
 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

HOUSTON DIVISION 
 

 )  
In re: ) Chapter 11 
 )  
DISH DBS CORPORATION,  
DISH WIRELESS L.L.C., et al.,1 

) 
) 

Case No. 26-90627 (CML) 

 )  
   Debtors. ) Adversary Proc. No. 26-_____ 

 )  
 )  
DISH WIRELESS L.L.C., )  
 )  

Plaintiff, )  
 )  

v. )  
 )  
THOSE PARTIES LISTED IN APPENDIX A  )  
TO COMPLAINT, )  
 )  
   Defendants. )  
 )  
 

DISH WIRELESS L.L.C.’S ADVERSARY COMPLAINT  

DISH Wireless L.L.C. (“DWLLC”), as debtor and debtor in possession in the above-

captioned chapter 11 proceeding, (together with the DISH DBS Corporation chapter 11 

proceeding, the “Chapter 11 Cases”), and as plaintiff in the above-captioned adversary 

proceeding (the “Stay Extension Adversary Proceeding”), hereby files this complaint (the 

“Complaint”) against the defendants set forth in Appendix A to this Complaint (collectively, the 

“Defendants”).  In support of this Complaint, DWLLC states as follows: 

______________ 
1  The last four digits of DISH DBS Corporation’s and DISH Wireless L.L.C.’s respective tax identification 
numbers are 8967 and 6388.  A complete list of each of the Debtors in these Chapter 11 Cases and the last four digits 
of their federal tax identification numbers may be obtained on the website of the Debtors’ proposed claims and noticing 
agent at https://dm.epiq11.com/DBS.  The location of the Debtors’ corporate headquarters and the Debtors’ service 
address is 9601 S. Meridian Blvd., Englewood, Colorado 80112.  
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INTRODUCTION 

1. Beginning in 2019, DWLLC and certain of its affiliates undertook an ambitious 

effort to deploy a nationwide, first-of-its-kind cloud-native Open Radio Access Network-based 5G 

mobile network.  That network depended entirely on a portfolio of spectrum licenses and related 

assets that DWLLC’s ultimate parent company EchoStar Corporation (“EchoStar”) and certain of 

its affiliates (not including DWLLC or its subsidiaries) had assembled over a decade at a cost of 

more than $30 billion—approximately $13 billion of which was expended by DWLLC itself.2  In 

furtherance of building out and operating the 5G network, DWLLC entered into commercial 

agreements (including service agreements, site lease agreements, and other arrangements) with 

third parties across the country (the “5G Network Providers”).  Without DWLLC’s ability to use 

EchoStar’s spectrum, DWLLC would not have entered into or been capable of carrying out its 

obligations under the 5G Network Provider agreements.  EchoStar is not a party to any of the 

agreements with the 5G Network Providers and is not in contractual privity with any of the 5G 

Network Providers.  

2. In May 2025, the Federal Communications Commission (the “FCC”), in an 

unprecedented and unforeseeable action, threatened to revoke EchoStar’s spectrum licenses unless 

EchoStar divested them to FCC-approved buyers.  Although EchoStar vigorously contested the 

FCC’s directive, it ultimately had no choice but to agree to sell its spectrum licenses to third parties, 

including AT&T and SpaceX (such sales, the “Required Sale Transactions”).  The Required Sale 

Transactions deprived DWLLC of the spectrum necessary to deploy the wireless network, made it 

impossible for DWLLC to continue to build, operate, or pay for the network, frustrated the purpose 

______________ 
2  EchoStar, each of the debtors and debtors-in-possession in the above-captioned cases (the “Debtors”), and 
EchoStar’s non-Debtor subsidiaries are collectively referred to herein as the “Company.” 
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of DWLLC’s agreements with 5G Network Providers, and constituted force majeure events under 

those agreements.  DWLLC sent notices to the 5G Network Providers informing them of the same.  

The 5G Network Providers then initiated more than 200 lawsuits against DWLLC, eight of which 

also name the Non-Debtor Parties as defendants (such actions, the “5G Network Actions”).3  The 

“Non-Debtor Parties” are EchoStar, DISH Purchasing Corp. (“DISH Purchasing”), and Dish 

Network California Service Corporation (“DISH Network Ca.”). 

3. The commencement of these Chapter 11 Cases automatically stayed all 

proceedings, including the 5G Network Actions, against DWLLC.  It also stays the 5G Network 

Actions against the Non-Debtor Parties.  Each of the 5G Network Actions asserts a claim for 

tortious interference with contract or breach of contract against one of the Non-Debtor Parties 

based on the allegations that: (i) one or more such Non-Debtor Parties directed DWLLC to assert 

force majeure, impossibility, and frustration of purpose defenses; or (ii) DISH Purchasing or DISH 

Network Ca. breached a contract with the relevant 5G Network Provider as a result of DWLLC’s 

conduct.  None of these claims can be adjudicated without a determination of the claims alleged 

against DWLLC or the conduct of DWLLC.  The plaintiffs’ continued assertions of claims against 

the Non-Debtor Parties in the 5G Network Actions is, therefore, an effort to adjudicate prepetition 

claims against DWLLC, in violation of the automatic stay.         

______________ 
3  The 5G Network Actions include: (i) American Towers LLC v. DISH Wireless L.L.C., No. 1:25-cv-03311 
(D. Colo. Oct. 20, 2025) (“American Tower”); (ii) Chamesh Chalom LLC v. DISH Wireless L.L.C., No. ESX-L-
004293-26 (N.J. Super. CT. Law Div. May 21, 2026) (“Chamesh Chalom”); (iii) Comcast Business Communications, 
LLC v. DISH Wireless L.L.C., No. 1:26-cv-00824 (D. Colo. Feb. 27, 2026) (“Comcast”); (iv) CoxCom, LLC v. DISH 
Wireless L.L.C., No. 1:26-cv-02529 (D. Colo. June 8, 2026) (“CoxCom”); (v) Aircomm of Avon, LLC v. DISH Wireless 
L.L.C., No. 1:25-cv-03756 (D. Colo. Nov. 20, 2025) (“Crown Castle”); (vi) CSL Garage, Ltd. v. DISH Wireless L.L.C., 
No. 2:26-cv-00616 (S.D. Ohio May 21, 2026) (“CSL Garage”); (vii) Mariners Landing, LLC v. T-Mobile USA, Inc., 
No. CV0009279 (Cal. Super Ct. Marin County 2026) (“Mariner’s Landing”); and (viii) DQE Communications, LLC 
v. DISH Wireless, L.L.C., No. 1:26-cv-05363 (S.D.N.Y. June 25, 2026) (“DQE”).  EchoStar is a defendant in each of 
the 5G Network Actions other than Mariner’s Landing; DISH Purchasing is a defendant in Crown Castle; and DISH 
Network Ca. is a defendant in Mariner’s Landing.  
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4. If this Court were to determine that a stay under section 362(a) does not 

automatically apply to claims against the Non-Debtor Parties in the 5G Network Actions, then an 

extension of the stay to the Non-Debtor Parties is warranted.  The complaints in the 5G Network 

Actions allege that the Non-Debtor Parties directed, controlled, and caused DWLLC’s purported 

contractual breaches or, in certain instances, that the Non-Debtor Parties breached their own 

contracts as a result of DWLLC’s conduct, such that the Debtors and the Non-Debtor Parties have 

an identity of interests in the adjudication of the claims asserted in the 5G Network Actions, 

supporting an extension of the automatic stay.  The claims against the Debtors and the Non-Debtor 

Parties turn on overlapping issues of law and fact, such that the claims against the Non-Debtor 

Parties are effectively claims against DWLLC.  For example, for any of the plaintiffs in the 5G 

Network Actions to prevail on their respective claims that EchoStar tortiously interfered with 

DWLLC’s contracts by directing DWLLC to assert force majeure, impossibility, or frustration of 

purpose defenses, the plaintiffs would need to prove that DWLLC itself asserted such defenses 

and that such assertion was improper.  Any such determination of liability against the Non-Debtor 

Parties would, therefore, necessarily require a determination of the rights, defenses and liabilities 

of DWLLC.   

5. Continued prosecution of the 5G Network Actions against the Non-Debtor Parties 

will also cause direct and material harm to DWLLC’s reorganization efforts.  Allowing those 

claims to be litigated in courts across the country would deprive DWLLC of the “breathing spell” 

that the automatic stay is designed to provide.  DWLLC is the principal custodian of the 

documentary evidence, witnesses, and information that will be the subject of extensive discovery 

in those proceedings.  Even if DWLLC is nominally severed from the 5G Network Actions, it will 

inevitably be compelled to participate as a central figure in discovery at a time when its 
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management and personnel must remain focused on managing liquidity and achieving a prompt 

and successful reorganization.  EchoStar and the other Non-Debtor Parties similarly lack the ability 

to respond to discovery regarding the network buildout, force majeure determinations, and 

cessation of payments without drawing on DWLLC’s records and personnel, and these requests 

will necessarily be directed to DWLLC’s management and employees.  The attendant costs and 

distraction of multi-jurisdictional litigation will deplete resources of DWLLC’s estate that would 

otherwise be available for the benefit of all creditors.  It would also prejudice DWLLC’s defense 

of these actions in the proper forum when such disputes resume.     

6. Additionally, DWLLC seeks injunctive relief under section 105(a) to immediately 

enjoin prosecution of the 5G Network Actions against the Non-Debtor Parties for the pendency of 

the Chapter 11 Cases.  DWLLC satisfies all four factors for injunctive relief.  One, DWLLC is 

likely to succeed on the merits because it is likely to succeed in this action and is likely to 

successfully reorganize.  Two, continued litigation of the 5G Network Actions will cause 

immediate and irreparable harm to DWLLC and its estate by forcing DWLLC to expend 

significant time and resources in connection with costly, wide-ranging, multi-jurisdictional 

discovery, threatening DWLLC’s ability to restructure swiftly and efficiently.  Three, the balance 

of equities weighs strongly in DWLLC’s favor: while the estate would face immediate and 

irreparable harm if the 5G Network Actions are allowed to continue, the plaintiffs in those 

proceedings will remain able to fully pursue their claims in this Court through proofs of claim, 

plan objections, or otherwise, and are thus merely being asked to delay, not forgo, their claims.  

