jurisdiction over Defendants pursuant to Section 1-

75.4(1) of the North Carolina General Statutes, made applicable herein by Rule 4(k)(1)(A) of the 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

21. Venue in this Court is proper pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(2) as a substantial 

part of the events giving rise to the claims herein, including the SEC Action, have occurred in the 

Western District of North Carolina. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

The Davis Investment Pools 

22. Upon information and belief, Davis raised at least $11.5 million from 

approximately eighty-five (85) investors (“Investors”) through the sale of securities in 

Receivership Entities DCG Real Assets, LLC (“Real Assets”) and DCG Commercial Fund I, 

LLC (“Commercial Fund”). 

23. Upon on information and belief, the other Receivership Entities were established 

to manage or hold assets purchased with funds invested with Real Assets and Commercial Fund. 
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24. Upon on information and belief, the other Receivership Entities are owned by 

Davis, one or more Receivership Entities, and/or one or more Investors in Real Assets and/or 

Commercial Fund. 

25. Upon information and belief, Davis freely transferred the vast majority of the 

funds invested from Real Assets’s deposit account into the deposit accounts of other 

Receivership Entities. 

26. Upon information and belief, Davis moved funds among the various 

Receivership Entities as needed to satisfy various costs and expenses and otherwise commingled 

the funds invested with Real Assets and Commercial Fund. 

27. Upon information and belief, Davis used funds invested with Real Assets and 

Commercial Fund to satisfy Davis’s personal expenses and to otherwise pay himself amounts far 

in excess of any management fee advertised to Investors. 

28. Upon information and belief, Davis did not follow the procedures for taking a 

management fee that he advertised to Investors. 

29. Upon information and belief, Davis failed to disclose to Investors that: 

(a) invested funds would be commingled among the Receivership Entities; 

(b) invested funds would be used to purchase assets in the names of 
Receivership Entities owned or controlled by Davis; 

(c) invested funds would be used to satisfy expenses incurred by 
Receivership Entities other than Real Assets and Commercial Fund; 

(d) invested funds would be used to directly satisfy Davis’s personal 
expenses; 

(e) invested funds would be used to pay Davis a management fee in 
excess of the management fee advertised to Investors; and 

(f) advertised procedures for taking a management fee would not be 
adhered to. 
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30. Based in large part on the claims of Investors against the Receivership Entities 

resulting from the above-described unauthorized transfers of funds among the Receivership 

Entities, the liabilities owed by each of the Receivership Entities exceeded the value of the assets 

owned by the respective Receivership Entities. 

Nevada Mining Operations 

The Taylors’ Early Involvement 

31. Upon information and belief, sometime during 2010, B. Taylor and/or C. Taylor 

informed Davis about a mining operation in Pershing County, Nevada (the “Willow Creek 

Mine”) that Davis could potentially participate in, through raising capital or otherwise. 

32. The real property upon which the Willow Creek Mine is located is titled to 

Willow Creek Placer Group, L.L.C. (“WCPG”). 

33. Upon information and belief, WCPG has two managers, Ray Bluff (“R. Bluff”) 

and Guy Bluff (“G. Bluff”), and is wholly owned by R. Bluff. 

34. Upon information and belief, B. Taylor and/or C. Taylor put Davis in touch with 

R. Bluff in order to enable Davis to investigate opportunities at the Willow Creek Mine. 

35. Davis, through one or more of the Receivership Entities, contracted with various 

geologists, engineers, and/or other mining professionals to examine and report on the Willow 

Creek Mine. 

36. Upon information and belief, some of these contractors, at least initially, sent 

bills to “DCG” at the address for B. Taylor and C. Taylor. 

37. Davis would provide frequent updates to B. Taylor on the progress of Davis’s 

investigation of the Willow Creek Mine in October and November of 2010. 

38. Upon information and belief, C. Taylor spent substantial time at the Willow 
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Creek Mine in 2010 and 2011 conducting exploration and other activities on behalf of DCG 

and/or other of the Receivership Entities. 

39. Upon information and belief, due to location and elevation, weather permits 

mining activities at the Willow Creek Mine only from about the middle of May until the middle 

of November each year. 

Receivership Entities Purchase Equipment 

40. Upon information and belief, between 2011 and 2013, Receivership Entity DCG 

PMF purchased a sluicing machine and other components of a gold mining plant (collectively, 

the “Gold Plant”) from Goldfield International Inc., a heavy mineral recovery equipment 

manufacturer based in Utah, through a series of fund transfers. 

41. Upon information and belief, on or around January 11, 2011, $23,000 held in a 

deposit account titled to Receivership Entity DCG PMG was disbursed to Piper-Valenti a/k/a 

Valenti Equipment, an equipment dealer based in Southern California, for the purchase of a 

FiatAllis 20-B Bulldozer having the serial number 20BC1T007906 or 0070906 (the “Dozer”). 

42. Upon information and belief, on or around August 24, 2011, $24,000 held in a 

deposit account titled to Receivership Entity DCG FM was disbursed to AG-CON Equipment 

Company, an equipment dealer based in Northern California, for the purchase of a 2000 New 

Holland 655E Back Hoe having the serial number 031018792 (the “Back Hoe”). 

