
Exhibit C — Garden and Prairie Agreements; related statements to ICRC — Page 1 of 67 

 

IN THE IOWA DISTRICT COURT IN AND FOR STORY COUNTY 

ALEXANDRA “SONDRA” WILSON,             ) 

             Plaintiff,                                                 )        CASE NO. LACV053674 

                                                                            ) 

            v.                                                             )  

                                                                            )   

RELIABLE STREET INC, LOCKWOOD        ) 

CAFE, LOVE CLUB LLC, LYNDSAY            ) 

NISSEN, SHARON STEWART, WILLA          ) 

COLVILLE, DENISE MARTINEZ, and           ) 

CHARLIE ESKER                                             ) 

            Defendants                                              )   

______________________________________) 

Exhibit C — Garden and Prairie Agreements: communications between Plaintiff, 

Defendants (excluding Martinez and Esker), related parties, SHEPH, volunteers, and 

ICRC (Sept. 2021 – Mar. 2022) 
 

This exhibit contains communications and related documentation concerning the Garden and 

Prairie Agreements, which governed Plaintiff’s landscaping, restoration, and maintenance 

activities at the property. These records involve multiple Defendants (excluding Martinez and 

Esker), volunteers, related parties including Austin Stewart (co-owner of Lockwood Café), and 

SHEPH and ICRC representatives. 

The evidence demonstrates that throughout the duration of the agreements: 

• Broad awareness of and participation in the agreements by multiple parties; 

• Plaintiff’s active coordination and fulfillment of site improvement responsibilities; 

• Defendants’ and related parties’ acknowledgment of Plaintiff’s managerial and organizing 

role; and 

• Communications were consistently friendly, cooperative, and supportive in tone. At no 

point did Defendants or related parties issue reprimands, objections, or expressions of 

concern regarding Plaintiff’s actions or authority in the Garden and Prairie projects. On 

the contrary, multiple volunteers and Defendants expressed appreciation, trust, and 

acknowledgment of Plaintiff’s role and contributions. 

Interactions between Plaintiff and Defendant Martinez are presented separately in Exhibit E. 

Defendant Esker was not involved in the Garden or Prairie projects; documentation related to 

Esker is contained in Exhibit F. 
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These communications are directly relevant to Plaintiff’s claims of promissory estoppel, unjust 

enrichment, fraud, and related causes of action, evidencing clear representations by Defendants 

and related parties, Plaintiff’s reasonable reliance on those representations, and her performance 

in furtherance of the agreed-upon work. 

Full, unredacted communications are preserved in the record; only key excerpts relevant to this 

issue are reproduced below for the Court’s convenience. 
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Section 1 (Exhibit C1): Nissen’s statement to ICRC denying existence of Garden and 

Prairie Agreements and alleging Plaintiff was pushy, her labor was unwanted, and that she 

didn’t coordinate with others (on or around May–July 2022)  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-1 — Nissen’s statement to the ICRC (on or around May 1–July 30, 2022) denying the 

existence of the Garden and Prairie Agreements and alleging Plaintiff performed unauthorized 

labor; stating Plaintiff “continued to push for more control” and was “obsessive,” while 

implying Plaintiff was invasive and incompetent. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Nissen’s statement to the ICRC (on or around May 1 – July 30, 2022) denying the existence of 

the Garden and Prairie Agreements and alleging Plaintiff performed unauthorized labor; stating 

that Plaintiff “continued to push for more control” and was “obsessive,” while implying she was 

invasive and incompetent. 

In her statement, Defendant Nissen relied on and directed the ICRC toward a set of supporting 

documents purporting to corroborate her allegations. As shown in Exhibit C-23, these 

documents were materially deceptive and misrepresented the nature of Plaintiff’s role, 

authority, and communications. This mischaracterization laid a critical foundation for 

escalating allegations — progressing from claims of overinvolvement and “control” in 

connection with the Open Mic (Exhibit B) and Garden and Prairie projects (Exhibit C), to far 

more serious allegations of stalking and harassment (Exhibit D). 