Four, injunctive relief is in the public interest because it will enable this Court to discharge its 

obligations in considering and confirming a plan of reorganization under Section 1129, ensure that 
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all creditors are afforded equal footing in the reorganization process, and allow DWLLC to 

maximize the value of its estate for the benefit of all creditors. 

PARTIES 

7. Plaintiff DISH Wireless L.L.C. is a Colorado limited liability company with 

Neyland Networks LLC as its sole member.  Neyland Networks LLC is a Texas limited liability 

company with DISH Wireless Holding L.L.C. as its sole member.  DISH Wireless Holding L.L.C. 

is a limited liability company with DISH Network Corporation as its sole member.  DISH Network 

Corporation is a registered corporation incorporated under the laws of Nevada.  At all relevant 

times, DISH Network Corporation’s principal place of business and corporate headquarters have 

been located in Englewood, Colorado.  Each of DISH Network Corporation and DISH Wireless 

L.L.C. is a citizen of Nevada and Colorado.  Accordingly, DISH Wireless L.L.C. is a citizen of 

Nevada, Texas, and Colorado.  

8. Defendant American Towers LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

American Tower Corporation as its sole member.  American Tower Compl. ¶ 29.  American Tower 

Corporation is a Delaware corporation that maintains its principal place of business in Boston, 

Massachusetts.  Id.  American Towers LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

9. Defendant SpectraSite Communications is a Delaware limited liability company 

with SpectraSite, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 30.  SpectraSite, LLC is a Delaware limited 

liability company with American Tower Corporation as its sole member.  Id.  American Tower 

Corporation is a Delaware corporation that maintains its principal place of business in Boston, 

Massachusetts.  Id.  SpectraSite Communications is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 
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10. Defendant InSite Wireless Group is a Delaware limited liability company with IWG 

Holdings, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 31.  IWG Holdings, LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company; its two members are MIP III Iron Holdings LLC and American Tower Investments LLC.  Id.  

MIP III Iron Holdings LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with ATC MIP III REIT Iron 

Holdings LLC as its sole member.  Id.  ATC MIP III REIT Iron Holdings LLC is a Delaware limited 

liability company with American Tower Investments LLC as its sole member.  Id.  American Tower 

Investments LLC is a California limited liability company; its two members are ATC TRS II LLC and 

American Towers LLC.  Id.  ATC TRS II LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with American 

Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id.  American Towers LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with American Tower Corporation as its sole member.  Id.  As noted, American Tower Corporation 

is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  InSite Wireless Group is therefore a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts. 

11. Defendant 52 Eighty Tower Partners I, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with InSite Issuer, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 33.  InSite Issuer, LLC is a Delaware limited 

liability company with InSite Wireless Group as its sole member.  Id.  As noted, InSite Wireless 

Group is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  52 Eighty Tower Partners I, LLC is therefore 

a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

12. Defendant ACC Tower Sub, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with GTP 

Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 34.  GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC is a 

Delaware limited liability company with American Tower Holding Sub II, LLC as its sole member.  

Id.  American Tower Holding Sub II, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with Global 

Tower Holdings, LLC as its sole member.  Id.  Global Tower Holdings, LLC is a Delaware limited 

liability company with GTP Investments LLC as its sole member.  Id.  GTP Investments LLC is a 
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Delaware limited liability company with Gondola Tower Holdings LLC as its sole member.  Id.  

Gondola Tower Holdings LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with American Tower 

Investments LLC as its sole member.  Id.  American Tower Investments LLC is a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts.  Id.  ACC Tower Sub, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

13. Defendant American Tower Asset Sub, LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with American Tower Holding Sub, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 35.  American Tower 

Holding Sub, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with American Tower Guarantor Sub, 

LLC as its sole member.  Id.  American Tower Guarantor Sub, LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with SpectraSite Communications as its sole member.  Id.  As noted, SpectraSite 

Communications is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  American Tower Asset Sub, 

LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

14. Defendant American Tower Asset Sub II, LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with American Tower Holding Sub, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 36.  As noted, 

American Tower Holding Sub, LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  American 

Tower Asset Sub II, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

15. Defendant American Tower Delaware Corporation is a Delaware corporation with its 

principal place of business in Boston, Massachusetts.  Id. ¶ 37.  American Tower Delaware Corporation 

is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  

16. Defendant American Tower Management, LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 38.  As noted, American Towers 

LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  American Tower Management, LLC is 

therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 
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17. Defendant ATC Green Grass LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 39.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  ATC Green Grass LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

18. Defendant ATC Iris I LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with American 

Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 40.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  ATC Iris I LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

19. Defendant ATC Ponderosa B-I LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 41.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  ATC Ponderosa B-I LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

20. Defendant ATC Sequoia LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 42.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen 

of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  ATC Sequoia LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

21. Defendant ATC South LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with American 

Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 43.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  ATC South LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

22. Defendant ATC Watertown LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with American 

Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 44.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen of Delaware 

and Massachusetts.  Id.  ATC Watertown LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 
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23. Defendant California Tower, Inc. is a Delaware corporation with its principal place 

of business in Boston, Massachusetts.  Id. ¶ 45.  California Tower, Inc. is therefore a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts. 

24. Defendant Central States Tower Holdings, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with SpectraSite Communications as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 46.  As noted, SpectraSite Communications 

is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  Central States Tower Holdings, LLC is therefore a 

citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

25. Defendant CNC2 Associates, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

SpectraSite Communications as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 47.  As noted, SpectraSite Communications 

is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  CNC2 Associates, LLC is therefore a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts. 

26. Defendant DCS Tower Sub, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with GTP 

Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 48.  GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC is a 

citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  DCS Tower Sub, LLC is therefore a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts. 

27. Defendant Global Tower Assets, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

Global Tower Holdings, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 49.  As noted, Global Tower Holdings, 

LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  Global Tower Assets, LLC is therefore a 

citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

28. Defendant Global Tower Assets III, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 50.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a 

citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  Global Tower Assets III, LLC is therefore a citizen 

of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

Case 26-90627   Document 472   Filed in TXSB on 07/21/26   Page 10 of 45



 

10 
 

29. Defendant GrainComm I, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

GrainComm LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 51.  GrainComm LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with American Tower Investments LLC as its sole member.  Id.  As noted, American Tower 

Investments LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GrainComm I, LLC is therefore a 

citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

30. Defendant GrainComm II, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

GrainComm LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 52.  GrainComm LLC is a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts.  Id.  GrainComm II, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

31. Defendant GrainComm III, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

GrainComm LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 53.  GrainComm LLC is a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts.  Id.  GrainComm III, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

32. Defendant GrainComm Marketing, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with GrainComm LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 54.  GrainComm LLC is a citizen of Delaware 

and Massachusetts.  Id.  GrainComm Marketing, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

33. Defendant GTP Acquisition Partners II, LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 55.  GTP Acquisition 

Partners I, LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP Acquisition Partners II, LLC 

is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

34. Defendant GTP Acquisition Partners III, LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 56.  GTP Acquisition 

Partners I, LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP Acquisition Partners III, 

LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 
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35. Defendant GTP Infrastructure I, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 57.  GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC 

is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP Infrastructure I, LLC is therefore a citizen 

of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

36. Defendant GTP Infrastructure II, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 58.  GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC 

is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP Infrastructure II, LLC is therefore a citizen 

of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

37. Defendant GTP South Acquisitions II, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 59.  GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC is a citizen 

of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP South Acquisitions II, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

38. Defendant GTP Structures I, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with Global 

Tower Holdings, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 60.  Global Tower Holdings, LLC is a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP Structures I, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

39. Defendant GTP Towers I, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with GTP 

Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 61.  GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC is a 

citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP Towers I, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware 

and Massachusetts. 

40. Defendant GTP Towers II, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 62.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen 
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of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP Towers II, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

41. Defendant GTP Towers IV, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with GTP 

Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 63.  As noted, GTP Acquisition Partners I, 

LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP Towers IV, LLC is therefore a citizen 

of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

42. Defendant GTP Towers V, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with GTP 

Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 64.  As noted, GTP Acquisition Partners I, 

LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP Towers V, LLC is therefore a citizen 

of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

43. Defendant GTP Towers VII, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with GTP 

Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 65.  As noted, GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC 

is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP Towers VII, LLC is therefore a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts. 

44. Defendant GTP Towers VIII, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 66.  As noted, GTP Acquisition Partners 

I, LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP Towers VIII, LLC is therefore a 

citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

45. Defendant InSite Towers, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with InSite 

Issuer, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 67.  InSite Issuer, LLC is a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts.  Id.  InSite Towers, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 
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46. Defendant InSite Towers Development LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

InSite Issuer, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 68.  As noted, InSite Issuer, LLC is a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts.  Id.  InSite Towers Development LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

47. Defendant InSite Towers Development 2, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with InSite Wireless Group as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 69.  As noted, InSite Wireless Group is a citizen 

of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  InSite Towers Development 2, LLC is therefore a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts. 

48. Defendant IWG II, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with IWG Holdings, LLC 

as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 70.  As noted, IWG Holdings, LLC is a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts.  Id.  IWG II, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

49. Defendant IWG Towers Assets I, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

InSite Issuer, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 71.  As noted, InSite Issuer, LLC is a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  IWG Towers Assets I, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware 

and Massachusetts. 