43. Upon information and belief, in addition to the Gold Plant, the Dozer, and the 

Back Hoe, one or more of the Receivership Entities purchased the following equipment, inter 

alia, for use at the Willow Creek Mine:  (a) a Caterpillar 100KW mounted generator; (b) a Big 

Tex equipment trailer having the vehicle identification number 16VHX202552771386; (c) a 

second equipment trailer having the vehicle identification number 4YMUL0816BN011898 or 
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5PKUEHZ225W050602; and (d) a Ford dump truck (collectively, with the Gold Plant, the 

Dozer, and the Back Hoe, the “Remaining Equipment”). 

Litigation with Bluff and WCPG 

44. Upon information and belief, Davis and R. Bluff began negotiations relating to 

the Willow Creek Mine in September of 2010. 

45. DCG, WCPG, and R. Bluff entered into that certain Agreement dated 

September 26, 2010 (the “9/26/10 Agreement”), whereby the parties agreed, inter alia, that: 

(a) DCG would purchase 80% of R. Bluff’s membership interest in 
WCPG for a price of $1,600,000.00; 

(b) DCG would have a ninety days to complete due diligence; and 

(c) the fair market value of R. Bluff’s membership interest in WCPG was 
at least $3,000,000, but DCG was receiving a discount based on 
projected capital contributions to be made by DCG and not R. Bluff. 

46. Upon information and belief, following execution of the 9/26/10 Agreement, 

DCG and/or other of the Receivership Entities performed due diligence on the Willow Creek 

Mine, acting through C. Taylor and others, and R. Bluff cooperated therewith by providing 

documents and other information relating to the Willow Creek Mine. 

47. Upon information and belief, Davis and R. Bluff—through face-to-face 

negotiations conducted on December 18, 2010 in Las Vegas, Nevada—reached a tentative 

revised agreement in December of 2010, whereby DCG would purchase a fifty percent (50%) 

interest in WCPG instead of an 80% interest. 

48. Upon information and belief, B. Taylor was present in Las Vegas during the 

negotiations between R. Bluff and Davis and participated in the drafting of the ultimate contract. 

49. DCG, WCPG, and R. Bluff entered into that certain Amended Agreement dated 

December 18, 2010, (the “12/18/10 Agreement”), whereby the parties agreed, inter alia, that: 
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(a) DCG would purchase 50% of R. Bluff’s 100% membership interest in 
WCPG for a price of $175,000.00; 

(b) DCG would provide the funds to WCPG necessary to operate the 
Willow Creek Mine prior to December 31, 2011 pursuant to a budget 
provided by R. Bluff; and 

(c) any dispute arising out of the Bluff Agreement would be resolved by 
binding arbitration. 

50. Upon information and belief, DCG and/or other of the Receivership Entities, 

transferred $175,000.00 in the aggregate to R. Bluff on or before December 28, 2010. 

51. Upon information and belief, the budget provided by R. Bluff in connection with 

the 12/18/10 Agreement (the “2011 Bluff Budget”) required DCG to transfer $616,425.00 to 

WCPG to be used by WCPG in connection with mining activities during 2011. 

52. Upon information and belief, neither DCG nor any other Receivership Entity 

honored the 2011 Bluff Budget by transferring $616,425 to WCPG in 2011. 

53. R. Bluff has alleged that, in addition to the 12/18/10 Agreement, DCG also 

verbally agreed on December 18, 2010 to purchase certain equipment from Mingus Constructors, 

another entity owned and/or controlled by R. Bluff, for $350,000 (the “Mingus Equipment”). 

54. Davis has denied that such a verbal agreement to purchase the Mingus 

Equipment ever existed. 

55. Upon information and belief, on February 8, 2012, R. Bluff and WCPG filed a 

civil complaint against Davis, DCG, and Integrity Mining LLC (a non-existent entity) in 

Pershing County, Nevada state court (the “Pershing County Complaint”), initiating case number 

CV-2-11268 (the “Pershing County Action”). 

56. Upon information and belief, the Pershing County Complaint:  (a) asserts claims 

for breach of contract, declaratory relief, conversion, fraud, breach of duty, deceptive trade 

practices, and conspiracy; and (b) requests compensatory, special, and punitive damages against 
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Davis and DCG for, inter alia, changes, alterations, and improvements DCG made to the Willow 

Creek Mine, failure to pay for credit incurred in the name of Mingus Constructors, damages to 

Bluff’s reputation, and other activities by DCG. 

57. Upon information and belief, Davis and DCG answered the Pershing County 

Complaint by demanding arbitration as required by the 12/18/10 Agreement. 

58. On October 29, 2012, Bluff submitted Bluff’s Demand for Arbitration before the 

American Arbitration Association (the “AAA”) asserting the same claims averred in the Pershing 

County Complaint. 

59. Upon information and belief, after extensive written discovery and depositions, a 

four-day hearing was held before a panel of three AAA arbitrators (the “AAA Panel”) on 

January 20–23, 2015. 