The following key excerpts are taken from Nissen’s full ICRC statement (Exhibit A-5) and are 

organized to reflect this escalation. 

 

¶ 1: 
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¶ 2: 

 

¶ 3: 

 

¶ 4: 

 

¶ 5: 
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Key Excerpts — Nissen’s ICRC Statement (May–July 2022) 

¶ 1: Nissen characterized Plaintiff’s presence and labor as unsolicited and excessive. 

1. Nissen alleged Plaintiff was “almost a daily presence.” 
 

2. Nissen implied Plaintiff came into or near Lockwood Café multiple times per day, stating 

that “[Plaintiff] had 8 am–3 pm access to the indoor space and 24-hour access to the 

outdoor space” because she was only “3 blocks away.” 
 

3. Nissen alleged Plaintiff was around “constantly.” 
 

4. Nissen alleged Plaintiff “began to find more unsolicited projects and responsibilities as 

time went on.”  
 

Note: Nissen was referring to the Open Mic and Flier Agreements (see Exhibit B) as 

“unsolicited projects and responsibilities.” She also asserts that the Garden Agreement 

and Prairie Agreement were unsolicited. 

¶ 2: Nissen stated that the community garden was part of Reliable Street’s mission, then 

characterized Plaintiff as predatory, invasive, and willfully ignorant. 

5. Nissen described the community garden as “one of the many projects… to fulfill 

[Reliable Street’s] mission.” 
 

6. Nissen accused Plaintiff of “continuously cornering” her inside and outside of Lockwood 

Café and Reliable Street, implying predatory behavior. 
 

7.  Nissen implied Plaintiff interacted with her obsessively — to “talk about her ideas for 

the garden” and how Plaintiff “never had access to land” and how “this opportunity 

would make her life so fulfilled.” 
 

8. Nissen alleged she “had to explain over and over” that other volunteers, including 

SHEPH, “had a plan,” and that Plaintiff ought not to approach her further about the topic. 

¶ 3: Nissen continued to frame the community garden as part of Reliable Street’s mission, while 

presenting Plaintiff in an increasingly negative light. 

9. Nissen alleged that Plaintiff’s proposal to install tallgrass prairie surrounding the garden 

(“Prairie Proposal”) “was not discussed with any of the other parties involved” and that it 

“had prairie in places that were meant to be garden space.” 
 

10. Nissen alleged she told Plaintiff repeatedly that Plaintiff “needed to talk to everyone” 

before installing prairie, and that Plaintiff then began performing labor without 

permission. 
 

11. Nissen labeled Plaintiff “obsessive.” 
 

12. Nissen alleged that Plaintiff pressured her into approving the prairie installation, and that 

she finally agreed. 
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¶ 4: Nissen alleged Plaintiff dominated and did not work well with others. 

13. Nissen alleged that Plaintiff “continued to push for more control over the entire garden 

project.” 
 

14. Nissen alleged that she “did [her] best to try to make [Plaintiff] understand she needed to 

listen to all the involved parties,” but that “[Plaintiff] bulldozed those people with her 

ideas instead.” 
 

15. Nissen alleged that Plaintiff “did not listen to others,” “over communicated, flooding 

people with emails and links in a Discord forum,” and that “other volunteers started 

expressing their concerns.” 

¶ 5: Nissen denied the existence of agreements and characterized Plaintiff’s labor as 

unauthorized or incompetent. 

16. Nissen alleged that Plaintiff was merely a volunteer who had been given free access to 

“her” land (not The Love Club LLC’s land). 
 

17. Nissen alleged that “everything [Plaintiff] did was of her own accord.” 
 

18. Nissen directed the ICRC toward supporting documents for evidence.  
 

Note: These referenced materials are addressed separately in Exhibit C-23, which 

demonstrates their deceptive and misleading nature.  
 

19. Nissen implied Plaintiff was incompetent for not planting the prairie seeds. 

These statements, coupled with the deceptive supporting documents identified in Exhibit C-23, 

reflect a deliberate and escalating pattern of misrepresentation. This framing directly laid the 

groundwork for the subsequent and more severe allegations set forth in Exhibits D, E, and F. 