50. Defendant IWG Towers Assets II, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 72.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a 

citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  IWG Towers Assets II, LLC is therefore a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts. 

51. Defendant MHB Tower Rentals of America, LLC is a Mississippi limited liability 

company with ATC South LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 73.  As noted, ATC South LLC is a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  MHB Tower Rentals of America, LLC is therefore a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts. 
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52. Defendant Municipal Bay, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 74.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen 

of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  Municipal Bay, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

53. Defendant New Towers LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with American 

Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 75.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen of Delaware 

and Massachusetts.  Id.  As such, New Towers LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

54. Defendant PCS Structures Towers, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with GTP 

Acquisition Partners I, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 76.  As noted, GTP Acquisition Partners I, LLC is a 

citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  PCS Structures Towers, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware 

and Massachusetts. 

55. Defendant Towers of America, L.L.L.P. is a Delaware limited liability limited partnership.  

Id. ¶ 77.  Its partners are American Towers LLC and American Tower LLC. American Tower LLC is a 

Delaware limited liability company with American Tower Corporation as its sole member.  Id.  As noted, 

American Towers LLC and American Tower Corporation are both citizens of Delaware and Massachusetts.  

Id.  Towers of America, L.L.L.P. is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

56. Defendant UniSite, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with American 

Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 78.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  UniSite, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

57. Defendant Vangard Wireless, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with InSite 

Towers, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 79.  As noted, InSite Towers, LLC is a citizen of Delaware 
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and Massachusetts.  Id.  Vangard Wireless, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

58. Defendant Alternative Networking LLC is a Florida limited liability company with 

Global Tower Holdings, LLC as its sole member.   Id. ¶ 81.  Global Tower Holdings, LLC is a 

citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  Alternative Networking LLC is therefore a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts. 

59. Defendant ATC Managed Sites LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

ATC Tower Services LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 82.  ATC Tower Services LLC is a Delaware 

limited liability company with American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id.  American Towers 

LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  ATC Managed Sites LLC is therefore a 

citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

60. Defendant ATC Ponderosa K LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 83.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen 

of Delaware and Massachusetts.  ATC Ponderosa K LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

61. Defendant ATC XYZ LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with American 

Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 84.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen of 

Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  ATC XYZ LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

62. Defendant Cell Tower Lease Acquisition LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 85.  As noted, American Towers 

LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  Cell Tower Lease Acquisition LLC is 

therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 
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63. Defendant Global Tower Holdings, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with GTP Investments LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 34.  GTP Investments LLC is a Delaware 

limited liability company with Gondola Tower Holdings LLC as its sole member.  Id.  Gondola 

Tower Holdings LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with American Tower Investments LLC 

as its sole member.  Id.  American Tower Investments LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  

Id.  Global Tower Holdings, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

64. Defendant GTP Structures II, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

Global Tower Holdings, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 86.  As noted, Global Tower Holdings, 

LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTP Structures II, LLC is therefore a citizen 

of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

65. Defendant GTPI Holdco, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with GTP 

Investments LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 87.  GTP Investments LLC is a citizen of Delaware 

and Massachusetts.  Id.  GTPI Holdco, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

66. Defendant IWG-TLA Telecom, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

InSite Issuer, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 88.  InSite Issuer, LLC is a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts.  Id.  IWG-TLA Telecom, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and 

Massachusetts. 

67. Defendant Ulysses Asset Sub I, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 89.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen 

of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  Ulysses Asset Sub I, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware 

and Massachusetts. 

68. Defendant Ulysses Asset Sub II, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 90.  As noted, American Towers LLC is a citizen 
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of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  Ulysses Asset Sub II, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware 

and Massachusetts. 

69. Defendant Repeater Communications Group II, LLC is a New York limited liability 

company with Repeater Communications Group, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 91.  Repeater 

Communications Group, LLC is a New York limited liability company with InSite Wireless Group 

as its sole member.  Id.  InSite Wireless Group is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  

Repeater Communications Group II, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

70. Defendant Repeater Communications Group III, LLC is a New York limited 

liability company with Repeater Communications Group, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 92.  As 

noted, Repeater Communications Group, LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  

Repeater Communications Group III, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

71. Defendant Repeater Communications Group VI, LLC is a New York limited 

liability company with Repeater Communications Group, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 93.  As 

noted, Repeater Communications Group, LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  

Repeater Communications Group VI, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

72. Defendant T8 Ulysses Site Management LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with American Towers LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 94.  As noted, American Towers 

LLC is a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts.  Id.  T8 Ulysses Site Management LLC is 

therefore a citizen of Delaware and Massachusetts. 

73. Defendant Chamesh Chalom LLC is a New Jersey limited liability company.  

Chamesh Chalom Compl. ¶ 1.  Upon information and belief, Chamesh Chalom LLC does not have 

members who are citizens of other states.   
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74. Defendant Comcast Business Communications, LLC is a Pennsylvania limited 

liability company.  Comcast Compl. ¶ 15.  Upon information and belief, Comcast Business 

Communications, LLC is indirectly owned by Comcast Corporation, a Pennsylvania corporation 

with its principal place of business in Pennsylvania, and does not have members who are citizens 

of other states.   

75. Defendant CoxCom, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with Cox 

Communications, Inc., as its sole member.  CoxCom Compl. ¶ 8.  Cox Communications, Inc. is a 

Delaware corporation that maintains a principal place of business in Atlanta, Georgia.  Id.  

CoxCom is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Georgia. 

76. Defendant Lumos Networks of West Virginia, LLC is a Virginia limited liability 

company with Lumos Networks Operating Company, LLC, as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 9.  Lumos 

Networks Operating Company, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with Lumos 

Networks 3, LLC, as its sole member.  Id.  Lumos Networks 3, LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with MTN Infrastructure, LLC, as its sole member.  Id.  MTN Infrastructure, LLC is a 

Delaware limited liability company with MTN Infrastructure Intermediate, LP as its sole member.  

Id.  MTN Infrastructure Intermediate, LP is a Delaware limited partnership.  Id.  MTN Infrastructure 

Intermediate, LP's general partner is MTN Infrastructure Intermediate GP, LLC, which is a 

Delaware limited liability company, and its limited partner is MTN Infrastructure TopCo Blocker, 

Inc., which is a Delaware corporation that maintains principal place of business in Atlanta, Georgia.  

Id.  MTN Infrastructure Intermediate GP, LLC's sole member is MTN Infrastructure TopCo 

Blocker, Inc., which is a Delaware corporation that maintains a principal place of business at 6205-

B Peachtree Dunwoody Road, Atlanta, Georgia 30328.  Id.  Lumos Networks of West Virginia, 

LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Georgia. 
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77. Defendant Lumos Networks 2, LLC is a Virginia limited liability company with 

Lumos Networks Operating Company, LLC as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 10.  Lumos Networks 

Operating Company, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with Lumos Networks 3, LLC 

as its sole member.  Id.  Lumos Networks 3, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

MTN Infrastructure, LLC as its sole member.  Id.  MTN Infrastructure, LLC is a Delaware limited 

liability company with MTN Infrastructure Intermediate, LP as its sole member.  MTN 

Infrastructure Intermediate, LP is a Delaware limited partnership.  Id.  MTN Infrastructure 

Intermediate, LP's general partner is MTN Infrastructure Intermediate GP, LLC, which is a 

Delaware limited liability company, and its limited partner is MTN Infrastructure TopCo Blocker, 

Inc., which is a Delaware corporation that maintains a principal place of business in Atlanta, 

Georgia.  Id.  MTN Infrastructure Intermediate GP, LLC’s sole member is MTN Infrastructure 

TopCo Blocker, Inc., which is a Delaware corporation that maintains a principal place of business 

at 6205-B Peachtree Dunwoody Road, Atlanta, Georgia 30328.  Id.  Lumos Networks 2, LLC is 

therefore a citizen of Delaware and Georgia. 

78. Defendant South Carolina Telecommunications Group Holdings, LLC is a South 

Carolina limited liability company with SCTG, LLC, as its sole member.  Id. ¶ 11.  SCTG, LLC 

is a South Carolina limited liability company with MTN Infrastructure, LLC, as its sole member.  

Id.  MTN Infrastructure, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with MTN Infrastructure 

Intermediate, LP, a Delaware limited partnership, as its sole member.  Id.  MTN Infrastructure 

Intermediate, LP's general partner is MTN Infrastructure Intermediate GP, LLC, which is a 

Delaware limited liability company, and its limited partner is MTN Infrastructure TopCo Blocker, 

Inc., which is a Delaware corporation that maintains a principal place of business in Atlanta, Georgia.  

Id.  MTN Infrastructure Intermediate GP, LLC's sole member is MTN Infrastructure TopCo Blocker, 
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Inc., which is a Delaware corporation that maintains a principal place of business at 6205-B Peachtree 

Dunwoody Road, Atlanta, Georgia 30328.  Id.  South Carolina Telecommunications Group Holdings, 

LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Georgia. 

79. Defendant Aircomm of Avon LLC is a Connecticut limited liability company with 

CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Crown Castle Corporate Disclosure Statement at 3.  

CCGS Holdings Corp. is a Delaware corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, 

Texas.  Id.  Aircomm of Avon, L.L.C. is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas. 

80. Defendant Atlantic Coast Communications LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with Crown Castle USA Inc. as its sole member.  Id. at 3.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a 

Pennsylvania corporation with a principal place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id.  

Atlantic Coast Communications LLC is therefore a citizen of Pennsylvania. 

81. Defendant CCATT LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with Crown Castle 

USA Inc. as its sole member.  Id. at 4.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a Pennsylvania corporation with 

a principal place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id.  CCATT LLC is therefore a citizen 

of Pennsylvania. 

82. Defendant CCTMO LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with Crown 

Castle USA Inc. as its sole member.  Id.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a Pennsylvania corporation 

with a principal place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id.  CCTMO LLC is therefore a 

citizen of Pennsylvania. 