60. On April 10, 2015, the AAA Panel issued its Reasoned Award of Arbitrators, 

which finds and concludes, inter alia, as follows: 

(a) there were three separate but material parts of the agreement between 
R. Bluff/WCPG and DCG—(i) the 12/18/10 Agreement to purchase a 
50% interest in WCPG for $175,000, (ii) the agreement to purchase 
the Mingus Equipment for $350,000; and (iii) the agreement to abide 
by the 2011 Bluff Budget; 

(b) DCG paid $175,000 to R. Bluff; 

(c) DCG’s failure to purchase the Mingus Equipment for $350,000 
breached the overarching three-part agreement between the parties; 

(d) DCG’s failure to abide by the 2011 Bluff Budget was a material 
breach of the 12/18/10 Agreement and the overarching three-part 
agreement; 

(e) the 12/18/10 Agreement and the overarching three-part agreement are 
void based on DCG’s failure to perform; and 

(f) insufficient evidence exists to support R. Bluff’s claims for 
conversion, fraud, breach of duty, deceptive trade practices, and 
conspiracy. 
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61. In addition to declaring the agreement between DCG, WCPG, and R. Bluff void, 

the Arbitration Award orders and concludes that: 

(a) R. Bluff owns 100% of WCPG; 

(b) R. Bluff must reimburse $175,000 to DCG by July 9, 2015, provided 
that 

(i) DCG removes all of DCG’s equipment—including the 
Remaining Equipment—from the Willow Creek Mine by 
June 9, 2015; 

(ii) DCG removes all of DCG’s living units from the Willow Creek 
Mine by June 9, 2015; and 

(iii) DCG leaves all of the Mingus Equipment at the Willow Creek 
Mine; and 

(c) any other claims, counterclaims, or other causes not specifically 
addressed in the Arbitration Award are denied. 

62. Upon information and belief, DCG removed all of DCG’s equipment—including 

the Remaining Equipment—and living units from the Willow Creek Mine by June 9, 2015 

without taking any of the Mingus Equipment. 

63. Upon information and belief, on November 6, 2015, DCG filed a motion to 

vacate the Arbitration Award in the Pershing County Action (the “Motion to Vacate”). 

64. Upon information and belief, the Motion to Vacate came on for hearing in the 

Pershing County Action on July 6, 2016. 

65. Prior to entry of an order on the Motion to Vacate, Plaintiff, through counsel, 

contacted the Eleventh Judicial District Court of the State of Nevada for the County of Pershing 

and counsel for DCG, R. Bluff, and WCPG, notifying them of the Receivership Order. 

66. On September 26, 2016, an Order Staying Proceedings was entered in the 

Pershing County Action staying those proceedings “pending further order of the US[] District[] 

Court for the Western District of North Carolina.” 
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The Wellmon Note 

67. Upon information and belief, DCG PMG executed a “Secured Income Note” 

dated June 30, 2012 in the original principal amount of $279,838.00 payable to Wellmon, a copy 

of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A (the “Wellmon Note”). 

68. Section 5 of the Wellmon Note provides that the Wellmon Note and DCG PMG’s 

obligations thereunder “are secured by certain net placer gold production, land, mining 

equipment and site improvements herewith by and between the Maker and Payee.” 

69. Pursuant to the terms of the Wellmon Note, upon default by DCG PMG, 

Wellmon could declare the entire balance of the Wellmon Note immediately due and payable; 

however, no provision in the Wellmon Note offers additional remedies upon default, including 

the right to foreclose a security interest. 

70. Upon information and belief, neither DCG PMG nor any other Receivership 

Entity executed a mortgage, deed of trust, or other security agreement backing the Wellmon 

Note. 

71. Upon information and belief, Wellmon never filed a financing statement 

evidencing any security interest purportedly created by the Wellmon Note (the “Purported 

Wellmon Security Interest”). 

72. Upon information and belief, neither DCG PMG nor any other Receivership 

Entity never authorized Wellmon to file a financing statement with respect to the Purported 

Wellmon Security Interest. 

73. Neither the Wellmon Note nor any other extraneous document identifies the 

collateral purportedly securing the Wellmon Note with any comprehensible level of specificity. 
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Prior Efforts to Recover the Remaining Equipment 

74. On July 5, 2016, approximately one month following the initiation of the SEC 

Action, Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s counsel participated in a conference call with Davis.  When 

asked to disclose all potential assets owned by the Receivership Entities, Davis did not disclose 

any equipment, including the Remaining Equipment. 

75. On July 18, 2016, in emails exchanged by counsel for the Plaintiff and Davis, 

Plaintiff’s counsel again asked Davis to identify any assets that Plaintiff may not be aware of, 

and Davis again failed to identify any equipment, including the Remaining Equipment. 

76. On September 13, 2016, Davis contacted Plaintiff’s counsel to alert Plaintiff that 

the Remaining Equipment existed and that someone had allegedly stolen some or all of the 

Remaining Equipment. 

77. Davis also informed Plaintiff at that time that, prior to the SEC Action, Davis had 

left the Remaining Equipment on certain land between the Willow Creek Mine and the main 

highway (I-80), said real property titled to Pershing County, Nevada (the “Pershing County 

Parcel”), except for the Dozer, which Davis left on a parcel directly adjacent to the Willow Creek 

Mine with the explicit consent of the owner of that neighboring parcel. 

78. Upon interviewing Davis’s source for the information regarding the alleged theft, 

Plaintiff learned that, sometime before August 29, 2016, the Remaining Equipment (other than 

the Dozer) had been removed from the Pershing County Parcel by parties then unknown. 

79. Upon information and belief, pieces of equipment other than the Remaining 

Equipment had been stolen from the Pershing County Parcel by parties still unknown to Plaintiff, 

prior to September 13, 2016. 

80. On November 7, 2016, a private investigator found all, or most, of the Remaining 
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Equipment at the Willow Creek Mine. 

81. On November 10, 2016, Plaintiff filed in the SEC Action her Emergency Motion 

to Aid in the Retrieval of the Receivership Property (Doc. No. 71), seeking a Court order 

authorizing Plaintiff to enter the Willow Creek Mine to retrieve the Remaining Equipment and 

directing the U.S. Marshal Service and any willing local law enforcement to accompany 

Plaintiff’s agents during that task (the “Emergency Equipment Retrieval Motion”). 

