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BEFORE T'rlE INDLAN CLATX COMMISSION 

THE MESCATSRO APACHE TRIBE, et al., ) 

) 
Plaintiffs, ) 

) 
v. ) 

) 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 1 

) 
Defendant. 1 

Docket No. 22-B 

Docket No. 22-G 
. .- 

Decided: May 11, 1967 

FINDINGS OF FACT ON AWARD OF ATTORNEYS' FEE 

On May 2, 1967, the attorney of record in Docket Nos. 22-B and 

22-G, Mescalero Apache Tribe, et al., filed an application for an 

-~. allowance of attorneysf fee. The response of the defendant having 

been filed, and a hearing on the application having been held before 

the Commission on May 11, 1967, the Commission, after considering the 

entire record in these cases, including the contracts of employment 

of the attorneys, makes the following findings of fact: 

1. The final determinations in these cases were made on April 

27, 1967, based on a stipulation of settlement entered into by the 

parties, whereby the Commission entered (a) a final award on the 

claim in Docket No. 22-B in favor of the plaintiff, the Apache Tribe 

of the Mescalero Reservation, in the amount of $8,500,000, and (b) a 

final consent order dismissing the claim of the in Count I 

of the petition in Docket No. 22-G. The claim in Docket No. 22-B was 

for compensation for the Indian title lands of the aboriginal Mescalero 
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Apache Tribe located in New Mexico, which were taken by the United 

States. The claim in Count I of the petFtion (Second Amended Petition) 

in Docket No. 22-G was for damages for trespasses on said lands. 

2. As pertinent to attorney fees, Section 15 of the Indian Claims 

Commission Act provides as follows: 

Sec. 15 * * * The fees of such attorney or attorneys 
for all services rendered in prosecuting the claim in 
question, whether before the Commission or otherwise, 
shall, unless the amount of such fees is stipulated 
in the approved contract between the attorney or at- 
torneys and the claimant, be fixed by the Commission 
at such amount as the Commission, in accordance with 
standards obtaining for prosecuting similar contingent 
claims in courts of law, finds to be adequate com- 
pensation for services rendered and results obtained, 
considering the contingent nature of the case, plus 
all reasonable expenses incurred in the prosecution 
of the claim; but the amount so fixed by the Commis- 
sion, exclusive of reimbursements for actual expenses, 
shall not exceed 10 per centum of the amount recovered 
in any case. 

3. The approved attorney contracts, pursuant to which said claims 

were brought to final judgment, are (1) a contract made with the Apache 

Tribe of the Mescalero Reservation on January 17, 1958, identified on 

the records of the Bureau of Indian Affairs as Contract No. 679, Symbol 

14-20-0650, applicable to the claims in Docket No. 22-B, and (2) a con- 

tract made with the Apache Tribe of the Mescalero Reservation on January 

17, 1958, identified on the records of the Bureau of Indian Affairs as 

Contract No. 682, Symbol. 14-20-0650, applicable to the claims in Docket 

NO. 22-6. The attorpeys who were named as parties to each of said 

contracts are I. S. Welssbrodt, Abe W. Weissbrodt, Jay H. Hoag, 



18 Ind. C1. Corn. 398 

Rodney J. Edwards, David Cobb, and CPazence G. Lindquist (deceased 

April 11, 1964). The tern cf each of said contracts was a period of 

ten years commencing January 17, 1958. Each of said contracts con- 

tains an identical provision in paragraph 7 thereof pertaining to 

attorney fees, as follows: 

7. It is agreed that the compensation of the parties 
of the second part for the services rendered and to be 
rendered under the terms of this Contract is to be 
wholly contingent upon a recovery for the Tribe or the 
aboriginal groups of the Tribe or the members thereof, 
The parties of the second part shall receive such com- 
pensation as the Commissioner of Indian Affairs may find 
equitably to be due, if the matter be determined other- 
wise than by a court or tribunal, or in the event that 
it is decided by a court or tribunal, then such sum as 
may be determined by said court or tribunal equitably 
to be due for the services theretofore rendered under 
this Contract and the aforesaid expired attorney's 
contract, but in no event shall the aggregate fee ex- 
ceed ten per centum of any and all sums recovered or 
procured on the claims covered by this Contract, whether 
by suit, action of any department of the Government or 
of the Congress of the United States, or otherwise. 