83. Defendant CCTM1 LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with Crown Castle 

USA Inc. as its sole member.  Id. at 5.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a Pennsylvania corporation with 

a principal place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id.  CCTM1 LLC is therefore a citizen 

of Pennsylvania. 
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84. Defendant CCTM2 LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with Crown Castle 

USA Inc. as its sole member.  Id.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a Pennsylvania corporation with a 

principal place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id.  CCTM2 LLC is therefore a citizen 

of Pennsylvania. 

85. Defendant Coverage Plus Antenna Systems LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 6.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a 

Delaware corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id. at 6.  Coverage 

Plus Antenna Systems LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas. 

86. Defendant Crown Atlantic Company LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with Crown Castle USA Inc. as its sole member.  Id. at 7.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a Pennsylvania 

corporation with a principal place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id.  Crown Atlantic 

Company LLC is therefore a citizen of Pennsylvania. 

87. Defendant Crown Castle Fiber LLC is a New York limited liability company with 

Crown Castle Fiber Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id.  Crown Castle Fiber Holdings Corp. 

is a Delaware corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Crown Castle 

Fiber LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas.  

88. Defendant Crown Castle GT Company LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with Crown Castle USA Inc. as its sole member.  Id. at 8.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a 

Pennsylvania corporation with a principal place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id.  

Crown Castle GT Company LLC is therefore a citizen of Pennsylvania. 

89. Defendant Crown Castle MU LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

Crown Castle USA Inc. as its sole member.  Id. at 8–9.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a Pennsylvania 
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corporation with a principal place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id. at 9.  Crown Castle 

MU LLC is therefore a citizen of Pennsylvania. 

90. Defendant Crown Castle South LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

Crown Castle USA Inc. as its sole member.  Id.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a Pennsylvania 

corporation with a principal place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id.  Crown Castle 

South LLC is therefore a citizen of Pennsylvania. 

91. Defendant Crown Castle Towers 05 LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with Crown Castle USA Inc. as its sole member.  Id. at 10.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a 

Pennsylvania corporation with a principal place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id.  

Crown Castle Towers 05 LLC is therefore a citizen of Pennsylvania.   

92. Defendant Crown Castle Towers 06-2 LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with Crown Castle USA Inc. as its sole member.  Id.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a Pennsylvania 

corporation with a principal place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id.  Crown Castle 

Towers 06-2 LLC is therefore a citizen of Pennsylvania. 

93. Defendant Crown Castle Towers 09 LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with Crown Castle Investment II Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 11.  Crown Castle Investment II 

Corp. is a Delaware corporation with its principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Crown 

Castle Towers 09 LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas.  

94. Defendant Crown Castle USA Inc. is a Pennsylvania corporation with a principal 

place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Crown Castle Amended Corporate Disclosure 

Statement at 1.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is therefore a citizen of Pennsylvania.  

95. Defendant Crown Communication LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with Crown Castle USA Inc. as its sole member.  Crown Castle Corporate Disclosure Statement 
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at 11.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a Pennsylvania corporation with a principal place of business in 

Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id.  Crown Communication LLC is therefore a citizen of 

Pennsylvania.  

96. Defendant Global Signal Acquisitions LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 12.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a Delaware 

corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Global Signal Acquisitions 

LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas.  

97. Defendant Global Signal Acquisitions II LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 13.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a 

Delaware corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Global Signal 

Acquisitions II LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas. 

98. Defendant Global Signal Acquisitions III LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a Delaware 

corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Global Signal Acquisitions 

III, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas.   

99. Defendant Global Signal Acquisitions IV LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 14.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a 

Delaware corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Global Signal 

Acquisitions IV LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas.  

100. Defendant GoldenState Towers, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 15.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a Delaware 

corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  GoldenState Towers, LLC 

is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas.  
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101. Defendant High Point Management Co. LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 15–16.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is 

a Delaware corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id. at 16.  High Point 

Management Co. LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas. 

102. Defendant ICB Towers, LLC is a Georgia limited liability company with CCGS 

Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 16.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a Delaware corporation 

with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  ICB Towers, LLC is therefore a citizen 

of Delaware and Texas. 

103. Defendant Interstate Tower Communications LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 17.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a 

Delaware corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Interstate Tower 

Communications LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas.  

104. Defendant IntraCoastal City Towers LLC is a Delaware limited liability company 

with CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 17.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a Delaware 

corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id. at 17–18.  IntraCoastal City 

Towers, LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas.  

105. Defendant Pinnacle Towers Acquisition LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 18.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a 

Delaware corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Pinnacle Towers 

Acquisition LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas.  

106. Defendant Pinnacle Tower Asset Holding LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 19.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a 
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Delaware corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Pinnacle Tower 

Asset Holding LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas. 

107. Defendant Pinnacle Towers LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 19–20.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a Delaware 

corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id. at 20.  Pinnacle Towers LLC 

is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas. 

108. Defendant Pinnacle Towers III LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 20.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a Delaware 

corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Pinnacle Towers III LLC is 

therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas.  

109. Defendant Radio Station WGLD LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 21.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a Delaware 

corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Radio Station WGLD LLC 

is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas. 

110. Defendant Shaffer & Associates, Inc. is a corporation that is incorporated in Illinois 

and has a principal place of business in Texas.  Id. at 21–22.  Shaffer & Associates, Inc. is therefore 

a citizen of Illinois and Texas.  

111. Defendant Sierra Towers, Inc. is a corporation that is incorporated in Texas and has 

its principal place of business in Texas.  Id. at 22.  Sierra Towers, Inc. is therefore a citizen of 

Texas. 

112. Defendant Tower Development Corporation is a corporation that is incorporated in 

Maryland and has its principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id. at 23.  Tower Development 

Corporation is therefore a citizen of Maryland and Texas. 
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113. Defendant Tower Systems LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with 

CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a Delaware corporation 

with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Tower Systems LLC is therefore a citizen 

of Delaware and Texas. 

114. Defendant Tower Technology Company of Jacksonville LLC is a Delaware limited 

liability company with CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 24.  CCGS Holdings Corp. 

is a Delaware corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Tower 

Technology Company of Jacksonville LLC is therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas.   

115. Defendant Tower Ventures III, LLC is a Tennessee limited liability company with 

CCGS Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 25.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a Delaware 

corporation with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id.  Tower Ventures III, LLC is 

therefore a citizen of Delaware and Texas.  

116. Defendant TVHT, LLC is a Tennessee limited liability company with CCGS 

Holdings Corp. as its sole member.  Id. at 25.  CCGS Holdings Corp. is a Delaware corporation 

with a principal place of business in Houston, Texas.  Id. at 25–26.  TVHT, LLC is therefore a 

citizen of Delaware and Texas. 

117. Defendant WCP Wireless Lease Subsidiary LLC is a Delaware limited liability 

company with Crown Castle USA Inc. as its sole member.  Id. at 26.  Crown Castle USA Inc. is a 

Pennsylvania corporation with a principal place of business in Canonsburg, Pennsylvania.  Id.  

WCP Wireless Lease Subsidiary LLC is therefore a citizen of Pennsylvania.  

118. Defendant CSL Garage, Ltd. is an Ohio limited liability company with its principal 

place of business in Columbus, Ohio.  CSL Garage Compl. ¶ 6.  Upon information and belief, CSL 

Garage, Ltd. does not have members who are citizens of other states.  
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119. Defendant Mariner’s Landing, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with a 

principal place of business in Sausalito, California.  Mariner’s Landing Compl. at 1.  Upon 

information and belief, Mariner’s Landing, LLC does not have members who are citizens of other 

states. 

120. Defendant DQE Communications, LLC is a Pennsylvania limited liability company 

with its principal place of business in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.  DQE Compl. ¶ 11.  DQE 

Communications, LLC’s members include: (i) a Delaware limited liability company with its 

principal place of business in Pennsylvania, which, in turn, has a single member that is a Delaware 

limited partnership; (ii) a Delaware limited partnership; and (iii) another Delaware limited 

partnership.  Id.  Each of the above-referenced limited partnerships, in turn, has general and/or 

limited partners that are citizens of the state of Delaware and/or Pennsylvania.  Id.  

121. Each named Defendant identified above is a plaintiff in one of the 5G Network 

Actions. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

122. The United States Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District of Texas (the 

“Court”) has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1334.   

123. “Arising under” and “arising in” jurisdiction exist over this action because this 

Complaint seeks to interpret the scope of the automatic stay, and, in the alternative, extend the 

automatic stay to the 5G Network Actions.  “Related to” jurisdiction exists over claims against the 

Non-Debtor Parties because (i) DWLLC would face the risk of being bound or prejudiced by 

multiple determinations of factual and legal issues if the 5G Network Actions as against the Non-

Debtor Parties are not stayed, and (ii) continued prosecution of the 5G Network Actions would 

divert critical estate resources from DWLLC’s reorganization efforts.  
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124. This is a core proceeding under 28 U.S.C. § 157(b).  DWLLC confirms its consent 

to entry of a final order by the Court pursuant to Bankruptcy Rule 7008 and Rule 7008-1 of the 

Bankruptcy Local Rules of the Southern District of Texas.   

125. Venue is proper before this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1408 and 1409. 

126. The statutory and other bases for the requested relief are sections 362(a) and 105(a) 

of the Bankruptcy Code and Bankruptcy Rules 7001(7), 7001(9), and 7065.  

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

A. Overview of Chapter 11 Cases 

127. On June 30, 2026 (the “Petition Date”), each Debtor filed a voluntary petition for 

relief under chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Code in this Court, commencing the above-captioned 

Chapter 11 Cases.  A detailed description of the Debtors, their operations, their prepetition 

corporate and capital structures, and the events leading to the commencement of these Chapter 11 

Cases is set forth in the Declaration of John Swieringa in Support of Chapter 11 Petitions and 

Requests for First Day Relief (the “First Day Declaration”) [Case No. 26-90627, Dkt. No. 19].   