82. On November 10, 2016, the Court entered an Order granting the Emergency 

Equipment Retrieval Motion (Doc. No. 73) (the “Emergency Equipment Retrieval Order”). 

83. However, given the logistical complexity of coordinating the schedules of the 

U.S. Marshal Service, local law enforcement, private investigators, heavy equipment haulers, 

and auctioneers, Plaintiff was unable to recover possession of the Remaining Equipment before 

mid-November, when the weather/climate at the Willow Creek Mine made it temporarily 

impossible to retrieve the Remaining Equipment. 

84. By early May 2017, the snow had melted, and, on May 11, 2017, Plaintiff’s 

private investigators, heavy equipment haulers, and local law enforcement officers found a 

suitable time to travel to the Willow Creek Mine in order to retrieve the Remaining Equipment. 

85. Upon entry onto the Willow Creek Mine, Plaintiff’s agents were greeted by 

Wallace Baum, who stated that he owned land neighboring the Willow Creek Mine. 

86. Wallace Baum informed Plaintiff’s agents that two men from North Carolina—

D. Colvin and C. Taylor—were traveling from Winnemucca, NV to the Willow Creek Mine that 

very afternoon. 

87. When D. Colvin and C. Taylor arrived, they requested that Plaintiff’s agents 

refrain from forcibly removing the Remaining Equipment in order to give D. Colvin and 
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C. Taylor time to discuss the matter with their attorney. 

88. D. Colvin and C. Taylor exhibited knowledge of the Receivership Order and 

details about the SEC Action prior to Plaintiff’s agents providing copies of the Receivership 

Order and Emergency Equipment Retrieval Order to D. Colvin and C. Taylor. 

89. Based on representations made by D. Covlin and C. Taylor that CTE had 

acquired rights to the Remaining Equipment through a valid foreclosure, Plaintiff’s agents 

vacated the Willow Creek Mine that afternoon. 

90. Plaintiff’s agents left copies of the Receivership Order and Emergency 

Equipment Retrieval Order with D. Colvin and C. Taylor. 

91. On May 12, 2017, Plaintiff’s counsel spoke with K. Colvin, who indicated that 

she was speaking on behalf of CTE. 

92. During the telephone conversation, K. Colvin represented to Plaintiff’s counsel 

that CTE had acquired rights to the Remaining Equipment from Wellmon, who allegedly 

foreclosed on a security interest encumbering the Remaining Equipment. 

93. On May 15, 2017, Plaintiff’s counsel called Wellmon, an Investor who receives 

notices in the SEC Action. 

94. Wellmon represented to Plaintiff’s counsel that:  

(a) Davis told Wellmon that, in exchange for Wellmon transferring funds 
to the Receivership Entities, (i) DCG PMG would grant Wellmon a 
security interest in all of the equipment at the Willow Creek Mine, 
including the Remaining Equipment, and (ii) Wellmon would be the 
only Investor receiving such a security interest; 

(b) DCG PMG defaulted in its obligations under the Wellmon Note prior 
to the SEC Action; 

(c) Davis, as far as Wellmon recalls, never drafted or executed security 
agreements or financing statements relating to the Wellmon Note or 
the Purported Wellmon Security Interest; 
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(d) Wellmon does not recall ever filing a financing statement relating to 
the Purported Wellmon Security Interest; 

(e) Wellmon never sent notice of any threatened foreclosure or 
repossession of the Remaining Equipment to Plaintiff; 

(f) Wellmon never sent notice of any threatened foreclosure or 
repossession of the Remaining Equipment to Davis; 

(g) Wellmon received no consideration from CTE in exchange for 
Wellmon granting whatever rights he had in the Remaining Equipment 
to CTE; and 

(h) Wellmon, as an Investor, believes his exercise of self-help remedies 
was lawful, equitable, and otherwise justifiable notwithstanding the 
Receivership Order and his actual knowledge thereof. 

95. Since speaking to Wellmon, Plaintiff, through counsel, has exchanged emails 

with all of the Defendants regarding the subject matter of this Complaint, a copy of such email 

correspondence is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
Avoidance of Pre-Receivership Transfer Against Wellmon 

96. Plaintiff hereby realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

contained in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint. 

97. Pursuant to Article 9 of North Carolina’s Uniform Commercial Code 

(“Article 9”), “[a] security interest . . . is subordinate to the rights of . . . a person that becomes a 

lien creditor before . . . [t]he security interest . . . is perfected.”  N.C. GEN. STAT. § 25-9-317(a); 

see also WYO. STAT. ANN. § 34.1-9-317(a). 

98. Article 9 defines “lien creditor” to include “[a] receiver in equity from the time of 

appointment.”  N.C. GEN. STAT. § 25-9-102(a)(52) ); see also WYO. STAT. ANN. § 34.1-9-

102(a)(lii). 

99. The Purported Wellmon Security Interest is unperfected and was unperfected at 

the time Plaintiff was appointed as receiver. 
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100. The Purported Wellmon Security Interest is avoidable by Plaintiff or subordinate 

to the receivership estate in the SEC Action. 

101. Plaintiff prays that this Court will enter an Order voiding the Purported Wellmon 

Security Interest, or subordinating the Purported Wellmon Security Interest to the interests of the 

receivership estate, for all purposes related to the SEC Action. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
Declaratory Judgment Against All Defendants 

 
102. Plaintiff hereby realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

contained in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint. 