4. Prior to the making of the aforesaid contracts, an attorney 

contract was entered into on September 13, 1947, by and between the 

Apache Tribe of the Mescalero Reservation and attorneys James E. Curry 

and Roy T. Mobley, Qn or about November 1, 1948, Mr. Mobley accepted 

employment by the U~ited States Government (Department of the Air 

Force) as one of its attorneys, and accordingly became incapacitated 

to perform services in the prosecution of the claims of the tribe against 

the United States under the contract and to hold any interest in the 

contract. On September 16, 1949, the Apache Tribe of the Mescalero 
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Reservation adopted a Resolution terminating the employment of Roy T. 

Hobley, Esq., under the contract. On January 5, 1952, the Apache Tribe 

of the Mescalero Reservation entered into a formal amendment of the 

said attorney contract whereby the employment of Roy T. Mobley was 

terminated and Jay H. Hoag and I. S. Weissbrodt were employed as 

additional attorneys. The amendment of January 5, 1952, was approved 

by the Codssioner of Indian Affairs on January 8, 1952, The attorney 

contract of September 13, 1947, as amended, expired by its own terms on 

or about January 16, 1958. Thereafter, the aforementioned attorney 

contracts of January 17, 1958, which are currently in effect, were made 

by the Apache Tribe of the Mescalero Reservation. 

5. The applicant in this proceeding is I. S. Weissbrodt, of 

Washington, D. C., one of the contract attorneys and the attorney of 

record in Docket Nos. 22-B and 22-6. The application is made on behalf 

of all contract attorneys interested in the litigation, including I. S. 

Weissbrodt, Abe W. Weissbrodt, David Cobb, and James E. Curry, of 

Washington, D, C., and Jay H, Hoag, Rodney J. Edwards, and Clarence G. 

Lindquist (deceased) of Duluth, Minnesota. The obligations to other 

attorneys who were associated and performed services in this case will 

be met from the award, The amount of the attorneys1 fee for which 

application is made is $850,000 based on ten percent of the final 

judgment of $8,500,000 entered in Dockec No. 22-B. 

6 .  Tfie claims set forth in Docket: Nos. 22-B and 22-6 were originally 

presented, along with various other claims, in a petition, filed on 
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February 3, 1948, in Docket No. 22, on behalf of the Apache Tribe of 

the Mescalero Reservation and on behalf of the "Apache Nation." 

On October 18, 1950, a First Amended Petition was filed which added as 

parties five present-day organized tribes in addition to the Apache 

Tribe of the Mescalero Reservation, aid thirteen aboriginal tribes. 

The attorneys were persuaded, as a matter of cautious procedure, to 

present the claims of the various tribes of Apache descent in a single 

petition in this manner by reason, inter alia, of the terms of the 

Treaty of July 1, 1852 (10 Stat. 979), which the United States made 

with the "Apache Nation of Indians," and the actions of the Government 

in placing a number of the Apache tribes on the same reservation, and 

because of the evidence of interrelationships between the Apache tribes. 

The defendant filed a motion to dismiss the "Apache Nation" as a party 

plaintiff. This motion was overruled by the Conrmission. 

7. Subsequently, as precedents developed under the Indian Claims 

Commission Act, and when events made it desirable and advantageous for 

the disposition of the claims, the attorneys obtained leave of the Com- 

mission to separate the various claims in Docket No. 22. By order 

entered May 25, 1959, the Commission permitted the separation from 

Docket No. 22 of the claims of the plaintiffs herein for compensation 

for the taking of their aboriginal lands in the present State of New 

Mexico and the assertion of such claims in a Second Amended Petition 

designated as Docket No. 22-B. The claims for damages for trespasses 

on said lands were separated from Docket No. 22 and set forth in 

Docket No. 224. 
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8. The plaLrLtPfZs herein also claimed in Docket No. 22 that 

their aboriginal lands extended into the present State of Texas. The 

clain for compensation for said lands located in Texas were involved 

in complex legal problems arising out of the circumstances of the ad- 

mission of Texas into the Union as well as other difficulties. This 

claim to compensation for lands in Texas was separated from Docket 

No. 22 and presented in Docket No. 224. By arranging for separate 

proceedings with respect to the claim as to the Texas lands, the 

attorneys were able to expedite the disposition of the claim in 

Docket No. 22-B as to the lands in New Mexico and to achieve entry 

of final judgment thereon. 