See Exhibit A-5 for Nissen’s full statement to the ICRC. 
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Section 2 (Exhibits C2 – C8): Pattern of Authorization, Reliance, and Breach — Evidence 

Confirming the Existence and Parameters of the Garden Agreement (September 2021 – 

March 2022) 

The following exhibits document a clear and escalating pattern of authorization, delegation, and 

acknowledgment by Defendant Nissen regarding Plaintiff’s role as garden manager and project 

leader. Over a six-month period, Nissen repeatedly approved, endorsed, and publicly represented 

Plaintiff’s leadership of the garden project, while other Defendants—including Stewart—

reinforced the existence and terms of the Garden Agreement through their actions and 

communications. 

These contemporaneous records directly contradict Defendant Nissen’s later statements to the 

ICRC denying the existence of any agreement or authorization. Collectively, they establish a 

timeline of offer, acceptance, performance, reliance, and subsequent breach, supporting 

Plaintiff’s claims of promissory estoppel, retaliation, and defamation. 

Transitional Note: This pattern begins with Defendant Stewart’s initial approach to Plaintiff and 

Nissen’s express approval of Plaintiff’s involvement in the garden project. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-2 — Text message exchange confirming Nissen’s approval of Plaintiff’s participation 

in the garden project and her expressed interest in Plaintiff’s involvement (September 21, 2021). 

The exchange also indicates that Defendant Stewart initially approached Plaintiff regarding the 

Garden Agreement. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Relevance: Establishes that Defendant Nissen expressly consented to Plaintiff’s role at the 

project’s inception and that Defendant Stewart initiated contact regarding the garden. This 

directly contradicts later allegations that Plaintiff acted without authorization or agreement and 

supports Plaintiff’s claims of promissory estoppel, reasonable reliance, and subsequent breach. 



Exhibit C — Garden and Prairie Agreements; related statements to ICRC — Page 10 of 67 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-3 — Plaintiff seeks clarification from Nissen regarding site blueprints for the garden 

project (October 27, 2021). Nissen responds with specific clarifications and expresses gratitude, 

demonstrating active participation in defining the garden’s parameters. 
 

This exchange reflects Defendant Nissen’s direct engagement in clarifying the physical layout of 

the garden area, contradicting her later statements to the ICRC denying the existence of any 

agreement or coordination. 

 

 

Relevance: Demonstrates cooperative planning and acknowledgment of Plaintiff’s role in design 

and development, undermining assertions of unilateral or invasive conduct. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-4 — Plaintiff requests permission to remove site markers at the garden project 

(October 31, 2021); Nissen authorizes the action and confirms the markers were hers. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

This exchange documents Nissen’s direct authorization for Plaintiff to proceed with a site 

maintenance task, evidencing Nissen’s supervisory involvement and contradicting her 

subsequent claims that Plaintiff acted without permission. 

 

 

 

Relevance: Provides clear evidence of Defendant Nissen granting Plaintiff operational authority 

for specific garden actions, countering later claims of non-consensual labor. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-5 — Plaintiff provides Nissen with a garden progress update and offers to stop sending 

updates if they are unwelcome (Fall 2021); Nissen responds positively and expresses gratitude, 

indicating the communications were welcome at the time. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Relevance: Shows Defendant Nissen affirmatively receiving and encouraging project updates 

without objection, contradicting allegations that Plaintiff’s communication was unwelcome or 

obsessive.  
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____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-6 — Nissen informs third party that Plaintiff is “taking the lead on the community garden this upcoming season” (January 

20, 2022) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

Relevance: Confirms Defendant Nissen explicitly represented Plaintiff as “taking the lead on the community garden this upcoming 

season,” demonstrating delegation of leadership authority to external stakeholders. This directly undermines later claims that Plaintiff 

acted without authorization. 
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____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-7 — Nissen confirms Plaintiff and SHEPH President are “in charge of the garden this year” (February 18, 2022) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

