
IN THE IOWA DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR JOHNSON COUNTY

SOPHIE BORER, )
PLAINTIFF, )         CASE NO. SC 081695

) SMALL CLAIMS
vs. )

) HEARING 
JOSEPH CLARK, ET AL ) MEMORANDUM

DEFENDANTS. ) WITHOUT EXHIBITS
********************************************

COMES NOW Plaintiff Sophie Borer, by and through her Attorney, Christopher 

Warnock, and submits her Hearing Memorandum without exhibits1, in order to inform 

Defendants with regard to the legal and factual arguments Plaintiff intends to raise at 

trial, to assist the presiding judicial officer at trial and to preserve legal and factual issues 

for appeal.

I. INTRODUCTION

The instant case is part of a coordinated effort on the part of the Tenants’ Project 

and its affiliated attorneys to provide fair play for both landlords and tenants in Iowa 

City.   Plaintiff in the instant action is Sophie Borer, a tenant (“Tenant”) at 412 S. Dodge 

Street in Iowa City.  Ms. Borer is a college student proceeding in forma pauperis.  Her 

landlord is the Clark Family, operating through a variety of different entities.  In this 

memorandum Tenant will collectively refer to the individual members of the Clark 

Family and their entities as “Landlord”.

As the evidence at trial will show, Tenant has filed suit against Landlord because 

they have charged her an illegal and unconscionable pet fee, then attempted to collect the 

pet fee by attempting to coerce her with eviction notices when they had no intention of 

1 The Honorable Karen Egerton, at trial in a related case indicated that exhibits should not be attached to 
small claims petitions or briefs.
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eviction and knowingly and willfully using a lease agreement with prohibited clauses. 

Tenant did eventually pay the pet fee, late fees and fees for serving three day notices in 

order to be able to sublease. 

II. THE CLARK FAMILY & THEIR ENTITIES

Defendant, Apartments Downtown, Inc. (“Apartments Downtown”)2 is an Iowa 

corporation and the primary residential property management entity for the Clark Family. 

Apartments Downtown operates through a number of different fictitious names including 

Apartments Near Campus and Michael’s Properties, which are used for property 

management and Iowa City Maintenance3, which is used for property maintenance and 

repair.  The Clarks own individual properties using a variety of entities, in the instant 

case Tenant’s building at 412 S. Dodge Street was owned first by Gilbert Manor, LLC 

and then N-1, LLC4.   James Clark is President of Apartments Downtown5 and , as the 

evidence at trial will show, Joseph Clark is the business manager.  

In their motions to consolidate several small claims cases, including the instant 

case with a pending district court case, Conroy v. Apartments Downtown, LACV072840, 

the Clarks acknowledged their interlocking control and ownership over these various 

entities, stating, “The Defendants in this small claims proceeding [James & Joseph Clark, 

2 Plaintiff has moved to drop James Clark as a defendant and add Apartments Downtown.  This motion has 
been consented to by Defendants.
3Apartments Near Campus and Iowa City Maintenance are fictitious names of Apts Downtown, Inc. 
Michael’s Properties is a fictitious name of another Clark entity, Quality Builders of Eastern Iowa, Inc. See 
Iowa Secretary of State website http://sos.iowa.gov/search/business
4 See See Iowa Secretary of State website Gilbert Manor, LLC and N-1, LLC.  Note that the address for 
both is 414 Market St, Iowa City, the offices of Apts Downtown, Inc. and the Iowa City Assessor’s website 
http://iowacity.iowaassessors.com/parcel.php?gid=109862 note 5/27/2011 no consideration sale from 
Gilbert Manor, LLC to N-1, LLC.
5 See Iowa Secretary of State website  Apts. Downtown, Inc, corp #2846, Officers.
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N-1 and Gilbert Manor, LLC] are associated by ownership and occupation with the 

Defendants in the District Court action [Apartments Downtown]6. 