9. The attorney contracts imposed upon the attorneys the duty, 

among others, of investigating the claims. In carrying out this duty, 

the contract attorneys exhaustively investigated and assembled, from 

a wide variety of sources, published and unpublished, historical docu- 

ments and ethnological writings for purpose of the trial of the Indian 

title and taking issues in Docket No. 22-B. Complete sets of these 

documents and writings, composing the great bulk of plaintiffs' exhibits, 

which were later offered and received in evidence at the trial proceedings, 

were furnished by the attorneys to the expert witnesses who were engaged 

on behalf of the plaintiffs to testify at t5e trial. 

LO. A hearing was held before the Codssion in Docket No. 22-B 

on May 13, 15,  16, 1959 at Mescalero Reservation, at which the testimony 

of a nmber of aged Indian witnesses as well as the testimony of the 

Superintendent of the Mescalera Reservation was taken. Thereafter, a 
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s e r i e s  of unfortunate events took place which delayed subsequent t r i a i  

proceedings on issues of Indian t i t l e  and taking, and the completion 

of findings and b r ie f s  by the pa r t i e s .  These events included the death 

of the expert  anthropologist o r i g i n a l l y  employed by defendant, the  

i l l n e s s  and resignations of severa l  of defendant 's a t torneys  assigned 

t o  defense of the claims, the res ignat ion of p l a i n t i f f s  ' con t rac t  a t -  

torney who was d i r e c t l y  i n  charge of the  prosecution of the  claims and 

the  extended i l l n e s s  and subsequent death of the  assoc ia te  a t to rney  

assigned t o  the  prosecution of the claims on behalf of the  p l a i n t i f f s .  

11. The t r i a l  proceedings i n  Docket No. 22-B on i s sues  of Indian 

t i t l e  and da te  of  taking took place from October 24 t o  November 3, 1960. 

The p l a i n t i f f s  presented the testimony of two exper t  witnesses,  namely, 

D r .  Harry W. Basehart, Professor of Anthropology a t  the Universi ty of 

New Mexico, and D r .  Alfred Barnaby Thomas, Professor of History of t h e  

Univers i ty  of Oklahoma. The defendant presented the  testimony of tko 

exper ts ,  namely, Albert H. Schroeder, an archeologis t  employed by the  

National Park Service, and D r .  Avram B. Bender, Professor of His tory  

a t  Har r i s  Teachers College. The t r a n s c r i p t  of testimony covered some 

1,370 pages. An exhaustive documentary record was presented, a t o t a l  

of more than 1,600 exhibi ts  being received i n  evidence. Subsequently, 

the  p a r t i e s  respect ively  presented t h e i r  proposed findings of f a c t  and 

b r i e f s ,  

12. On J u l y  6, 1966, the Commission issued i t s  f indings of f a c t ,  

opinion, and in ter locutory  order i n  Docket No. 22-B, determining the  
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ex ten t  and boundaries of the area  of land which the Mescalero Apaches 

abor ig inal ly  used i n  Mew Mexico. By planimetry, i t  has been ca lcu la ted  

t h a t  t h i s  awarded area covered a t o t a l  of 19,328,896 acres ,  inc luding 

an estimated 467,335 acres  comprising the present  Mescalero Reservation, 

The Commission a l so  decided t h a t  the United S ta tes  took s a i d  lands 

from the  abor ig inal  Mescalero Apache Tribe on May 29, 1873, without 

payment of any compensation; and t h a t  the p l a i n t i f f s  were e n t i t l e d  t o  

recover the  f a i r  market value of s a i d  lands, l e s s  any acreage t h e r e i n  

which the  p a r t i e s  may prove was wi th in  confirmed Spanish o r  Mexican 

land grants ,  a s  of May 29, 1873, less such o f f s e t s ,  i f  any, t o  which 

defendant may be e n t i t l e d  under the  provisions of the  Indian Claims 

Commission Act. By i t s  in te r locu to ry  order, the  Commission d i rec ted  
i 

t h a t  the  case  proceed f o r  the determination of the  acreage of t h e  

awarded area ,  and f o r  the  determination of the  value of t h e  lands a s  

of May 29, 1873, and the  amount of o f f s e t s .  