128. The Debtors are indirect subsidiaries of EchoStar, a Nevada corporation 

headquartered in Englewood, Colorado, which serves as the ultimate parent company of each of 

the Debtors.  First Day Decl. ¶¶ 45–46.  EchoStar is not a Debtor in the Chapter 11 Cases.  

EchoStar’s direct subsidiary, non-Debtor DISH Network Corporation, is the indirect parent of 

Debtor DISH DBS Corporation (“DBS”); DBS is the direct parent of Debtor Neyland Networks 

LLC; Neyland Networks LLC is the sole member of Debtor DWLLC; and DWLLC and its 

subsidiaries together comprise the Company’s legacy 5G Network segment.  Id.  Non-Debtor Party 

DISH Network Ca. is a direct subsidiary of DISH Network Service L.L.C., which, along with Non-

Debtor Party DISH Purchasing, is a direct subsidiary of DBS.  Id., Ex. 1 at 5.  
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B. The 5G Network Buildout  

129. Beginning in 2008, the Company began strategically acquiring a portfolio of 

nationwide spectrum licenses to support future mobile broadband and voice services.  Id. ¶ 67.  In 

total, the Company invested more than $46 billion to deploy and operationalize the 5G network.  

Id. ¶ 70.  None of the DISH Wireless Debtors—(i) DWLLC; (ii) DISH Wireless Leasing L.L.C.; 

(iii) DISH Wireless Retail Holding L.L.C.; (iv) DISH Wireless Retail Operating L.L.C.; (v) DISH 

Infinite Corporation; and (vi) Neyland Networks LLC (collectively, the “DISH Wireless 

Debtors”)—currently owns or formerly owned the spectrum licenses; those licenses are held by 

EchoStar and certain of its non-Debtor subsidiaries, which permitted DWLLC to use them in 

furtherance of the 5G network buildout.  Id. ¶ 12. 

130. The Company acquired the Boost Mobile brand and subscriber base in July 2020 

as a condition of the T-Mobile/Sprint merger required by the Department of Justice.  Id. ¶¶ 68–69.  

In connection with that acquisition, the FCC imposed a complex series of 5G network buildout 

commitments and milestones.  Id.  From 2020 to 2025, the Debtors, led by DWLLC, invested more 

than $13 billion to construct the Company’s nationwide 5G mobile network infrastructure.  Id. 

¶ 70.  In furtherance of that buildout, DWLLC entered into thousands of agreements with tower 

lessors and other vendors, all of which were premised on EchoStar’s spectrum portfolio being 

available to DWLLC.  Id. ¶¶ 14–15.   

C. The FCC’s Unprecedented Actions and the Required Sale Transactions 

131. By May 2025, the Company had timely met all applicable FCC buildout milestones.  

First Day Decl. ¶ 9.  On May 9, 2025, however, the FCC Chairman sent a letter to EchoStar 

initiating a review and investigation of EchoStar’s 5G buildout compliance and utilization of 

spectrum authorizations and threatening “the loss of its spectrum licenses and significant financial 

payments.”  Id. ¶¶ 79–81.  On May 12, 2025, the FCC issued public notices regarding the same 
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investigation.  Id.  Following the issuance of these notices, the Company engaged in extensive 

negotiations with the FCC to resolve the investigation, but the FCC maintained its position and 

ultimately directed EchoStar to divest its spectrum portfolio.  Id. ¶¶ 82, 85, 86. 

132. As a direct result of the FCC’s unprecedented and unforeseeable directive, 

EchoStar was required to agree to the Required Sale Transactions and sell a material portion of its 

wireless spectrum portfolio to AT&T and SpaceX for approximately $42 billion of total 

consideration.  Id. ¶ 10.  As a result of the sale of the wireless spectrum portfolio, DWLLC could 

no longer continue to build out or operate the 5G network.  Id. ¶ 12.  

D. The Force Majeure Notices and the 5G Network Actions 

133. In connection with building out and operating the 5G Network, DWLLC entered 

into thousands of contracts (including site lease agreements, master service agreements, and 

equipment supply and maintenance contracts) with owners and operators of communications tower 

sites and providers of network equipment and services to operationalize EchoStar’s spectrum for 

subscribers.  First Day Decl. ¶¶ 14–15.  Nearly all of these agreements are between DWLLC and 

a 5G Network Provider.  Id.  EchoStar is not a party to any of the agreements with the 5G Network 

Providers and has no direct contractual relationship with any of the 5G Network Providers.  Id. 

134. Beginning in September 2025, DWLLC sent notices to the 5G Network Providers, 

stating that the FCC’s unprecedented actions and the resulting Required Sale Transactions 

constituted a force majeure event, frustrated the principal purpose of the relevant contracts, and 

rendered DWLLC’s performance thereunder commercially impractical and impossible.  Id. ¶¶ 14–

15, 99.  The notices explained that EchoStar’s sale of its spectrum licenses was involuntary and 

unavoidable, that the FCC’s actions were not foreseeable, and that, without access to the spectrum, 

there was no remaining purpose or ability for DWLLC to perform under its contracts with the 5G 

Network Providers.  Id. ¶¶ 14–15. 
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135. After receiving these notices, 5G Network Providers initiated more than 200 

lawsuits against DWLLC, at least eight of which also name one or more of the Non-Debtor Parties 

as a defendant.  These lawsuits seek damages in the form of unpaid rent and other costs under lease 

and service agreements, future rent extending more than ten years into the term, and removal and 

remediation costs.  Id. ¶ 99.  The aggregate amount of damages asserted in these actions exceeds 

$6 billion.  Id. 

136. Each of the 5G Network Actions involves claims arising from DWLLC’s assertion 

of its force majeure, impossibility, and frustration of purpose defenses in connection with the 

Required Sale Transactions, EchoStar’s alleged orchestration of that strategy, or the resulting 

cessation of payments by DWLLC under various agreements entered into in connection with the 

5G Network buildout.  DWLLC has filed motions to dismiss in the Comcast, Crown Castle, and 

CSL Garage Actions.  Prior to the initiation of these Chapter 11 Cases, discovery was underway 

in Crown Castle, with completion deadlines next month.  And although nominally severed from 

the 5G Network Actions, EchoStar cannot respond to discovery regarding the key allegations 

without drawing on DWLLC’s records and institutional knowledge of its personnel.  Absent 

application of the automatic stay to the 5G Network Actions, including Crown Castle, DWLLC—

as the likely custodian of the majority of the relevant documents—will have immediate 

burdensome discovery obligations, including in connection with depositions, document review and 

production, and inevitable discovery disputes across multiple jurisdictions.  

COUNT ONE 

(Declaratory Judgment Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2201) 
 

137. DWLLC incorporates by reference the allegations in Paragraphs 1–136 as if set 

forth fully herein.  
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138. Pursuant to section 2201 of the Declaratory Judgment Act, “[i]n a case of actual 

controversy within its jurisdiction . . . any court of the United States . . . may declare the rights and 

other legal relations of any interested party seeking such declaration, whether or not further relief 

is or could be sought.” 28 U.S.C. § 2201(a).  Bankruptcy Courts, as units of the district court, have 

the authority to issue declaratory judgments.  

139. There is a substantial controversy between DWLLC and the Defendants of 

sufficient immediacy and reality to warrant the issuance of a declaratory judgment.  Without 

resolution of this controversy, DWLLC anticipates the Defendants will continue to assert the 5G 

Network Actions against the Non-Debtor Parties in violation of the automatic stay.  Continuation 

of the 5G Network Actions against the Non-Debtor Parties would deprive DWLLC of the benefit 

of the automatic stay and prevent DWLLC from successfully obtaining confirmation of its Plan 

and preclude DWLLC from emerging from chapter 11, to the detriment of its estate and its 

creditors. 

140. The automatic stay under section 362 imposes a stay of “the commencement or 

continuation, including the issuance or employment of process, of a judicial, administrative, or 

other action or proceeding against the debtor that was or could have been commenced before the 

commencement of the case under this title, or to recover a claim against the debtor that arose before 

the commencement of the case under this title.”  11 U.S.C. § 362(a)(1).  The automatic stay applies 

not only to a debtor, but any entity that may have liability arising out of an alleged dominion or 

control of the debtor. 

141. Although DWLLC denies all allegations made in the 5G Network Actions that 

EchoStar exercised improper control over DWLLC, the allegations made in the 5G Network 

Actions, taken on their face, establish the requisite “control” of EchoStar over DWLLC for 
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purposes of the automatic stay.  Specifically, the complaints in each of the 5G Network Actions to 

which EchoStar is a Non-Debtor Party allege that EchoStar directed, controlled, and caused 

DWLLC’s purported contractual breaches—allegations that would require the plaintiffs to 

establish DWLLC’s alleged liability as condition precedent to establishing EchoStar’s liability.  

These allegations, if credited, would render any judgment against EchoStar indistinguishable from 

a judgment against DWLLC.   

142. The American Tower complaint is illustrative.  The complaint alleges that “all of 

the events on which [DWLLC] purports to rely as a basis for non-performance . . . were squarely 

within its and EchoStar’s control.”  American Tower Compl. ¶ 13.  Throughout that complaint, 

plaintiff alleges that EchoStar “directed and caused” DWLLC’s conduct, characterizing DWLLC’s 

assertion of contractual defenses as having been “orchestrated and controlled by EchoStar.”  Id. ¶ 

6 (alleging DWLLC’s conduct “has been directed and caused by EchoStar”); id. ¶ 20 (alleging 

“EchoStar improperly and intentionally induced, directed, and caused [DWLLC] to breach” the 

relevant agreements); id. ¶ 147 (alleging “EchoStar has directed and caused [DWLLC] to concoct 

baseless pretenses for shirking its contractual obligations”); id. ¶ 155 (alleging “EchoStar directed 

and caused [DWLLC] to stop making payments”); id. ¶ 216 (alleging “EchoStar improperly and 

intentionally induced, directed, and caused [DWLLC] to breach” the agreements at issue).   