III. LANDLORD’S $600 PET FEE IS AN ILLEGAL PENALTY, 
EXCESSIVE LIQUIDATED DAMAGES, A VIOLATION OF THE 
LANDLORD TENANT ACT & UNCONSCIONABLE

As the evidence at trial will show on October 24, 2001, Tenant’s father visited her 

at her apartment as 412 S. Dodge Street bringing with him the family pet, a small white 

dog.  As a result of this brief visit on December 9, 2012 Tenant was first charged a $600 

pet fee by Landlord and later charged late fees and three day notice fees for non-payment 

of the pet fee.  Tenant’s father requested a reduction in the pet fee which Landlord 

rejected in a March 7, 2012 letter citing §54 of Tenant’s lease which states, “No animals 

allowed in the building or on the premises.  If pets are found on the property a penalty of 

$600 per pet plus $20.00 per day will be charged for each violation.”  The March 7, 2012 

letter makes no mention whatsoever of damage and instead makes it clear that the charge 

is being assessed solely based on the mere presence of the dog.   In addition, Tenant will 

affirm that no damage was caused by the dog.  Landlord refused to let Tenant sublease 

without paying the pet fee, late fees and three day notice fees, so Tenant paid Landlord 

$727 in April of 2012.

It is well settled in leases, as in any contract, that a party may not use a lease to 

profit from a breach of contract,

A party seeking to recover for breach of contract is entitled only to be placed 
in as good a position as the party would have occupied had the contract been 
performed. Midland Mut. Life Ins. Co. v. Mercy Clinics, 579 N.W.2d 823, 

6 Defendants’ Second Motion to Consolidate, served April 16, 2012 at 2.
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831 (Iowa 1998). A party is not entitled to use the breach to better its position 
by recovering damages not actually suffered. Id. These propositions are 
equally true when the contract calls for liquidated damages. Liquidated  
damages are permitted in contracts as long as they do not constitute a  
penalty. Aurora Bus. Park Ass'n v. Michael Albert, Inc., 548 N.W.2d 153, 
156 (Iowa 1996); Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 356 (1981). Whether 
a contract provision is a valid liquidated damages clause or an enforceable 
penalty is a question of law. Aurora Bus. Park, at 155.  Liquidated damages 
are not penalties if they are set at an amount reasonable in light of the 
anticipated or actual loss caused by the breach. Rohlin Constr. Co. v. City of  
Hinton, 476 N.W.2d 78, 80 (Iowa 1991). In this case, the amount of 
liquidated damages provided by the contract was not reasonable in light of 
the actual loss sustained by the breach.

Emphasis supplied, Grunwald v. Quad City Quality Service, Inc., 662 N.W.2d 370 

at ¶¶31-2. (Iowa App. 2003).

Clearly Landlord is seeking to deter tenants from having pets and to punish them if 

they do, 

The parties to a contract may effectively provide in advance the damages that 
are to be payable in the event of breach as long as the provision does not 
disregard the principle of compensation. The enforcement of such provisions 
for liquidated damages saves the time of courts, juries, parties and witnesses 
and reduces the expense of litigation. This is especially important if the 
amount in controversy is small. However, the parties to a contract are not  
free to provide a penalty for its breach. The central objective behind the 
system of contract remedies is compensatory, not punitive. Punishment of a 
promisor for having broken his promise has no justification on either 
economic or other grounds and a term providing such a penalty is 
unenforceable on grounds of public policy.

Emphasis supplied, Rohlin Construction v. City of Hinton, 476 N.W.2d 78 (Iowa 

1991).

Landlord’s lease baldly refers to the $600 pet charge as a “penalty” which is 

clearly illegal on its face.  Furthermore, Landlord, when asked by the Tenant to justify the 

charge relied solely on the provisions of the lease and did not allege any damage by the 

dog.  In point of fact, there was no damage.  
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In addition to violating the law with regard to liquidated damages and penalties, 

the Iowa Supreme Court has held that under the Uniform Landlord Residential Landlord 

Tenant Act (“URLTA”) codified at Iowa Code §562A et seq, that when a lease is 

breached a landlord may only recover their actual damages, 

…we agree with [the tenant] that the landlord is not entitled to recover if no 
evidence substantiates that actual damage has been sustained. Section 
562A.32 provides the landlord "may have a claim . . . for actual damages for 
breach of the rental agreement." (Emphasis added.) Even though the aim of 
the small claims statute is "to secure adjudication of demands for limited 
amounts quickly, simply, and inexpensively," Roeder, 321 N.W.2d at 4, 
"[j]udgment shall be rendered, based upon . . . a preponderance of evidence." 
Iowa Code § 631.11(4).  Here, the landlord did not present any testimony or 
other evidence to support the value of its demand for debris removal. In fact, 
the landlord did not present evidence that Frost's debris was removed. Absent  
evidence that actual damages were sustained, it was error to award any sum 
for debris removal.