Relevance: Confirms Defendant Nissen expressly delegated leadership authority to Plaintiff for the entire 2022 garden season, 

establishing clear expectations and reliance. This representation is central to Plaintiff’s claims of promissory estoppel, breach, and 

misrepresentation.
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-8 — Co-Owner of Lockwood Café, Austin Stewart, reaches out to Plaintiff regarding 

50% discount promised per the Garden Agreement; expresses appreciation for Plaintiff’s work 

(March 4, 2022). 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Relevance: Confirms that Austin Stewart — co-owner of Lockwood Café and husband of 

Defendant Sharon Stewart (Vice President of Reliable Street INC) — acknowledged and honored 

the 50% discount promised as part of the Garden Agreement. While this is the only documented 

communication regarding the discount, Austin Stewart’s direct outreach and reference to the 

agreement demonstrate its existence, specific terms, and the parties’ understanding of 

Plaintiff’s role. This contradicts Defendants’ later denials of any agreement, and supports 

Plaintiff’s claims of promissory estoppel, reliance, and Defendants’ acceptance of benefits. 
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Section 3 (Exhibits C-9 – C-12): Evidence confirming existence of Prairie Agreement and 

coordination with others (September 2021 – March 2022)  

Before preparing the proposal, Plaintiff observed that the area surrounding the garden had been 

overtaken by 6–7 ft. high weeds. To address this issue and protect the garden from future 

encroachment, Plaintiff proposed installing native tallgrass prairie around the perimeter—an 

approach consistent with Iowa Code 466.4, which encourages natural vegetation for erosion and 

weed control. 

Plaintiff shared the idea with all involved parties (SHEPH, co-owners of Lockwood Café Sharon 

and Austin Stewart, Colville, and Martinez), all of whom responded enthusiastically. Plaintiff 

then drafted the following formal proposal to present to Lyndsay Nissen. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-9 — Prairie Proposal prepared by Plaintiff (Fall 2021). 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

 

Prairie Proposal — page 1 of 5. 
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Prairie Proposal — page 2 of 5. 
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Prairie Proposal — page 3 of 5. 
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Prairie Proposal — page 4 of 5. 
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Prairie Proposal — page 5 of 5. 

 

 

 

Relevance: This five-page proposal, prepared by Plaintiff and presented to Lyndsay Nissen 

(President of Reliable Street INC), establishes the scope, timeline, and purpose of the Prairie 

Agreement as part of the broader Garden Project. It documents Plaintiff’s leadership in 

planning, design, and coordination, including cost-sharing resources, ecological rationale, 

implementation steps, and community involvement strategies. 

The proposal also shows that the prairie restoration was directly tied to garden maintenance and 

weed mitigation, aligning with Iowa Code 466.4 and community beautification goals. Its detail 

demonstrates that Plaintiff was not a casual volunteer but acting in an organized, project-lead 

capacity with clear plans for execution and collaboration. 

This evidence directly contradicts Defendants’ later denials of any agreement or authorization, 

and it supports Plaintiff’s claims of offer, acceptance, reliance, performance, and subsequent 

breach, as well as appropriation of Plaintiff’s work and ideas after the relationship deteriorated. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-10 — Colville reviews and approves Prairie Proposal, “It looks great 😊” (October 

20, 2021). 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Relevance (C-10): This exchange confirms that the Prairie Proposal was reviewed by an 

involved community member (Colville) who expressed explicit approval. This supports 

Plaintiff’s account that the proposal was circulated for input among stakeholders and received 

positive feedback prior to being sent to Lyndsay Nissen. 

It further demonstrates Plaintiff’s active coordination and leadership role in developing the 

prairie project, consistent with the shared understanding of Plaintiff’s role as project lead. This 

helps establish a pattern of collaborative approval, undermining later claims that Plaintiff 

acted unilaterally or without authorization. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-11 — Sent Nissen Prairie Proposal (October 21, 2021). 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

 

Relevance: Confirms the date and manner in which Plaintiff formally transmitted the Prairie 

Proposal to Lyndsay Nissen (via email), providing contemporaneous evidence of offer and 

notice. 