13. Commencing shor t ly  a f t e r  the  ~ o d s s i o n ' s  decision of J u l y  7, 

1966, the  con t rac t  at torneys inves t igated  and col lec ted  a s u b s t a n t i a l  

body of economic, geographic and h i s t o r i c  mater ia ls  p e r t i n e n t  t o  the  

determination of the value of the awarded lands,  including the  var ious  

resources thereof.  The at torneys  then ca re fu l ly  studied and analyzed 

t h i s  d a t a  and consulted with experts  q u a l i f i e d  i n  valuat ion of surface  

and subsurface  lands i n  Indian claims cases. Also, the a t torneys  

analyzed t h e  valuation decisions of the Court of Claims and t h i s  Com- 

mission i n  comparable h d i a n  claim cases. Similarly,  with respec t  t o  

o f f s e t s ,  t h e  at torneys made a de ta i l ed  study and analysis  of the  
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g ra tu i ty  accounting repor t  prepared by the  General Services Adminis- 

t r a t i o n  and a lso  reviewed the decisions of the Court of Claims and the  

Commission on per t inent  points  of law r e l a t i n g  to  the i s sues  of  o f f s e t s  

presented i n  the ins tan t  case. 

14. The immediate purpose of the  a t torneys  i n  undertaking and 

performing the above-described work per ta in ing to  valuat ion and o f f s e t s  

i ssues  was t o  enable them to  en te r  i n t o  informed discussions and 

negotiat ions with the Government i n  an e f f o r t  t o  reach a compromise 

set t lement of the claims. However, the  at torneys considered t h a t  i f  

such negotiat ions did not  prove t o  be successful,  the  mate r i a l  t h a t  

they had col lec ted  and the  analys is  which they had performed would be 

required f o r  the purposes of the valuat ion and o f f s e t  trial proceedings. 

15. Following the inves t igat ion,  assembling and ana lys i s  of '  t he  

data  pe r t inen t  t o  the valuation and o f f s e t  i ssues ,  the  con t rac t  a t to rneys  

undertook set t lement discussions and negotiat ions with the  Government 
. .  

attorneys.  These discussions and negotiat ions u l t imate ly  proved t o  

be successful.  By letter dated March 15, 1967, the  con t rac t  a t to rneys  

submitted a formal o f f e r  of a proposed compromise set t lement,  which was 

accepted by l e t t e r  of April 12, 1967, of Assistant  Attorney General 

Edwin L. Weisl, Jr. Thereafter,  the  contrac t  at torney promptly took 

s t eps  t o  obta in  the necessary approvals of the proposed compromise 

se t t lement  by the t r i b a l  governing body, the t r i b a l  members and t h e  

Commissioner of Indian Affa i rs ,  i n  s t r i c t  accordance with the  se t t lement  

procedures and requirements es tabl ished by the Commission. On April  27, 
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1967, a hearing was held b@fore the Commission on a j o i n t  motion of the  

partLes t o  approve the compromise set t lement and, on the same day, the 

Commission entered i t s  order and f indings approving the  compromise 

se t t lement  of the claims. 

16. The a t torneys  received t h e  l e t t e r  of the  Ass is tant  Attorney 

G e n e ~ a l  accepting the  o f f e r  of proposed se t t lement  on Apri l  14, 1967. 

By unremitt ing e f f o r t s  over a two weeks period,  the  con t rac t  a t torneys ,  

wi th  t h e  cooperation of a l l  concerned including the  a t torneys  of the  

Department of Jus t i ce ,  the  o f f i c e  of the Commissioner of Indian Af fa i r s ,  

and t h i s  Commission, w e r e  ab le  to  accomplish a l l  of the  s t eps  leading 

t o  approval of  the  set t lement by the  Commission, The con t rac t  a t torneys  

: undertook these  concentrated e f f o r t s  because the re  w a s  pending i n  

Congress a t  t h e  t i m e  a supplemental appropr ia t ion  b i l l  and t h e  a t torneys  

es t imated t h a t  i f  the  f i n a l  award i n  t h i s  case  could be included i n  t h e  

pending appropr ia t ion  b i l l ,  an addi t ional  fund i n  the  approximate amount 

of $150,000, representing i n t e r e s t  on the  appropriated p r inc ipa l  amount 

of t h e  award, would be credi ted  fo r  the  t r i b e .  Promptly following the  

e n t r y  of  f i n a l  judgment award by the  Commission on Apri l  27, 1967, t h e  

judgment w a s  submitted to  Congress and has been included i n  the  pending 

appropr ia t ion  b i l l .  