Emphasis supplied, D.R Mobile Home Rentals v. Frost, 545 N.W.2d 302 at ¶34-5 (Iowa 

1996).

With no actual damages due to the pet, the Landlord is not entitled to recover for 

breach of the lease.  This is not, however, to argue that the Landlord is without any legal 

remedy.  Under Iowa Code § 562A.27, the Landlord could have issued a seven day letter 

to the tenant insisting that they remove the dog and if the dog was not removed Landlord 

could terminate the Tenant’s lease.  As noted, in addition, if there was actual damage by 

the dog, under Iowa Code §§562A.27&562A.32, the Landlord could recover their actual 

costs.  What Landlord is not permitted to do, however, is punish its tenants with fines or 

attempt to deter them with penalties.  
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Finally, charging $600 as a penalty for having a pet is unconscionable under Iowa 

Code § 562A.7 and this Court should not enforce it,

In considering a claim of unconscionability, we examine the following 
factors: (1) assent, (2) unfair surprise, (3) notice, (4) disparity of bargaining 
power, and (5) substantive unfairness. Gentile v. Allied Energy Prods., Inc., 
479 N.W.2d 607, 609 (Iowa 1991). An agreement is substantively unfair ―if 
it is ‗such as no man in his senses and not under delusion would make on the 
one hand, and as no honest and fair man would accept on the other.' Casey v.  
Lupkes, 286 N.W.2d 204, 207 (Iowa 1979) (citations omitted).  The basic test 
is whether, in light of the general commercial background and the 
commercial needs of the particular trade or case, the clauses involved are so 
one-sided as to be unconscionable under the circumstances existing at the 
time of the making of the contract. . . . The principle is one of prevention of 
oppression and unfair surprise and not of disturbance of allocation of risks 
because of superior bargaining power.

Frontier Leasing Corp. v. Waterford Golf Associates, L.L.C., No. 0-634 / 10-0019 
53-4 , 2010 WL. 4484390 at ¶53-4.  (Iowa App.  2010).

The one sided nature of this lease is clear.   Tenant is a lone college student, 

Landlord is the biggest landlord and largest property in Iowa City.  The lease provisions 

are in tiny print in a boilerplate contract of adhesion provided to tenants on a “take it or 

leave it” basis. Gentile v. Allied Energy Prods., Inc.,479 N.W.2d 607, 609 (Iowa Ct. App. 

1991).   Because of Landlord’s dominance of the Iowa City rental market, when 

considered en masse tenants have no choice but to rent from Landlord. The $600 pet 

penalty, in common with many other portions of Landlord’s lease are forced upon tenants 

and are oppressive.  This Court should refuse to enforce this provision because it is 

clearly unconscionable.   

IV. LANDLORD HAS ABUSED PROCESS AND VIOLATED THE IOWA 
DEBT COLLECTION STATUTE 
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As the evidence at trial will show, Tenant was charged a $600 pet fee on 

December 9, 2011 as well as late fees when Tenant refused to pay the pet fee.  Finally, on 

January 20, 2012 and on February 21, 2012, Tenant was charged for $40 for two separate 

“3 day notices.” These are the three day notices to quit required under Iowa Code §648.1 

before proceeding to evict pursuant to a forcible entry and detainer action.   The required 

rent had been paid in full and the only unpaid charges were for the pet fee and late fees. 

Tenant received the three day notice and was upset and worried that she would be evicted 

if the pet fee was not paid.  Nevertheless, Tenant refused to pay the charges, but 

continued to pay rent and was not evicted.

In fact, Landlord’s policy is to use three day notices to threaten eviction as a 

means of collecting these illegal, non-rent charges without any intention of actually 

enforcing eviction.   At trial the testimony of Rockne Cole, an Iowa City attorney will be 

presented.  Mr. Cole represented a client who was also “fined” by Landlord.  His client 

also received a three day notice as a result of refusing to pay the fines. Mr. Cole 

contacted Landlord and was told by an employee that, “they had no intention of actually 

evicting and that the purpose of these notices was to get the tenants’ attention.”  Mr. 

Cole’s client refused to pay the fine,  yet still was not evicted.