103. “In a case of actual controversy within its jurisdiction, . . . any court of the United 

States, upon the filing of an appropriate pleading, may declare the rights and other legal relations 

of any interested party seeking such a declaration.”  28 U.S.C. § 2201(a). 

104. An actual controversy exists between Plaintiff and Defendants because 

Defendants assert a secured interest, or interests derivative of a secured interest, in property of 

the receivership estate, which is controlled by Plaintiff as the duly-appointed receiver in the SEC 

Action. 

105. A legally sufficient description of collateral under Article 9 is one that 

“reasonably identifies what is described.”  N.C. GEN. STAT. § 25-9-108; see also WYO. STAT. 

ANN. § 34.1-9-108. 

106. The Wellmon Note fails to provide any objective criteria that would enable 

someone to identify the collateral purportedly subject to the Purported Wellmon Security 

Interest. 

107. The Wellmon Note—to the extent it does identify collateral with sufficient 

particularity—fails to empower Wellmon to invoke a right to foreclose the Purported Wellmon 
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Security Interest upon default. 

108. The Wellmon Note—to the extent it does identify collateral with sufficient 

particularity and does implicitly convey a security interest and accompanying right to foreclose 

upon default—is, and always has been, unsupported by a perfected security interest. 

109. Plaintiff prays that this Court will enter an Order declaring that the Purported 

Wellmon Security Interest is void and enforceable for all purposes related to the SEC Action. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
Avoidance of Post-Receivership Transfers Against all Defendants 

 
110. Plaintiff hereby realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

contained in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint. 

111. Pursuant to North Carolina’s Uniform Voidable Transactions Act (“NCUVTA”), 

“[a] transfer made . . . by a debtor is fraudulent as to a creditor . . . if the debtor made the transfer 

or incurred the obligation:  . . . [w]ithout receiving a reasonably equivalent value in exchange for 

the transfer . . . and the debtor . . . [w]as engaged or was about to engage in a business or a 

transaction for which the remaining assets of the debtor were unreasonably small in relation to 

the business or transaction . . . [or] [i]ntended to incur, or believed that the debtor would incur, 

debts beyond the debtor’s ability to pay as they became due.”  N.C. GEN. STAT. § 39-23.4(a). 

112. In addition, NCUVTA provides that “[a] transfer made . . . by a debtor is 

fraudulent as to a creditor . . . if the debtor made the transfer . . . without receiving a reasonably 

equivalent value in exchange for the transfer . . . and the debtor was insolvent at that time or the 

debtor became insolvent as a result of the transfer or obligation.”  N.C. GEN. STAT. § 39-23.5(a) 

113. In addition to unwinding a transfer avoidable through NCUVTA, a party entitled 

to the avoidance may obtain an injunction against further disposition of the assets transferred.  

N.C. GEN. STAT. § 39-23.7(a)(3). 
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114. Assets conveyed pursuant to a voidable transfer or the value of assets so 

conveyed are recoverable from “[a]n immediate or mediate transferee of the first transferee, 

other than . . . [a] good-faith transferee that took for value.”  N.C. GEN. STAT. § 39-23.8(b)(1). 

115. DCG PMG and the other Receivership Entities each qualify as a “debtor” within 

the meaning of N.C. GEN. STAT. § 39-23.1(6). 

116. When Wellmon took possession or control of the Remaining Equipment, DCG 

PMG and the other Receivership Entities each had unreasonably small capital and were unable to 

satisfy obligations as they became due. 

117. When Wellmon took possession or control of the Remaining Equipment, DCG 

PMG and the other Receivership Entities were insolvent. 

118. DCG PMG and the other Receivership Entities did not receive any value in 

exchange for Wellmon taking possession or control of the Remaining Equipment. 

119. Wellmon taking possession or control of, and asserting legal title to, the 

Remaining Equipment constitutes a “transfer” within the meaning of N.C. GEN. STAT. § 39-

23.1(12). 

120. Wellmon taking possession or control of, and asserting legal title to, the 

Remaining Equipment was fraudulent as to Plaintiff under N.C. GEN. STAT. §§ 39-23.4(a) & 39-

23.5(a). 

121. Wellmon did not receive any value from CTE in exchange for Wellmon 

transferring CTE his interest in the Remaining Equipment. 

122. Both Wellmon and CTE had actual knowledge of the Receivership Order when 

Wellmon took possession or control of, and asserted legal title to, the Remaining Equipment and 

when Wellmon conveyed his interest in the Remaining Equipment to CTE. 
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123. Neither Wellmon nor CTE took the Remaining Equipment in good faith. 

124. Plaintiff prays that this Court will enter an Order:  (a) voiding the transfer of the 

Remaining Equipment to Wellmon; (b) directing that Defendants provide Plaintiff with actual 

possession of—and all right, title, and interest in and to—the Remaining Equipment, or the value 

thereof, from Defendants; and (c) enjoining any further disposition by Defendants of the 

Remaining Equipment and any proceeds thereof. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Permanent Injunction against all Defendants 

 
125. Plaintiff hereby realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

contained in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint. 

126. In order to obtain a permanent injunction, a plaintiff must demonstrate:  “(1) that 

it has suffered an irreparable injury; (2) that remedies available at law, such as monetary 

damages, are inadequate to compensate for that injury; (3) that, considering the balance of 

hardships between the plaintiff and defendant, a remedy in equity is warranted; and (4) that the 

public interest would not be disserved by a permanent injunction.”  Med-Trans Corp. v. Benton, 

581 F.Supp.2d 721, 743 (E.D.N.C. 2008) (quoting eBay, Inc. v. MercExchange, L.L.C., 547 U.S. 

388, 391 (2006)). 