This record supports Plaintiff’s claims that Nissen was fully aware of and involved in the 

development of the Prairie Agreement, contradicting later denials of any agreement or 

authorization. It also strengthens the evidentiary chain showing Plaintiff’s consistent, transparent 

communication regarding the project. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-12 — Plaintiff informs Colville that Nissen approved Prairie Proposal (October 27, 

2021): Colville, “Let me know what all I can help with 😊,” then offers to assist with 

measurements. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Relevance: This exchange confirms that Lyndsay Nissen approved the Prairie Proposal on or 

before October 27, 2021, and that Plaintiff immediately communicated this authorization to 

Colville. Colville’s enthusiastic response and offer to assist with site measurements show that 

other stakeholders understood the project as officially authorized and were coordinating 

with Plaintiff in reliance on that approval. 

This record further establishes the timeline of Nissen’s approval, Plaintiff’s leadership role in 

organizing next steps, and the involvement of others in the implementation phase—

contradicting later claims that no agreement or authorization existed. 
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Section 4 (Exhibits C-13 – C15): Plaintiff’s collaboration with SHEPH (Winter 2021-March 2022), and associated labor  

This section illustrates the nature of Plaintiff’s collaboration with SHEPH prior to Defendants’ breach of agreements. C-15 shows 

SHEPH President Emily Poag’s response to hearing Plaintiff was barred from the premises. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-13 — Email from SHEPH’s President, Emily Poag, sending students’ first draft blueprints for garden (January 14, 2022), 

followed by subsequent texts pertaining thereto. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

 

SHEPH’s Blueprints — page 1 of 2.
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SHEPH’s Blueprints — page 2 of 2. 

 

Relevance: This evidence documents Plaintiff’s active collaboration with SHEPH (through its 

President, Emily Poag) on the garden project during Winter 2021–2022. Poag’s email 

demonstrates that SHEPH was preparing planting blueprints and coordinating with Plaintiff and 

others regarding design, layout, and planting strategy—indicating Plaintiff’s recognized 

leadership role in the garden project. 

The inclusion of multiple stakeholders on the email chain, as well as the level of detailed 

planning contained in the attached blueprint, provides contemporaneous evidence of a 

collaborative working relationship under the Prairie and Garden Agreements. 

This record also supports Plaintiff’s claims that their labor and coordination were central to 

project planning and that Defendants were aware of, and benefited from, those efforts prior to 

the breach. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-14 — Subsequent texts between Plaintiff and SHEPH (Winter 2021 – March 2022). 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

After SHEPH emailed the first draft of their blueprints, Plaintiff and Poag continued to 

coordinate via texts and phone calls to prepare for spring. This exhibit showcases such 

coordination, including Plaintiff’s efforts in assisting the students.  

 

 

 

 

Continued Coordination with SHEPH — page 1 of 11. 
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The “research section” Poag refers to in the second image was located in the Discord server, 

where Plaintiff was creating step-by-step instructions for SHEPH to use in planting and caring 

for their list of plants. Students created the blueprints and chose the plants. Plaintiff assisted the 

students by performing research, organizing it into the Discord server, and inviting all involved 

parties (SHEPH, Nissen, Stewart, Colville, Martinez) to participate in the servers.  

An example of such instructions is on the following page. 

 

 

Continued Coordination with SHEPH — page 2 of 11
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Continued Coordination with SHEPH — page 3 of 11.
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Plaintiff invited Nissen to join the Discord server to stay apprised of progress and 

communications. Nissen never joined. 

 

 

Continued Coordination with SHEPH — page 4 of 11.
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Continued Coordination with SHEPH — page 5 of 11. 
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Continued Coordination with SHEPH — page 6 of 11. 
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Continued Coordination with SHEPH — page 7 of 11. 
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Continued Coordination with SHEPH — page 8 of 11. 
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Continued Coordination with SHEPH — page 9 of 11. 
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After Plaintiff created step-by-step instructions to prepare for the upcoming season, she updated 

the students blueprints to reflect their refined plans. Students agreed to re-arrange some of the 

plants from their original blueprints based upon Plaintiff’s research, reflected in the updated 

blueprints, located on the following page. 