Similarly, in the companion case, Caruso v. Clark, SCSC0816967, the Plaintiff 

paid their rent, but refused to pay what they considered to be an illegal and excessive 

repair charge.  They also received a three notice, still refused to pay and were not 

evicted.8

7 This is also a small claims landlord tenant case filed by Plaintiff’s counsel the same day as the instant 
case.
8 See record in Caruso v. Clark, SCSC081696.
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The pattern is clear.  Landlord uses fake three day notices and their threat of 

imminent eviction as a way to coerce their tenants into paying non-rent fees and charges. 

Obviously getting an eviction notice would “get the tenants’ attention” and would be an 

excellent way to frighten them into payment.  However, we have direct testimonial 

evidence that Landlord had no intention of following through on the three day notice.  In 

addition, we can see that when tenants refuse to pay non-rent charges, they are not, in 

fact, evicted.  Landlord does not wish to lose tenants that are paying their rent and is 

clearly using the three notice as a threat with no intention of eviction even if non-rent fees 

and charges are unpaid.  After all, these charges can always be deducted from the security 

deposit.  To add insult to injury, Landlord even charges $40 for service of these fake 

three notices!  

This clearly constitutes the tort of abuse of process.   The Iowa Supreme Court 

held in Fuller v. Local Union No. 106, 567 N.W.2d 419 (Iowa 1997) that, 

The tort of abuse of process is "the use of legal process, whether criminal or 
civil, against another primarily to accomplish a purpose for which it was not 
designed." Palmer v. Tandem Management Servs., Inc., 505 N.W.2d 813, 817 
(Iowa 1993); see also Restatement (Second) of Torts § 682, at 474 (1977). 
The essence of this tort is an improper purpose for using the legal process. 
Palmer, 505 N.W.2d at 817. Normally the improper purpose sought is an 
attempt to secure from another some collateral advantage not properly 
includable in the process itself. Id. This amounts to "a form of extortion in  
which a lawfully used process is perverted to an unlawful use." Id. (citing 
Schmidt v. Wilkinson, 340 N.W.2d 282, 284-85 (Iowa 1983))

Emphasis supplied, Fuller v. Local Union No. 106, 567 N.W.2d 419 at ¶22.    The Fuller  

Court stated that the three elements of an abuse of process claim are,  “(1) the use of a 

legal process; (2) its use in an improper or unauthorized manner; and (3) the plaintiff 
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suffered damages as a result of the abuse. “ citing Wilson v. Hayes, 464 N.W.2d 250, 266 

(Iowa 1990). Fuller v. Local Union No. 106, 567 N.W.2d 419 at ¶23-4.

With regard to the element of use of a legal process, the Fuller Court defined 

process as, “’the papers issued by a court to bring a party or property within its 

jurisdiction, e.g., a writ of attachment, the process used to initiate a civil action, or the 

process related to the bringing of criminal charges.’" citing Chemawa Country Golf, Inc.  

v. Wnuk, 402 N.E.2d 1069, 1071 (Mass App 1980), Fuller v. Local Union No. 106, 567 

N.W.2d 419 at ¶26.

Clearly the service of a three day notice to quit is the use of legal process. 

Similarly, serving such a notice with the intention to coerce tenants into paying a charge, 

in this case, an illegal charge, is an improper use.  Finally, as Tenant has paid the three 

day notice fees, she has clearly suffered damage.   Landlord is clearly guilty of abuse of 

process. 

In addition, this use of fake three day notices also violates the Iowa debt 

collection statutes.  Under Iowa Code §537.7103, entitled, “Prohibited practices.”

4.  A debt collector shall not use a fraudulent, deceptive, or misleading 
representation or means to collect or attempt to collect a debt or to obtain 
information concerning debtors.  The following conduct is fraudulent, 
deceptive, or misleading within the meaning of this subsection:

e.  An intentional misrepresentation, or a representation which tends to create 
a false impression of the character, extent or amount of a debt, or of its status 
in a legal proceeding.

Iowa Code §537.7103(4)(e). 

Tenant has clearly met her burden here with regard to abuse of process and 

prohibited debt collection.  Landlord’s employee has admitted that it had no intention of 

9



enforcing its eviction notices and that their purpose was merely to “get the tenants’ 

attention.”  This is clearly misrepresenting the status of the debt in a legal proceeding and 

a violation of the debt collection statute.    No doubt Landlord found threatening eviction 

to be a highly potent debt collection technique.  However, in this case Landlord’s debt 

collection policy amounted to using this court and its process to extort illegal fees from 

its tenants. 