127. Plaintiff seeks entry of an injunction (a) barring Defendants from further 

transferring, encumbering, dissipating, or otherwise disposing of, in any way, the Remaining 

Equipment and (b) compelling Defendants to return to Plaintiff the Remaining Equipment, or 

such assets’ value. 

128. Plaintiff, as receiver for the Receivership Entities, has been irreparably injured 

by, inter alia, Defendants diverting assets rightfully belonging to the Receivership Entities—and, 

ultimately, all Investors—for their own benefit in an effort to defeat a meaningful recovery for 
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Investors from the Remaining Property. 

129. A monetary judgment or any other remedy at law is patently inadequate to 

Plaintiff because, inter alia, Defendants, upon information and belief, have little or no unexempt 

and unencumbered assets available to satisfy Plaintiff’s claim. 

130. The balance of the hardships involved in this case weigh in favor of granting 

equitable relief considering all relevant facts and circumstances, including, without limitation, 

that:  (a) Plaintiff has been forced, and must continue, to expend significant resources locating, 

securing, and moving the Remaining Equipment, which is subject to constant relocation by 

Defendants and at risk of theft by third parties; and (b) Defendants were aware of the 

Receivership Order, and the injunctions therein, when they seized the Remaining Property for 

their own use and enjoyment and to the detriment of the Investors. 

131. The public interest would be promoted, rather than disserved, by an entry of an 

injunction barring further disposition, and directing immediate delivery to Plaintiff, of the 

Remaining Equipment because, inter alia, such an injunction would facilitate a more even 

distribution of assets of the Receivership Entities to Investors and serve to honor the prior 

injunctions imposed by the Receivership Order. 

132. Plaintiff prays that this Court will enter an Order imposing an injunction 

(a) barring Defendants from further transferring, encumbering, dissipating, or otherwise 

disposing of, in any way, the Remaining Equipment and (b) compelling Defendants to return the 

Remaining Equipment, or the value thereof, to Plaintiff. 
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FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Contempt of Court Against All Defendants 

 
133. Plaintiff hereby realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

contained in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint. 

134. “Failure to comply with an order of a court is a continuing civil contempt as long 

as:  [1] [t]he order remains in force; [2] [t]he purpose of the order may still be served by 

compliance with the order; [3] [t]he noncompliance by the person to whom the order is directed 

is willful; and [4] [t]he person to whom the order is directed is able to comply with the order or is 

able to take reasonable measures that would enable the person to comply with the order.”  N.C. 

GEN. STAT. § 5A-21(a). 

135. The Receivership Order explicitly enjoins and restrains those persons receiving 

notice of the Receivership Order from “using self-help or executing or issuing or causing the 

execution or issuance of any court attachment, subpoena, replevin, execution, or other process 

for the purpose of impounding or taking possession of or interfering with or creating or 

enforcing a lien upon or otherwise encumbering any Receivership Property.”  Receivership 

Order, Doc. No. 8, at 8, ¶ 12(a) (emphasis added). 

136. The Receivership Order explicitly enjoins and restrains those persons receiving 

notice of the Receivership Order from interfering with Plaintiff’s efforts to take control or 

possession of any receivership property.  Id. 

137. The Receivership Order explicitly enjoins and restrains those persons receiving 

notice of the Receivership Order from interfering with Plaintiff in the performance of her duties 

under the Receivership Order.  Id. at ¶ 12(b). 

138. Defendants received actual notice of the Receivership Order prior to Wellmon or 

the other Defendants seizing the Remaining Equipment. 
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139. The Receivership Order remains in force. 

140. The purpose of the Receivership Order is, inter alia, to facilitate the efficient 

collection and liquidation of the Receivership Entities’ assets. 

141. Defendants’ noncompliance with the Receivership Order has been willful. 

142. It is within Defendants’ power to comply with the Receivership Order by 

delivering the Remaining Equipment, or the value thereof, to Plaintiff, either of which would 

facilitate the efficient collection and liquidation of the Receivership Entities’ assets. 

143. Plaintiff prays that this Court will enter an Order awarding Plaintiff an amount 

money from Defendants as determined by this Court to be necessary to coerce Defendants’ 

compliance with the Receivership Order. 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully prays that this Court enter an Order and Judgment: 

1) Voiding the Purported Wellmon Security Interest, or subordinating the Purported 
Wellmon Security Interest to the interests of the receivership estate, for all 
purposes related to the SEC Action; 

2) Declaring that the Purported Wellmon Security Interest is void and enforceable 
for all purposes related to the SEC Action; 

3) Voiding the transfer of the Remaining Equipment to Wellmon; 

4) Directing that Defendants provide Plaintiff with actual possession of—and all 
right, title, and interest in and to—the Remaining Equipment, or the value thereof; 

5) Enjoining any further disposition by Defendants of the Remaining Equipment and 
any proceeds thereof; 

6) Imposing an injunction (a) barring Defendants from further transferring, 
encumbering, dissipating, or otherwise disposing of, in any way, the Remaining 
Equipment and (b) compelling Defendants to return the Remaining Equipment, or 
the value thereof, to Plaintiff; 

7) Award Plaintiff a sum of money designed to coerce Defendants’ compliance with 
the Receivership Order; 

8) Award pre-Judgment and post-Judgment interest, reasonable attorneys’ fees, court 
costs and all other costs of collection as Plaintiff is entitled to recover; and 
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9) Granting such further relief as this Court may deem just and proper. 