 

 

Continued Coordination with SHEPH — page 10 of 11. 
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Continued Coordination with SHEPH — page 11 of 11.
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Relevance (C-14): Exhibit C-14 documents Plaintiff’s sustained and organized coordination 

with SHEPH and its student leadership between January and March 2022. This includes direct 

messaging, Discord communications, instructional guidance, planting recommendations, and 

final garden layout designs. 

The culmination of these efforts is represented in the final SHEPH Garden 2022 layout plan 

(above), which integrates student input and logistical considerations coordinated by Plaintiff. 

This visual plan demonstrates the level of detail, structure, and leadership Plaintiff contributed 

to the project and how other parties relied on those contributions. 

This exhibit further supports Plaintiff’s claims that: 

• Plaintiff acted with the knowledge and participation of project stakeholders; 

• Defendants and their partners benefited from Plaintiff’s work product; 

• There was an established, functioning collaboration prior to Plaintiff’s exclusion. 

As such, the exhibit is central to establishing the existence of agreements, the reasonable 

reliance of other participants, and the damages stemming from Defendants’ breach and 

exclusion. 

Connection to Exhibit C-1 (Nissen’s ICRC Statement): 

Nissen’s statements to the ICRC between May and July 2022 (Exhibit C-1) categorically denied 

the existence of any agreements, framing Plaintiff’s work as “unsolicited,” “unauthorized,” and 

“obsessive.” These claims stand in direct conflict with the contemporaneous evidence 

documented in Exhibits C-10 through C-14, which clearly demonstrate: 

• Active coordination between Plaintiff, SHEPH students, and stakeholders; 

• Express acknowledgment and participation from other involved parties; 

• A structured, collaborative plan for the garden and prairie project months in advance of 

the alleged events. 

This stark contrast reveals a pattern of material misrepresentation by Nissen. By denying the 

existence of the agreements she had acknowledged and benefited from, Nissen effectively 

attempted to erase Plaintiff’s documented contributions and recast them as harassment or 

intrusion. 

These false narratives were then weaponized to justify retaliatory actions, including 

defamatory allegations entered into the public record (see Exhibits B–F). This sequence of events 

demonstrates a coordinated effort to conceal and discredit Plaintiff’s legitimate role in the 

project and provides a clear evidentiary foundation for Plaintiff’s claims of fraud, retaliation, and 

defamation. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-15 — SHEPH President Emily Poag’s response to learning that Plaintiff was barred 

from the premises due to undisclosed complaint(s) (on or around April 1, 2022). 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Relevance: Exhibit C-15 captures the 

immediate reaction of SHEPH President 

Emily Poag upon learning that Plaintiff had 

been barred from the premises for 

undisclosed reasons. Poag’s statements 

affirm that neither she nor other SHEPH 

leaders felt uncomfortable with Plaintiff, and 

that Plaintiff’s expertise was appreciated. 

This demonstrates that: 

• Plaintiff’s involvement was 

welcomed and relied upon by core 

project collaborators; 

• There was no evidence of 

interpersonal or safety concerns 

from SHEPH, contradicting the 

implication of Plaintiff being an 

unwanted presence; 

• Defendants’ actions to exclude 

Plaintiff were unilateral and 

unexplained to other stakeholders. 

 

 

This evidence directly rebuts Defendant Nissen’s claims (Exhibit C-1) that Plaintiff’s 

involvement was unsolicited, obsessive, or unwanted, and further supports the assertion that 

Nissen’s statements to the Iowa Civil Rights Commission were knowingly false and 

retaliatory. It also establishes that the exclusion was inconsistent with the experience and 

understanding of other stakeholders. 