143. The remaining 5G Network Actions, other than Mariner’s Landing, include 

identical allegations.  Each complaint characterizes EchoStar as having directed, caused, or 

controlled DWLLC’s assertion of force majeure and other contractual defenses, and each treats 

the conduct of EchoStar and DWLLC as functionally unified.  For example, the CoxCom 

complaint alleges that “EchoStar’s exercise of control over [DWLLC] . . . went far beyond routine 

consultation between a parent and subsidiary” and “constituted active, unilateral intervention that 
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overrode any independent judgment [DWLLC] . . . might otherwise have exercised.”  CoxCom 

Compl. ¶ 62.  Similarly, the Comcast complaint alleges that “EchoStar directed [DWLLC] to assert 

that it is no longer required to honor its contractual obligations.”  Comcast Compl. ¶ 10.  The 

Crown Castle complaint alleges that EchoStar “forced [DWLLC] to breach its obligations” and 

“make false claims of force majeure.”  Crown Castle Compl. ¶ 173.  The CSL Garage complaint 

alleges that EchoStar “caus[ed] [DWLLC] to repudiate” its agreements.  CSL Garage Compl. ¶ 

64.  And the Chamesh Chalom complaint alleges that “EchoStar and [DWLLC] are acting in 

concert to seek to avoid [DWLLC’s] obligations.”  Chamesh Chalom Compl. ¶ 21.  And the DQE 

complaint alleges EchoStar “controls” DWLLC.  DQE Compl. ¶ 83. 

144. The plaintiffs cannot simultaneously allege both that (i) EchoStar directed and 

controlled every material aspect of DWLLC’s conduct; and (ii) that the claims against EchoStar 

are independent of the claims against DWLLC.  To the contrary, the 5G Network Providers’ own 

theory of liability confirms that any adjudication of allegations against EchoStar requires an 

adjudication of prepetition claims against DWLLC.   

145. Additionally, the claims asserted against the Non-Debtor Parties are subject to the 

automatic stay because those claims cannot be adjudicated without adjudicating prepetition claims 

against DWLLC.  Each of the 5G Network Actions requires the relevant court to resolve whether 

DWLLC breached its contractual obligations or improperly asserted its affirmative defenses.  Such 

adjudication will affect DWLLC’s estate, including with respect to the forthcoming dispute in this 

Court regarding the amounts of the 5G Network Providers’ claims for voting purposes and, 

ultimately, for distribution purposes under the Plan.  Accordingly, because any judgment against 

the Non-Debtor Parties in the 5G Network Actions necessarily requires adjudication of prepetition 

claims against DWLLC, they are effectively actions to recover claims against DWLLC such that 
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the automatic stay applies equally to such claims against the Non-Debtor Parties as it does to 

DWLLC. 

146. Likewise, the tortious interference claims asserted against EchoStar in the 5G 

Network Actions require the plaintiffs to prove, as an element of such tortious interference claims, 

that DWLLC breached the relevant agreements.  The Defendants have, in each instance, asserted 

claims against EchoStar that seek to adjudicate the underlying prepetition breach of contract claims 

against DWLLC, which are stayed by operation of section 362(a).  The following claims cannot 

be adjudicated without an adjudication of prepetition claims against DWLLC:  

a) Comcast alleges that EchoStar intentionally interfered with the Comcast MSA “by 

causing [DWLLC] to repudiate” its agreement with Comcast and to assert “baseless 

claims of force majeure and frustration of purpose,” thereby causing DWLLC’s 

failure to pay amounts allegedly due.  Comcast Compl. ¶ 75.  Comcast is thus trying 

to prove that DWLLC’s assertion of affirmative defenses was “baseless” and that 

the amounts it failed to pay were actually “due.”   

b) American Tower alleges that EchoStar “improperly and intentionally induced, 

directed, and caused [DWLLC] to breach” the agreements at issue by “directing 

[DWLLC] to make false claims of frustration of purpose.”  American Tower 

Compl. ¶ 216.  American Tower is thus trying to prove that DWLLC “breached” 

its agreement with plaintiff, and its claim of frustration of purpose was “false.”   

c) CSL Garage alleges that EchoStar “caus[ed] [DWLLC] to repudiate [the relevant 

agreements] through baseless claims of force majeure, frustration of purpose, and 

impossibility” causing DWLLC’s failure to make required payments.  CSL Garage 
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Compl. ¶ 64.  CSL Garage is thus trying to prove that DWLLC’s claim of frustration 

of purpose was “baseless,” and it failed to make the “required payments.”   

d) CoxCom alleges that EchoStar “intentionally and improperly cause[d] … 

[DWLLC] to breach and repudiate” the relevant agreements through “baseless 

claims of force majeure, frustration of purpose, and/or impossibility.”  CoxCom 

Compl. ¶ 194.  CoxCom is thus trying to prove that DWLLC “breached” its 

agreement with plaintiff, and its claim of frustration of purpose was “baseless.”   

e) Crown Castle asserts that EchoStar “intentionally forced [DWLLC] to breach [the 

relevant] agreements” and caused DWLLC to assert “meritless claims of force 

majeure” conflicting with EchoStar’s own public statements.  Crown Castle Compl. 

¶¶ 108, 109.  Crown Castle is thus trying to prove that DWLLC “breached” its 

agreement with plaintiff, and its claim of force majeure was “meritless.”     

f) Chamesh Chalom alleges that EchoStar intentionally aided DWLLC in claiming 

force majeure for “false and misleading reasons” in order to eliminate DWLLC’s 

“existing contractual obligations” under the relevant lease.  Chamesh Chalom 

Compl. ¶ 43, 44.  Chamesh Chalom is thus trying to prove that DWLLC’s claim of 

force majeure was “false and misleading.”      

g) DQE Communications alleges that EchoStar is “the architect of [a] scheme to 

repudiate [DWLLC]’s contractual commitments,” which involved EchoStar 

causing DWLLC to “assert baseless defenses of force majeure and frustration of 

purpose as a pretext for repudiating the [relevant agreement]” and directing 

DWLLC to “refuse to perform its obligations to DQE [Communications] and other 

infrastructure providers.”  DQE Compl. ¶¶ 53, 84.  DQE Communications is thus 
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trying to prove that DWLLC’s claims of force majeure and frustration of purpose 

were “baseless.” 

147. The breach of contract claims asserted against DISH Purchasing in the Crown 

Castle action and against DISH Network Ca. in the Mariner’s Landing action, in each case for 

failure to pay invoices owed under the applicable contracts, are also subject to the automatic stay 

under section 362(a)(1) for the same reasons.  In each case, the claims against DISH Purchasing 

and DISH Network Ca. arise from the same operative facts, turn on the same force majeure and 

frustration defenses, and present the same questions of liability as the claims against DWLLC.   

a) In Crown Castle, DISH Purchasing entered into the “Deployment Services Agreement” 

with Crown Castle USA Inc. in connection with the 5G network buildout.  That agreement 

was predicated on DWLLC’s continued access to spectrum and was therefore rendered 

valueless by the Required Sale Transactions.  Plaintiff alleges that DISH Purchasing 

violated the contract by failing to pay invoices owed thereunder.  Crown Castle Compl. ¶¶ 

75, 165. 

b) DISH Network Ca. is named as a co-defendant with DWLLC in the Mariner’s Landing 

action, where plaintiff alleges that both entities are co-obligors that breached the same 

contractual obligations.  See Mariner’s Landing Compl. at BC-1, BC-2 (alleging breach of 

contract by “failing to pay rent pursuant to the [operative agreement]”).   

Any finding against DISH Purchasing or DISH Network Ca. regarding their alleged breaches 

would in effect be a finding against DWLLC.  Accordingly, DWLLC asks the Court to enter a 

declaratory judgment that the claims against DISH Purchasing and DISH Network Ca. are stayed 

under section 362(a)(1). 
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COUNT TWO 

(Extension of Automatic Stay Pursuant to Section 362(a) of the Bankruptcy Code) 

148. DWLLC incorporates by reference the allegations in Paragraphs 1–147 as if set 

forth fully herein.  

149. Upon the commencement of a bankruptcy case, the automatic stay operates as a 

stay, applicable to all entities, of “the commencement or continuation . . . of a judicial, 

administrative, or other action or proceeding against the debtor that was or could have been 

commenced before the commencement of the case under [Chapter 11].”  See 11 U.S.C. § 362(a)(1). 

150. In circumstances where the automatic stay does not already apply to an action, a 

court may extend the automatic stay, pursuant to section 362 of the Bankruptcy Code, if (i) the 

non-debtor and the debtor share an identity of interests such that the suit against the non-debtor is 

effectively a suit against the debtor or (ii) the third-party action will have an adverse impact on the 

debtor’s ability to accomplish reorganization. 

151. As set forth in paragraphs 137–47, the Court should find that the automatic stay 

applies to claims against all parties in the 5G Network Actions.  Even if, however, the Court does 

not find that the stay applies automatically to all of the claims in the 5G Network Actions, the 

Court should extend the automatic stay to all of the claims against Non-Debtor Parties under 

Bankruptcy Code section 362(a) because both of these conditions are met. 

152. As set forth above, the “identity of interests” between EchoStar and DWLLC, based 

on the allegations in the 5G Network Actions, are sufficient to extend the automatic stay to the 

Non-Debtor Parties.  See supra ¶¶ 140–44.      