This is the 2d day of June, 2017. 

  /s/  Michael L. Martinez     
A. Cotten Wright (N.C. Bar No. 28162) 
Michael L. Martinez (N.C. Bar No. 39885) 
Grier Furr & Crisp, PA 
101 North Tryon Street, Suite 1240 
Charlotte, NC 28246 
Telephone:  704/375.3720 
Fax:  704/332.0215 
Email:  mmartinez@grierlaw.com 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff
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Michael Martinez

From: Michael Martinez
Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 10:51 AM
To: 'Doug Wellmon'
Cc: David Colvin; leviticus2510@aol.com; Chris Taylor
Subject: RE: Request for follow-up
Attachments: DE8 - Order Appointing ACW Receiver - DCG.pdf

Yes,  your secured note will be submitted with our papers teeing this litigation up for the Court. 
 
This email serves as our final demand for you to honor the attached Court order and turn over the equipment to the 
Receiver, thereby avoiding otherwise unnecessary litigation costs.    
 

  MICHAEL L. MARTINEZ 

 
101 North Tryon Street  
Suite 1240  
Charlotte, NC 28246  
704 332‐0209 (direct dial)  
704 332‐0215 (fax) 
mmartinez@grierlaw.com 
www.grierlaw.com 
 
This e‐mail may contain confidential and attorney‐client privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient.  Any review or distribution by 
others is strictly prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete this e‐mail. 

 
From: Doug Wellmon [mailto:dougwellmon@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 9:31 AM 
To: Michael Martinez 
Cc: David Colvin; leviticus2510@aol.com; Chris Taylor 
Subject: Re: Request for follow-up 
 
Michael,  I would like the opportunity to be present prior to any papers being filed and or be given the 
opportunity to respond prior to any decision being rendered by the judge.  You had mentioned that you would 
be presenting my secured note in your pleadings- does that mean that the secured note will be presented when 
you file your papers and before any decision is rendered?  I feel that Rich has and is grossly misrepresenting the 
facts as relates to the equipment (its value) and his communication to me when we signed the secured note- and 
I feel this needs to be made known as material facts before any final decision made on the equipment. .  
 
Thanks,  
Doug  
 
On Thu, Jun 1, 2017 at 8:43 AM, Michael Martinez <mmartinez@grierlaw.com> wrote: 

Of course.  Once we file our papers, you all will be given notice and an opportunity to respond. 

EXHIBIT B
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  MICHAEL L. MARTINEZ 

 

101 North Tryon Street  
Suite 1240  
Charlotte, NC 28246  
704 332‐0209 (direct dial)  
704 332‐0215 (fax) 

mmartinez@grierlaw.com 

www.grierlaw.com 

  

This e‐mail may contain confidential and attorney‐client privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient.  Any review or distribution by 
others is strictly prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete this e‐mail. 

  

From: Doug Wellmon [mailto:dougwellmon@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 8:38 AM 

 
To: Michael Martinez 
Cc: David Colvin; leviticus2510@aol.com; Chris Taylor 
Subject: Re: Request for follow-up 

  

Michael,   I would like information regarding the date and time and place that the hearing will be held- as I want 
to be present or have a presence at the hearing to represent my interests in the equipment.   

  

Thank you,  

Doug 

  

On Tue, May 30, 2017 at 7:53 AM, Michael Martinez <mmartinez@grierlaw.com> wrote: 

I will be attaching a copy of the note to our pleadings. 
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  MICHAEL L. MARTINEZ 

 

101 North Tryon Street  
Suite 1240  
Charlotte, NC 28246  
704 332‐0209 (direct dial)  
704 332‐0215 (fax) 

mmartinez@grierlaw.com 

www.grierlaw.com 

  

This e‐mail may contain confidential and attorney‐client privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient.  Any review or distribution by 
others is strictly prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete this e‐mail. 

  

From: Doug Wellmon [mailto:dougwellmon@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, May 26, 2017 5:23 PM 
To: Michael Martinez 
Cc: David Colvin; leviticus2510@aol.com; Chris Taylor 

 
Subject: Re: Request for follow-up 

  

Thank you Michael for your response.  Do you know if my secured note was (or will be) presented to the court 
prior to any ruling regarding ownership of equipment?  

  

Doug 

  

On Fri, May 26, 2017 at 4:25 PM, Michael Martinez <mmartinez@grierlaw.com> wrote: 

The U.S. District Court for the Western District of North Carolina has exclusive juriadiction. 
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Sent from my Verizon 4G LTE Smartphone 

  

------ Original message------ 

From: Doug Wellmon 

Date: Fri, May 26, 2017 4:12 PM 

To: Michael Martinez; 

Cc: davidc2037@gmail.com;leviticus2510@aol.com;dadofezra@gmail.com;doug.wellmon@gmail.com; 

Subject:Re: Request for follow-up 

  

Michael, you had mentioned during our discussion that my note secured by the mining equipment would be 
presented to the courts for them to make a ruling as to who owns the equipment. I want to know if you are 
speaking of a court in Nevada or here locally in North Carolina? Also,  I would like to know when this is to 
occur to ensure my secured note is presented.   As stated in our phone conversation there was no financing 
statements (ucc1's)  created because at the time  the note was done  the equipment was not even purchased. Rich 
Davis told me the well had been completed and that he was working on getting the slucing equipment at the 
time of the default of the note. No one knew of Rich's plans when it came to Willow Creek- but one thing is 
for sure is the fact that he always made it sound better than it actually was.    You mentioned that Rich Davis 
told you the equipment was purchased for over $500,000.00 (apparently he used the same unexplained 
reasoning on valuing the property as he did with the TOH properties). During our conversation I asked that you 
reach out to the gentleman at Willow Creek and that they can provide pictures and share with you about the 
condition and value of the equipment that remained (that it was in very poor to broken condition). As I see 
it, the value of the equipment if sold might bring $30,000 (perhaps).   