These statements from SHEPH’s President are clear, contemporaneous third-party evidence 

contradicting Defendant Nissen’s later misrepresentations and supporting Plaintiff’s claims of 

fraud, retaliation, and defamation. 
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Section 5 (C-16 – C19): Plaintiff’s collaboration with other community members (Winter 

2021-March 2022). 
 

This section includes documentation of Plaintiff’s collaboration with various community 

members.  See Exhibits D and E for more information regarding collaboration with Colville and 

Martinez. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Relevance (C-16 on following page): This exhibit documents Plaintiff’s collaborative work 

with Defendant Sharon Stewart, who personally requested that Plaintiff create signage to 

support the shared garden project. Stewart’s direct request and subsequent approval (“Perfect!!”) 

confirm that Plaintiff’s contributions were authorized, coordinated, and appreciated. 

This evidence directly contradicts the narrative presented by Defendant Nissen to the Iowa 

Civil Rights Commission (Exhibit C-1), in which she denied the existence of agreements and 

framed Plaintiff’s contributions as unsolicited and intrusive. 

Together with Exhibits C-10 through C-15, this shows a pattern of coordinated community 

involvement that Defendants later mischaracterized as unauthorized in order to justify 

retaliatory actions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit C — Garden and Prairie Agreements; related statements to ICRC — Page 41 of 67 

 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-16 — Sign created by Plaintiff, per Stewart’s request (November 3, 2022). 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-17 — Plaintiff’s research into winter composting for Lockwood Cafe, per Stewart’s request, and assisting SHEPH with a 

greenhouse (November 11 – January 9, 2022). 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Relevance (C-17): Exhibit C-17 documents Plaintiff’s research and planning efforts for winter 

composting and greenhouse operations between November 2021 and January 2022. This work 

was performed at the request of Defendant Sharon Stewart and in coordination with SHEPH 

students to support the shared community garden project. 

These communications demonstrate that Plaintiff’s contributions were explicitly requested, 

integrated into ongoing planning, and recognized as part of the project’s infrastructure 

development. 

This directly contradicts Defendant Nissen’s statements to the ICRC (Exhibit C-1), in which 

she claimed Plaintiff’s activities were unsolicited and unauthorized. 

When viewed alongside Exhibits C-14 through C-16, this evidence reinforces the consistent 

pattern of active, authorized, and appreciated collaboration that Defendants later 

mischaracterized in order to justify retaliatory exclusion. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-18 — Plaintiff coordinating wood chip hauls for walkways and weed abatement 

(November 8 – January 9, 2022). 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Nissen had already offered the use of the trailer prior to this text exchange. 
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Relevance: Exhibit C-18 documents Plaintiff’s logistical coordination with Austin Stewart (co-

owner of Lockwood Cafe), Defendant Nissen (Lyndsay), and Defendant Colville (Willa) to 

haul and deliver wood chips for the garden walkways and weed abatement between November 8, 

2021 and January 9, 2022. 

These communications show Plaintiff actively managing core infrastructure work for the 

shared garden — including sourcing, scheduling, and organizing volunteer labor and equipment. 

This directly contradicts Defendant Nissen’s statements to the ICRC (Exhibit C-1), which 

falsely portrayed Plaintiff’s contributions as unsolicited and unauthorized. 

Additionally, Austin Stewart’s referral to Nissen for trailer access, and the ongoing logistical 

exchanges with Nissen and Colville, demonstrate that Plaintiff’s work was known, 

acknowledged, and integrated into the collaborative project. 

When read together with Exhibits C-14 through C-17, this evidence establishes an ongoing 

pattern of structured collaboration and authorization prior to the Defendants’ subsequent 

misrepresentation and retaliation. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-19 — Before and after photos of property; majority of labor performed by Plaintiff 

photo of garden and prairie prior to Plaintiff’s work (Fall 2021 – March 2022). 

 

Additional documentation of labor performed is in Exhibit A-3. 