17. There a re  a va r ie ty  of f ac to r s  and circumstances which 

e s t a b l i s h  t h e  unusuafly high contingezt na tu re  of the  claims and the  

se r ious  hazards  and r i s k s  a s  of the time the  a t torneys  undertook t h e i r  

employment i n  these cases. Of major importance among these fac to r s  
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was t h a t  the l i a b i l i t y  of the Government t o  compensate the p l a i n t i f f s  

fo r  t h e i r  aboriginal t i t l e  lands depended upon an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 

the Indian Claims Commission Act. The i s sues  as  t o  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

were vigorously contested and were not  j u d i c i a l l y  es tabl ished f i n a l l y  

u n t i l  the  Supreme Court of the United S t a t e s  denied c e r t i o r a r i  i n  Otoe 

and Missouria Tribe v. United States,  350 U.S. 848, i n  October of 1955. 

I n  addi t ion  t o  the  contingent nature of the compensation, the  con t rac t  

a t torneys  advanced a l l  costs  of the inves t igat ion,  research, and 

l i t i g a t i o n ,  except the fees of the two exper t  witnesses which were 

borne by the  t r ibe .  A t  the time of the  making of the  a t to rney  con t rac t s ,  

very l i t t l e  information as  t o  c r i t i c a l  f a c t s  per ta in ing t o  the  t r i b e ' s  

r e la t ionsh ip  and course of dealings wi th  the  United S t a t e s  was a v a i l a b l e  

i n  published materials.  This circumstance presented the r i s k  t h a t  

a rch iva l  research might prove events which eliminated any l i a b i l i t y  

on the  p a r t  of the United Sta tes .  Also, da ta  w e r e  not  ava i l ab le  a t  

the  t i m e  of the  making of the contrac ts  a s  t o  t h e  amount of g r a t u i t i e s  

provided over t h e  years by the Government t o  the  t r i b e  which might be 

o f f s e t  a g a i n s t  any recovery tha t  might be made. 

18. The compromise settlement el iminated not  only the  necess i ty  

f o r  va lua t ion  proceedings which, i n  the  normal course of events, would 

have taken considerable time and involved subs tan t i a l  expense, but  agso 

the  proceedings fo r  the determination of o f f s e t s  which i s  o f ten  a 

cumbersome and protracted proceeding:. Counsel f o r  p l a i n t i f f s  s t a t e d  

t h a t ,  based on h i s  analysis of the repor t  of the  General Services 
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Administnation and making a l loca t ions  which he considered t o  be 

reasonable, the t o t a l  amount of g r a t u i t i e s  provided by the United 

S t a t e s  t o  the  t r i b e  within allowable ca tegor ies  amounted t o  approxi- 

mately $1,000,000. However, he fu r the r  s t a t e d  t h a t ,  i n  h i s  view, a 

s u b s t a n t i a l  p a r t  of t h i s  amount would not  have been permissible a s  

o f f s e t s  aga ins t  the  rec&ery. The amount t h a t  might have been o f f s e t  

was el iminated by the compromise set t lement.  Thisp of course, reduced 

the  recovery. 

19. The a t torneys  f o r  the Government vigorously and ab ly  defended 

a g a i n s t  p l a i n t i f f s '  claim fo r  the taking of i t s  abor ig inal  lands,  r a i s i n g  

a number of ser ious  and novel defenses. However, the  p l a i n t i f f s  pre- 

,. va i l ed ,  winning a recovery f o r  the g r e a t  bulk of the t e r r i t o r y  claimed 

by them. The p l a i n t i f f s '  a t torneys have produced f o r  t h e  t r i b e  a 

t r i b a l  fund i n  the p r inc ipa l  amount of $8,500,000. Appreciable t i m e  

and e f f o r t  was saved by reason of the  f a c t  t h a t  the  compromise se t t lement  

made it unnecessary t o  l i t i g a t e  the  valuat ion and o f f s e t  i s sues .  There 

were s p e c i a l  problems and complexities which were involved i n  the  

l i t i g a t i o n  of the Indian t i t l e  and taking i s sues  a s  wel l  a s  a v a r i e t y  

of o t h e r  subsidiary  i ssues .  A l a rge  extent  of the  area  claimed was 

included i n  our decision on t i t l e .  There was a g rea t  volume of 

e v i d e n t i a r y  mater ia l  presented i n  t h i s  case. The a t torneys  undertook 

t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  with di l igence and s k i l l  i n  t h i s  inheren t ly  

d i f f i c u l t  and protracted type of abor ig inal  t i t l e  claim case. Among 

t h e  s p e c i a l  problems, some of which involved complex and time-consuming 
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issues ,  were the separat ion of the claims of the Mescalero Apache Tribe 

to  i t s  lands i n  New Mexico from other claims asser ted  i n  the o r i g i n a l  

