




Everyone, here is an update on litigation and other developments. 
  
1.     Settlement Proposal.  On January 16, 2012, we received a 
settlement proposal from Mr. Wilhelm’s attorneys, as did the other 
constituent groups.  We understand that all constituent groups will evaluate 
it carefully and, if discussions ensue, there may be a good deal of back and 
forth.  However, in our view, any discussion of this proposal is 
premature.  First, David and Patrick Wilhelm have not yet answered the 
written interrogatories we served on both of them (we’ve received stonewall 
responses) and the Wilhelm’s also have not produced any of the 
documents we asked them to produce quite some time ago.  Rather, their 
efforts have been directed to serving us with extensive interrogatories just 
this week.  We cannot responsibly evaluate the proposal made by Mr. 
Wilhelm until full and complete disclosure of the materials we requested is 
made, and our attorney has informed Mr. Wilhelm’s attorneys of our 
position.  If they wish to engage us in discussion, we must have (and will 
get sooner or later) all of the information we have sought.  Second, once 
we receive this information, then we will evaluate whether to discuss their 
settlement proposal, because we see some real problems with it.  
  
2.         Court Issues Contempt Citation against Mr. Wilhelm.  As we 
previously reported, on December 2, we filed a Verified Motion for Issuance 
of Contempt Citation to David Wilhelm, the Cordillera Golf Club, LLC, and 
the Wilhelm Family Partnership, LLC.   As that motion explained, these 
defendants have repeatedly violated the Temporary Restraining Order 
(TRO) that has been in effect since June 24, 2011 by making expenditures 
that the TRO prohibits, including using member dues to pay a law firm to 
sue the CTC and individual CTC members.   The Court’s order of January 
17, 2012 (attached), issues the Contempt Citation and the hearing has 
been set for April 11 at 9 a.m.  This means that Mr. Wilhelm will need to 
appear and present evidence why he should not be held in contempt of 

court.    
 