V. LANDLORD HAS WILLFULLY USED A RENTAL AGREEMENT 
CONTAINING PROVISIONS KNOWN BY THE LANDLORD 
TO BE  PROHIBITED  

Under the Iowa Uniform Residential Landlord Tenant Act (“URLTA”) codified at 

Chapter 562A of the Iowa Code,  “The landlord and tenant may include in a rental 

agreement, terms and conditions not prohibited by this chapter or other rule of law…” 

Iowa Code §562A.9(1).   

Further,

A rental agreement shall not provide that the tenant or landlord…1. Agrees to 
waive or to forego rights or remedies under this chapter…2.  A provision 
prohibited by subsection 1 included in a rental agreement is unenforceable. If 
a landlord willfully uses a rental agreement containing provisions known by 
the landlord to be prohibited, a tenant may recover actual damages sustained 
by the tenant and not more than three months' periodic rent and reasonable 
attorney's fees.

Iowa Code §562A.11(1) & (2).

As we have seen a landlord may not charge fees or penalties or liquidated 

damages in excess of actual damages in a residential lease, thus Landlord’s lease is 

replete with illegal provisions, for example lease §8 automatically imposes a “penalty” of 
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$10 a day for failure to change utilities; lease §13(a)  imposes a “penalty” of $100 an 

hour (!!!) for units not ready for inspection; lease §37(a) imposes a $100 an hour 

“penalty” for failure to be moved out by the inspection;  lease §49(b) imposes a $100 

“penalty” for failure to abide by social gathering rules;  lease §52 imposes a $50 

“penalty” for having a Christmas tree or pumpkin.

Landlord’s liquidated damages charges and fees for repair and cleaning are also 

clearly excessive.   For example, Landlord automatically charges $10 a piece for 

lightbulbs, lease §18; $10 per nail hole plus $70 per hour for painting, lease §19;  $70 an 

hour for maintenance during business hours and $90 an hour outside business hours, lease 

§33(c); for cleaning tenants are charged $40 an hour per person with a 6-8 person 

cleaning crew plus $40 service charge, Lease §37(c).

Lease §33(e) states, 

The following are estimated amounts for maintenance repairs or replacements 
during the lease (prices include a min. of 1 hour labor): pre-hung entry 
door=$543-$599, pre-hung hollow core door=$289, window=$135-$195, 
window screen=$110, patio window=$325, patio screen=$125-$205, mini 
blinds=$85, towel bar=$85, mirror=$109, light cover=$82, t-stat=$95, fire 
extinguisher=$126, smoke detector=$116, carpet replacement=$875-$2600. 
Depending upon the time/materials, charges could exceed these amounts. 

These prices are clearly excessive.  We note that Menard’s, a local hardware 

chain, for example, lists window screens for $24.899, fire extinguishers for 

$21.4710, thermostats for $14.9811, smoke detectors for $6.8912, and pre-hung 

9 http://www.menards.com/main/specialty-exterior-doors/parts/screen-for-lowkick-32-model-510-storm-
doors/p-201580-c-7567.htm
10 http://www.menards.com/main/see-more/home-accessibility/every-room-essentials/home-security-
safety/fire-extinguishers/lifesaver-basic-use-1a10bc-fire-extinguisher/p-1729642-c-12614.htm
11 http://www.menards.com/main/heating-cooling/thermostats/heat-and-cooling-thermostat/p-134426-c-
6334.htm
12 http://www.menards.com/main/electrical/safety-security/smoke-detectors/smart-electrician-battery-
powered-basic-i9030-smoke-alarm/p-1729647-c-6469.htm
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hollow core interior doors for $32.90.13   These are the retail price for individual 

items, presumably Landlord could buy in bulk and save considerably.  In addition, 

it does not take an hour to replace a smoke detector, fire extinguisher or window 

screen!   Simply by imposing a minimum charge of an hour’s labor Landlord has 

violated the statutory requirement of charging actual damages.  The $70 an hour 

charge for labor is also excessive, According to Iowa Workforce Development, the 

state agency responsible for employment security, the average hourly earnings for 

Iowa construction workers were around $21 an hour in April and May of 2012, in 

fact the highest average wage for all Iowa workers was about $22 an hour.14 

Landlord has clearly turned maintenance, cleaning and repair into a very profitable, 

yet illegal part of its rental business. 