Docket No. 22, overlapping land claims i n  other cases,  a d m i s s i b i l i t y  of 

expert  testimony and exh ib i t s  i n  support of the testimony, and a l leged 

Spanish and Mexican grants  within the claimed t e r r i t o r y .  Further,  the  

record shows tha t  the work involved i n  the pre-settlement inves t iga t ion ,  

study and analys is  of the valuation and o f f s e t  i ssues  which was made by 

the contract  at torneys,  along with the work i n  the  conduct of the  

set t lement discussions and negotiations, extended over a period of more 

than e igh t  months. Further, i t  appears tha t  these a t torneys ,  who a r e  

thoroughly experienced i n  Indian claim l i t i g a t i o n  and a r e  s k i l l e d  and 

resourceful  lawyers, achieved substant ia l  benef i t s  f o r  t h e i r  c l i e n t s .  

20. The Commission, however, f inds  t h a t  not  only were t h e  Mescalero 

Indians benef i t ted  by an e a r l y  set t lement of the  case; but  t h a t  the  

a t torneys  themselves a r e  the  beneficiary thereof. The Commission has 

made a small d i f f e r e n t i a l  between the maximum a t to rney  f e e  of ten  

percent  (10%) authorized under the aforesaid contrac ts  and Section 15 

of the Indian Claims Commission A c t  and the fee  awarded here  because of 

the  savings of time and expense to  them i n  f u l l y  prosecuting the  case 

through the normal stages of l i t i g a t i o n .  Thus, having been re l ieved 

of a s u b s t a n t i a l  amount of work which they might have been required t o  

perform, w e  f e e l  i t  i s  f a i r  to make t h i s  small reduction i n  the  com- 

pensation allowed. 

21. Each of the  contrac t  attorneys having an i n t e r e s t  i n  the  

l i t i g a t i o n ,  namely, Abe W. Weissbrodt, David Cobb, James E. Curry, 
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Jay He Hoag, Rodney J. Edwards, and A. Blake MacDonald, Executor of 

the Esta te  of Clarence G. Lindquist,  have signed and f i l e d  with the 

Commission a formal s t i p u l a t i o n  and consent tha t  the a t to rneys '  f e e  

i n  these cases be paid to  I. S. Weissbrodt, the a t to rney  of record, 

a l l  of s a i d  a t torneys  having reached an understanding among themselves 

a s  t o  the d iv i s ion  of the fee. 

22. The Conmission, having considered the  appl ica t ion of the  

a t to rney  of record, I. S. Weissbrodt, i n  behalf of a l l  the con t rac t  

a t torneys  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  the l i t i g a t i o n ,  and considering the f a c t s  and 

circumstances pecu l i a r  t o  these cases a s  w e l l  as  a l l  appropr ia te  f a c t o r s  

involved i n  the  determination of the  a t to rneys r  fee  under the  standards 

o f t h e  I n d i m c l a i m s  CommissionAct, and i n v i e w o f t h e  foregoing 

f indings  and t h e  e n t i r e  record i n  s a i d  dockets, f inds  t h a t  t h e  s a i d  

a t to rneys  should be awarded and they a r e  hereby awarded a f e e  of 

$807,500.00, o r  9.5% of the  judgment entered i n  Docket No. 22-B, s a i d  

sum t o  be paid  t o  I. S. Weissbrodt, a t torney of record, i n  accordance 

wi th  t h e  s t i p u l a t i o n  and consent of each and a l l  of s a i d  a t torneys  

f i l e d  wi th  t h e  Commission. 

/s/ Arthur V. Watkins 
Arthur V. Wa tk ins  
Commissioner 

Wm. M. Holt 
Wm. M. Holt 
Commissioner 

T. Harold S c o t t  
T. Harold Scot t  
Commissioner 