153. Additionally, the risk of record taint, or the resulting prejudice from factual or legal 

determinations made in the 5G Network Actions as to the Non-Debtor Parties that could later be 

applied to DWLLC, is an independent ground that compels extension of the automatic stay.  The 
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automatic stay may be extended to non-debtors where the claims as to the debtors and non-debtors 

arise out of the same transaction, present common questions of law and fact, and will involve the 

same evidence, witnesses, and documentary proof. 

154. The claims against the Non-Debtor Parties in the 5G Network Actions involve the 

same transactions, the same defenses, and the same evidence as the claims against DWLLC.  The 

witnesses, documents, and evidence required to litigate claims against DWLLC and any Non-

Debtor Parties in the applicable 5G Network Actions are the same, and a determination on any one 

of the key factual questions with respect to a claim against a Non-Debtor Party will necessarily 

determine the outcome of the claims against DWLLC.  And, as discussed above, the claims against 

the Non-Debtor Parties primarily rely on actions alleged to have been taken by the Debtors and 

would require the trial courts to, as a prerequisite to resolving claims against the Non-Debtor 

Parties, resolve prepetition claims against the Debtors, which prepetition claims are stayed by 

section 362(a).  See supra ¶¶ 146–47.  The continued litigation of claims against the Non-Debtor 

Parties in the 5G Network Actions, therefore, poses a significant risk of record taint and prejudice 

to the Debtors’ reorganization efforts.  

155. Moreover, continuing to litigate the 5G Network Actions against the Non-Debtor 

Parties would undoubtedly have an adverse economic consequence on DWLLC’s estate.  Here, if 

the 5G Network Actions are allowed to proceed against the Non-Debtor Parties, DWLLC and its 

management team and key employees would be compelled to expend time and resources defending 

their interests in those proceedings, rather than their own reorganization efforts.  As discussed 

herein, the facts underlying the claims alleged against the Non-Debtor Parties are identical to the 

facts underlying the claims alleged against DWLLC (see supra ¶¶ 146–47), such that the 

documents and witnesses required to prove such claims would be identical.  DWLLC is the 
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principal custodian of the documentary evidence, witnesses, and information that will be the 

subject of discovery in the 5G Network Actions and, as such, will be required to expend time and 

resources on the 5G Network Actions rather than these Chapter 11 Cases.  Nor can EchoStar and 

the other Non-Debtor Parties satisfy their own discovery obligations in the 5G Network Actions 

without drawing on DWLLC’s records and the testimony of DWLLC’s current and former 

personnel, effectively making DWLLC an indispensable participant in the very proceedings from 

which the stay is supposed to provide relief.  The discovery process is accelerating in the 5G 

Network Actions and, if the actions are not stayed, DWLLC will soon be burdened with costly 

discovery.4  Such expenditures of costs, resources, and time would hinder DWLLC’s ability to 

achieve a successful reorganization and emerge from these Chapter 11 Cases.   

156. Accordingly, if the Court does not declare that the automatic stay applies to claims 

against the Non-Debtor Parties, the Debtors respectfully request an order from this Court extending 

the automatic stay to the Non-Debtor Parties with respect to the 5G Network Actions.  

COUNT THREE 

(Injunctive Relief Pursuant to Section 105 of the Bankruptcy Code) 
 

157. DWLLC incorporates by reference the allegations in Paragraphs 1–156 as if set 

forth fully herein.  

158. Section 105(a) of the Bankruptcy Code grants this Court the broad authority to 

“issue any order, process, or judgment that is necessary or appropriate to carry out the provisions 

of [the Bankruptcy Code].”  11 U.S.C. § 105(a).  The Court’s powers under section 105(a) of the 

Bankruptcy Code include the power to issue injunctions and stay proceedings against non-debtors. 

______________ 
4  For example, EchoStar must file Motions to Dismiss in the American Tower action by July 20, 2026 and in 
the CoxCom action by July 22, 2026.  Moreover, EchoStar is facing a deadline of substantial completion next month 
in the Crown Castle action.    
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159. A court may enjoin litigation of a pending action as to non-debtors, pursuant to 

section 105 of the Bankruptcy Code, where (i) the movant is substantially likely to prevail on the 

merits of the application and reorganize successfully, (ii) there is a substantial threat that the 

movant will suffer irreparable injury if injunctive relief is not granted, (iii) the balance of equities 

weighs in favor of the movant, and (iv) injunctive relief serves the public interest.  

160. This Court should enjoin the 5G Network Actions as to the Non-Debtor Parties 

because DWLLC meets each of the four requirements for injunctive relief. 

161. First, DWLLC has a likelihood of success on the merits.  For the reasons discussed 

in Counts I and II (¶¶ 137–56), DWLLC has demonstrated that the automatic stay applies to the 

entirety of the 5G Network Actions pursuant to section 362(a) of the Bankruptcy Code, or in the 

alternative, that the automatic stay should be extended to the Non-Debtor Parties.  Moreover, 

injunctive relief is likely to enhance DWLLC’s prospects for a successful reorganization because 

it will allow DWLLC to dedicate its time, resources, and attention to the reorganization effort, as 

opposed to diverting resources to defend their interests in the 5G Network Actions during the 

pendency of these Chapter 11 Cases.  

162. Second, injunctive relief is necessary to prevent irreparable harm to DWLLC and 

its estates.  Continuation of the 5G Network Actions—even if nominally directed at the Non-

Debtor Parties—will consume DWLLC’s attention and deprive DWLLC from enjoying the 

“breathing spell” that the automatic stay is designed to provide, including during the period in 

which this Motion is adjudicated.  And the Non-Debtor Parties’ own discovery obligations 

compound the problem: EchoStar cannot respond to document requests or prepare its witnesses 

without directing those demands to DWLLC’s management and employees, making DWLLC an 

indispensable participant regardless of its nominal absence from the caption.  Without injunctive 
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relief, DWLLC will, at a minimum, be compelled to participate in and defend against the 5G 

Network Actions.  Continued litigation of the 5G Network Actions while this Motion is being 

decided would also distract DWLLC’s management team and divert time and resources away from 

its restructuring efforts.   

163. Third, the balance of equities weighs in DWLLC’s favor.  In contrast to the 

immediate and irreparable harm that DWLLC will suffer, the only potential harm the Defendants 

could face is a slight delay to the resolution of their claims.  Such potential delay does not constitute 

significant harm. 

164. Fourth, public interest favors injunctive relief, which would enable DWLLC to 

maximize the value of its estate and focus on successfully reorganizing in chapter 11, two 

paramount goals of the Bankruptcy Code which are in the public interest.  

165. For these reasons, DWLLC respectfully requests injunctive relief, enjoining 

prosecution of the 5G Network Actions to prevent DWLLC and its estate from suffering 

irreparable harm.   

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE, DWLLC respectfully requests relief as follows:  

a. That this Court declare that the automatic stay applies to the 5G Network Actions under section 

362 of the Bankruptcy Code as to the Non-Debtor Parties. 

b. In the alternative, that this Court effectively extend the automatic stay under section 362 of the 

Bankruptcy Code to the Non-Debtor Parties. 

c. That this Court enjoin the 5G Network Actions under section 105 of the Bankruptcy Code for 

the duration of these Chapter 11 Cases, as applicable. 
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d. That this Court award all such other and further relief, at law or in equity, that this Court deems 

just and proper. 

 

July 21, 2026  Respectfully submitted, 
Houston, Texas    
   
  /s/ Charles R. Koster 
  WHITE & CASE LLP  
  Charles R. Koster (Texas Bar No. 24128278) 
 609 Main Street, Suite 2900 

Houston, Texas 77002  
Telephone: (713) 496-9700 

 Facsimile: (713) 496-9701 
  Email:  charles.koster@whitecase.com 
   

-and- 
 

  Glenn M. Kurtz (admitted pro hac vice) 
Colin T. West (admitted pro hac vice) 
Joshua Weedman (admitted pro hac vice) 
Samuel P. Hershey (S.D. Tex. Fed. No. 
3465170) 

  1221 Avenue of the Americas 
  New York, New York 10020 
  Telephone:   (212) 819-8200 
  Email: gkurtz@whitecase.com 

            cwest@whitecase.com 
            jweedman@whitecase.com 
            sam.hershey@whitecase.com  
 

  Proposed Counsel to the Debtors and  
  Debtors in Possession 
   
   

 

  

Case 26-90627   Document 472   Filed in TXSB on 07/21/26   Page 44 of 45



 
 

 

Certificate of Service 

I certify that on July 21, 2026, I caused a copy of the foregoing document to be served via 

the Electronic Case Filing System for the United States Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District 

of Texas, and will be served as set forth in the Affidavit of Service to be filed by the Debtors’ 

proposed noticing agent. 