     I have what I consider to be a valid note secured by the mining equipment at Willow Creek. In the note it 
states that under Event of Default of the note (which occurred well before there was ever a receivership in 
place); that if the Maker (DCG PMG) applies or consents to the appointment of a receiver that the note shall 
automatically  become due or payable- and I do want to make sure that the secured note is presented to the court 
for determination of ownership first and foremost.  Per our discussion you had mentioned that you will bring 
this before the judge and will communicate to me the ruling as well; and I just wanted to follow up to see 
what judge/court you are speaking of, and when my note would be presented. It is obvious that Rich Davis 
conflates values to benefit himself not his investors, and he mines investors for their money.  I have an interest 
that needs to be protected and presented to the judge that occurred outside of receivership,  and again I thank 
you Michael for assisting in this matter.  

  

Thank you, 

Doug     

  

On Tue, May 23, 2017 at 7:59 AM, Michael Martinez <mmartinez@grierlaw.com> wrote: 
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David and Karen: 

  

Following up on the email below.  I understand from Mr. Wellmon that, to the best of his knowledge, no financing 
statements were filed prior to the receivership and no formal foreclosure/repossession procedures occurred prior to the 
receivership.  Please let me know as soon as possible if you have any documentation to the contrary. 

  

Again, unless you have such documentation or are willing to immediately turn over or purchase this equipment from the 
Receiver, then we’ll need to ask the Court to determine who owns which piece and to direct delivery of any property 
belonging to the receivership. 

  

  MICHAEL L. MARTINEZ 

 

101 North Tryon Street  
Suite 1240  
Charlotte, NC 28246  
704 332‐0209 (direct dial)  
704 332‐0215 (fax) 

mmartinez@grierlaw.com 

www.grierlaw.com 

  

This e‐mail may contain confidential and attorney‐client privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient.  Any review or distribution by 
others is strictly prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete this e‐mail. 

  

From: Michael Martinez  
Sent: Saturday, May 13, 2017 8:15 AM 
To: 'davidc2037@gmail.com' 
Cc: 'doug.wellmon@gmail.com'; Cotten Wright; Brittany Lewis 
Subject: FW: Request for follow-up 

  

David and Karen: 
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This email confirms that I have instructed our agents to “stand down” while we determine who owns what equipment at 
Willow Creek. 

  

Here is list of items that I am told are at the mine site that I believe belong to the receivership: 

1.  FiatAllis dozer 

2.  New Holland back hoe 

3.  Sluicing machine and other components of a mining plant 

4.  Big Tex trailer, empty 

5.  Another trailer, empty 

6.  100W generator 

7.  Dump truck 

  

I also understand that there is a mobile home/trailer on the property.  Please provide a copy of the title to the trailer 
and any other equipment at the mine site to which you believe CT Exploration, LLC (or any other non‐DCG‐related 
person or entity) holds title. 

  

Also, here are some follow up questions/requests to the documentation and information you have provided so far: 

1.  Please provide copies of the UCC‐1 financing statements that perfect any security interest collateralizing the secured 
note that you provided to me. 

2.  Please provide any notices provided to DCG PMG, LLC pursuant to the UCC in connection with the repossession of 
this equipment and/or Mr. Wellmon’s enforcement of this security interest. 

3.  Please provide any contracts, or describe the terms of any arrangement, between you and the owner of the Willow 
Creek mine site regarding your use and occupancy of that land. 

4.  I believe Karen told me on the phone that Mr. Wellmon is “one of our members” or a “member of our group.”  Please 
clarify this relationship.  Does Mr. Wellmon hold a membership interest in CT Exploration, LLC? 

  

As I believe it is in everyone’s best interest to get this matter resolved quickly, I contemplate asking the Court early next 
week to make a determination as to who owns what. 
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  MICHAEL L. MARTINEZ 

 

101 North Tryon Street  
Suite 1240  
Charlotte, NC 28246  
704 332‐0209 (direct dial)  
704 332‐0215 (fax) 

mmartinez@grierlaw.com 

www.grierlaw.com 

  

This e‐mail may contain confidential and attorney‐client privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient.  Any review or distribution by 
others is strictly prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete this e‐mail. 

  

From: Brittany Lewis  
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2017 11:57 AM 
To: Michael Martinez 
Subject: Fwd: Request for follow-up 

  

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 

 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: David Colvin <davidc2037@gmail.com> 
Date: May 12, 2017 at 11:36:36 AM EDT 
To: <blewis@grierlaw.com> 
Subject: Request for follow-up 

Hi Brittney, 

Could you also please have Michael shoot me an email reiterating our phone conversation and 
Grier Furr Crisp's intentions going forward.  And could you please contact Gina Brent, Agent for 
the Receiver, as quickly as possible to let her know what has transpired this morning. 

Your reply is much appreciated. 
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Best regards, 

Karen Colvin 

CT Exploration, LLC 
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