Landlord is not a small “mom and pop” operation leasing out their upstairs room. 

They are a large corporate operation with their own carefully crafted lease.  Landlord’s 

lease is replete with provisions that are obviously in violation of the law.   The Montana 

Supreme Court, in interpreting Montana’s very similar enactment of the URLTA. held, 

The Landlord and Tenant Act, § 70-24-403(2), MCA (2005), provides "[i]f a 
party purposefully uses a rental agreement containing provisions known by 
him to be prohibited, the other party may recover, in addition to his actual 
damages, an amount up to 3 months' periodic rent." [Landlord]'s provision 
requiring tenants to pay its attorney fees in any legal dispute is clearly 
prohibited by the Landlord and Tenant Act, and [Landlord] should have 
known that from simply reading the Act. 

Emphasis supplied, Summers v. Crestview Apartments, 236 P.3d 586 at ¶62 (Mont. 

2010).

13 http://www.menards.com/main/doors-windows/mastercraft-slab-doors/32-in-x-80-in-x-1-3-8-in-primed-
2-panel-arch-smooth-hollow-core-interior-door-only/p-1657297-c-12245.htm
14 http://www.iowaworkforce.org/trends/wages.html  June 28, 2012
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Since a landlord may charge only its actual damages, all of the penalties and 

excessive fees and charges in its lease are clearly illegal and Landlord is liable for a 

knowing and willful violation of Iowa Code §562A.11(2).

VI.  JOSEPH CLARK IS PERSONALLY LIABLE FOR ANY ILLEGAL OR 
TORTIOUS CONDUCT HE PERSONALLY PARTICIPATED IN

As a general rule, shareholders, officers and directors of a corporation or members 

and directors of a limited liability company (“LLC”) are not personally liable for the acts 

of a corporation or LLC.  However, as the Iowa Supreme Court has held,

While liability of [LLC]members and managers is limited, the statute clearly 
imposes liability when they participate in tortious conduct. See Iowa Code § 
490A.603(3). This approach is compatible with the longstanding approach to 
liability in corporate settings, where, under general agency principles, 
corporate officers and directors can be liable for their torts even when 
committed in their capacity as an officer. Haupt v. Miller, 514 N.W.2d 905, 
907 (Iowa 1994); 3A Jennifer L. Berger et al., Fletcher Cyclopedia of the 
Law of Private Corporations § 1135, at 200-01 (perm. ed. rev. vol. 2002) 
[hereinafter Fletcher]. This approach has been explained as follows:

Agency law generally, and Iowa law in particular, has long recognized that if 
a person commits a tort while acting for another person, the tortfeasor is 
personally liable for the tort, even if the person for whom he is acting is also 
vicariously liable for the same wrong. In other words, a person's status as an 
agent confers no immunity with respect to the person's own tort liability. 
Thus, if a member of a limited liability company injures another person while 
working in the course of the firm's business, the member is personally liable 
for that harm along with the company, just as the member would be if he 
worked for a firm organized as a corporation, a partnership, or any other 
business form.   5 Doré § 13.12, at 288 (footnotes omitted).

Estate of Countryman v. Farmers Coop Assoc, 679 N.W. 2d 598 at ¶47-50 (Iowa 2004).
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Therefore, if the evidence at trial shows that Mr. Clark personally violated the 

URLTA or abused process or approved of employees or contractors doing so, he can be 

held personally liable. 

Respectfully submitted,

___________________________________
CHRISTOPHER WARNOCK  AT0009679

532 Center Street
Iowa City, IA 52245 

(319) 358-9213
chriswarnock@gmail.com

                                            ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true copy of this document was served on August 
24, 2012, via e-mail and/or hand delivery and/or first class mail, postage pre-paid, upon 
all attorneys of record who have not waived their right to service and/or pro se parties at 
their respective addresses as shown herein:

James Affeldt C. Joseph Holland
Elderkin and Pirnie, P.L.C. Holland & Anderson
115 First Avenue SE 123 N. Linn St, Suite 300
P.O. Box 1968 PO Box 2820
Cedar Rapids, IA 52406 Iowa City, IA 522244
Attorney for Joseph Clark Attorney for James Clark, N-1 LLC 
& Apartments Downtown & Gilbert Manor, LLC

__________________________
Christopher Warnock
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