/s/ Charles R. Koster   
Charles R. Koster
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Appendix A to Complaint – List of Defendants in the Stay Extension Adversary Proceeding 
 

Enjoined Action Defendants in Adversary 
Proceeding 

Counsel and Service Information 
for Defendants in Adversary 

Proceeding 

American 
Towers LLC v. 
DISH Wireless 
L.L.C., No. 1:25-
cv-03311 (D. 
Colo. Oct. 20, 
2025) 

1. American Towers LLC 

2. SpectraSite Communications 

3. InSite Wireless Group 

4. 52 Eighty Tower Partners I, LLC 

5. ACC Tower Sub, LLC 

6. American Tower Asset Sub, LLC 

7. American Tower Asset Sub II, 
LLC 

8. American Tower Delaware 
Corporation 

9. American Tower Management, 
LLC 

10. ATC Green Grass LLC 

11. ATC Iris I LLC 

12. ATC Ponderosa B-I LLC 

13. ATC Sequoia LLC 

14. ATC South LLC 

15. ATC Watertown LLC 

16. California Tower, Inc. 

17. Central States Tower Holdings, 
LLC 

18. CNC2 Associates, LLC 

19. DCS Tower Sub, LLC 

20. Global Tower Assets, LLC 

21. Global Tower Assets III, LLC 

22. GrainComm I, LLC 

Heather Carson Perkins 
FAEGRE DRINKER BIDDLE & 
REATH LLP  
1144 Fifteenth Street, Suite 3400 
Denver, CO 80202 
Telephone: (303) 607-3500 
heather.perkins@faegredrinker.com 
 
David B. Hennes  
Andrew S. Todres  
Casey Kyung-Se Lee 
Ethan R. Fitzgerald 
ROPES & GRAY LLP 
1211 Avenue of the Americas   
New York, NY 10036 
Telephone: (212) 596-9000 
david.hennes@ropesgray.com 
andrew.todres@ropesgray.com  
casey.lee@ropesgray.com 
ethan.fitzgerald@ropesgray.com 
 
S. Lara Ameri  
ROPES & GRAY LLP 
800 Boylston Street 
Prudential Tower 
Boston, MA 02199 
Telephone: (617) 951-7000 
lara.ameri@ropesgray.com 
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Enjoined Action Defendants in Adversary 
Proceeding 

Counsel and Service Information 
for Defendants in Adversary 

Proceeding 

23. GrainComm II, LLC 

24. GrainComm III, LLC 

25. GrainComm Marketing, LLC 

26. GTP Acquisition Partners II, 
LLC 

27. GTP Acquisition Partners III, 
LLC 

28. GTP Infrastructure I, LLC 

29. GTP Infrastructure II, LLC 

30. GTP South Acquisitions II, LLC 

31. GTP Structures I, LLC 

32. GTP Towers I, LLC 

33. GTP Towers II, LLC  

34. GTP Towers IV, LLC 

35. GTP Towers V, LLC 

36. GTP Towers VII, LLC 

37. GTP Towers VIII, LLC 

38. InSite Towers, LLC 

39. InSite Towers Development LLC 

40. InSite Towers Development 2, 
LLC 

41. IWG II, LLC 

42. IWG Towers Assets I, LLC 

43. IWG Towers Assets II, LLC 

44. MHB Tower Rentals of 
America, LLC 

45. Municipal Bay, LLC 
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Enjoined Action Defendants in Adversary 
Proceeding 

Counsel and Service Information 
for Defendants in Adversary 

Proceeding 

46. New Towers LLC 

47. PCS Structures Towers, LLC 

48. Towers of America, L.L.L.P. 

49. UniSite, LLC 

50. Vangard Wireless, LLC 

51. Alternative Networking LLC 

52. ATC Managed Sites LLC 

53. ATC Ponderosa K LLC 

54. ATC XYZ LLC 

55. Cell Tower Lease Acquisition 
LLC 

56. Global Tower Holdings, LLC 

57. GTP Structures II, LLC 

58. GTPI Holdco, LLC 

59. IWG-TLA Telecom, LLC 

60. Ulysses Asset Sub I, LLC 

61. Ulysses Asset Sub II, LLC 

62. Repeater Communications 
Group II, LLC 

63. Repeater Communications 
Group III, LLC 

64. Repeater Communications 
Group VI, LLC 

65. T8 Ulysses Site Management 
LLC 

Chamesh 
Chalom LLC v. 
DISH Wireless 
L.L.C., No. ESX-
L-004293-26 

1. Chamesh Chalom LLC Jonathan S. Goodgold 
GOODGOLD WEST MAITLIN & 
KLEIN 
425 Eagle Rock Avenue, Suite 405 
Roseland, NJ 07068 
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Enjoined Action Defendants in Adversary 
Proceeding 

Counsel and Service Information 
for Defendants in Adversary 

Proceeding 

(N.J. Super. CT. 
Law Div. May 
21, 2026) 

Telephone: 973-544-0800 
jsg@GWD-law.com 

Comcast 
Business 
Communications, 
LLC v. DISH 
Wireless L.L.C., 
No. 1:26-cv-
00824 (D. Colo. 
Feb. 27, 2026) 

1. Comcast Business 
Communications, LLC 

Matthew A. Brill  
Matthew T. Murchison   
Jason R. Burt  
Andrew S. Bridgewater   
LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 555 
Eleventh Street, NW 
Suite 1000 
Washington, D.C. 20004-1304 
Telephone: 202-637-2200 
Fax: 202-637-2201 
matthew.brill@lw.com 
matthew.murchison@lw.com 
jason.burt@lw.com 
andrew.bridgewater@lw.com 
 
Chloé L. Nurik   
LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 
1271 Avenue of the Americas  
New York, NY 10020 
Telephone: 212-906-1200 
Fax: 212-751-4864 
chloe.nurik@lw.com 

CoxCom, LLC v. 
DISH Wireless 
L.L.C., No. 1:26-
cv-02529 (D. 
Colo. June 8, 
2026) 

1. CoxCom, LLC 

2. Lumos Networks of West 
Virginia, LLC 

3. Lumos Networks 2, LLC 

4. South Carolina 
Telecommunications Group 
Holdings, LLC 

Brian A. McAleenan 
Chris Chasin 
Paris Mayfield 
Duane Morris LLP 
190 South LaSalle Street 
Suite 3700 
Chicago, IL 60603-3433 
Telephone: (312) 499-6762 
Facsimile: (312) 577-0732 
BAMcAleenan@duanemorris.com 
CJChasin@duanemorris.com 
PGMayfield@duanemorris.com 

Lawrence H. Pockers  
Seth H. Dawicki 
Duane Morris LLP 
30 South 17th Street 
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Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Telephone: (215) 979-1000 
Facsimile: (215) 979-1020 
LHPockers@duanemorris.com 
SDawicki@duanemorris.com 

Aircomm of 
Avon, LLC v. 
DISH Wireless 
L.L.C., No. 1:25-
cv-03756 (D. 
Colo. Nov. 20, 
2025) 

1. Aircomm of Avon LLC 

2. Atlantic Coast Communications 
LLC 

3. CCATT LLC 

4. CCTMO LLC 

5. CCTM1 LLC 

6. CCTM2 LLC 

7. Coverage Plus Antenna 
Systems LLC 

8. Crown Atlantic Company LLC 

9. Crown Castle Fiber LLC 

10. Crown Castle GT Company 
LLC 

11. Crown Castle MU LLC 

12. Crown Castle South LLC 

13. Crown Castle Towers 05 LLC 

14. Crown Castle Towers 06-2 
LLC 

15. Crown Castle Towers 09 LLC 

16. Crown Castle USA Inc.  

17. Crown Communication LLC 

18. Global Signal Acquisitions 
LLC 

19. Global Signal Acquisitions II 
LLC 

Laura A. Menninger 
HADDON MORGAN FOREMAN 
945 N. Pennsylvania Street 
Denver, CO 80203 
Tel: (303) 831-7364 
lmenninger@hmflaw.com 

Jay Cohen  
Jeffrey J. Recher  
PAUL, WEISS, RIFKIND, 
WHARTON & GARRISON LLP 
1285 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, NY 10019-6064 
Tel: (212) 373-3000 
Fax: (212) 757-3990 
jaycohen@paulweiss.com 
jrecher@paulweiss.com 
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20. Global Signal Acquisitions III 
LLC 

21. Global Signal Acquisitions IV 
LLC 

22. GoldenState Towers, LLC 

23. High Point Management Co. 
LLC 

24. ICB Towers, LLC 

25. Interstate Tower 
Communications LLC 

26. IntraCoastal City Towers LLC 

27. Pinnacle Towers Acquisition 
LLC 

28. Pinnacle Towers Asset 
Holding LLC 

29. Pinnacle Towers LLC 

30. Pinnacle Towers III LLC 

31. Radio Station WGLD LLC 

32. Shaffer & Associates, Inc. 

33. Sierra Towers, Inc. 

34. Tower Development 
Corporation 

35. Tower Systems LLC 

36. Tower Technology Company 
of Jacksonville LLC 

37. Tower Ventures III, LLC 

38. TVHT, LLC 

39. WCP Wireless Lease 
Subsidiary LLC 
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CSL Garage, 
Ltd. v. DISH 
Wireless L.L.C., 
No. 2:26-cv-
00616 (S.D. 
Ohio May 21, 
2026) 

1. CSL Garage, Ltd. Brian K. Murphy 
Joseph F. Murray  
Geoffrey J. Moul  
Jonathan P. Misny  
Murray Murphy Moul + Basil LLP 
1114 Dublin Road 
Columbus, OH 43215 
Telephone: (614) 488-0400 
Facsimile: (614) 488-0401 
murphy@mmmb.com 
murray@mmmb.com 
moul@mmmb.com 
misny@mmmb.com 
 
William E. Nakasian 
Douglas M. Mansfield  
Lape Mansfield Nakasian & 
Gibson, LLC 
9980 Brewster Lane, Suite 150 
Powell, OH 43065 
Telephone: (614) 763-2316 
Facsimile: (614) 467-3704 
wenakasian@lmng-law.com 
dmansfield@lmng-law.com 

Mariner’s 
Landing, LLC v. 
T-Mobile USA, 
Inc., No. 
CV0009279 
(Cal. Super Ct. 
Marin County 
2026) 

1. Mariner’s Landing, LLC John G. Warner 
Law Office of John G. Warner 
21 Tamal Vista Blvd., Suite 168 
Corte Madera, CA 94925 
Telephone: (415) 924-2640 
warnerwest@aol.com 

DQE 
Communications, 
LLC v. DISH 
Wireless, L.L.C., 
No. 1:26-cv-
05363 (S.D.N.Y. 
June 25, 2026) 

1. DQE Communications, LLC Jeffery B. White 
Daniel S. Miller 
MILLER BARONDESS, LLP 
2121 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 
2600 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
Telephone: (310) 552-4400 
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