Garden is to the left, behind the overgrown fence and tires: 
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After pics 
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Relevance (C-19 on pages 47 – 49): Exhibit C-19 provides before-and-after photographs of the 

garden and prairie site at Lockwood Cafe, taken between Fall 2021 and March 2022. These 

images document the substantial physical improvements to the property, the majority of which 

were performed or coordinated by Plaintiff. 

The “before” photos show the overgrown, tire-strewn, and neglected state of the property prior 

to Plaintiff’s involvement. The “after” photos show installation of infrastructure, fencing, 

compost bins, signage, and mulch walkways — all completed during the period of Plaintiff’s 

active, authorized participation. 

This evidence strongly corroborates Plaintiff’s claims of meaningful contributions and 

reliance by Defendants, and directly undermines Defendants’ later statements to the ICRC 

(Exhibit C-1) that Plaintiff’s work was unsolicited or unauthorized. 

Taken together with Exhibits C-14 through C-18, this establishes a clear factual record of 

sustained collaboration, authorization, and labor contribution prior to retaliatory exclusion. 

 

Section 6 (Exhibits C-20 – C-24): Defendants’ allegations against Plaintiff regarding 

unauthorized labor and spending (on or around May–July 2022, Exhibit B1) 

This section contains statements by Lyndsay Nissen to the Iowa Civil Rights Commission 

alleging that Plaintiff collected or mishandled funds related to the prairie and garden projects at 

4625 Reliable Street (Exhibit C-20).  

It also includes contemporaneous communications and records demonstrating that the 

contributions were jointly organized, transparent, and pre-approved by Defendants and 

community partners. 

The following exhibits contain contemporaneous messages, collaborative planning 

documents, and transaction records showing that: 

1. Nissen and other Defendants were informed of and participated in donation planning. 

2. The purpose of all funds was documented and directly tied to the garden/prairie 

installation. 

3. No evidence exists of Plaintiff misappropriating or withholding funds. 

4. Defendants expressed support for the project in real time, contradicting later allegations. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-20: Excerpt from Nissen’s statement to the ICRC re: performing unsolicited labor 

without coordinating with other volunteers, and unauthorized use of funds to pay for supplies (on 

or around May–July 2022) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

Key Excerpts — Nissen’s ICRC Statement (May–July 2022) 

¶ 1: Nissen alleged that Plaintiff: 

1. Planned for a rain barrel without coordinating with others. 
 

2. Assumed she could use SHEPH’s money. 
 

3. Complained to everyone that she couldn’t use SHEPH’s money. 
 

4. Everyone asked for money, including Lockwood Café employees, customers, and people 

who came to events. This statement is echoed by Defendant Esker, as found in Exhibit F. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-21: Coordination with community member Audrey who offered to donate a rain barrel, 

and subsequent communication with local volunteer Travis re: hauling, and with Co-Owner of 

Lockwood Café, Austin Stewart, re: purchasing supplies related thereto (Winter 2021 – Spring 

2022) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-22— Plaintiff requests Reliable Street’s address for sending garden related products 

using her own money (February 18, 2022): Nissen provides address and implies authorization to 

order products only a month and a half prior to March 31 (accrual of initial cause of action).. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-23 — Plaintiff and Colville each pay Nissen $100 via Venmo to share costs on prairie 

seeds (March 17, 2022): (documenting joint financial contribution toward prairie seeds prior to 

the March 31, 2022 incident). 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

 

 

 

Plaintiff’s message to Nissen to hold off on ordering seeds. Nissen informs Plaintiff “Reliable 

can just pay for the seeds”. 
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Plaintiff’s message to Nissen regarding Colville and her boyfriend each pitching in $100 toward 

prairie seeds. Nissen offered to pay the rest (~$40). 
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Plaintiff’s message to Colville to provide Nissen’s Venmo information. Colville responds “Love 

you <3”. 
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Nissen message to the ICRC showing Plaintiff only paid for some of the seeds. 
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Notably, Defendant Nissen’s ICRC statement omits co-defendant Colville’s $100 contribution 

toward prairie seeds. This omission is significant given Colville’s clear, enthusiastic participation 

in both planning (Exhibit C-10) and financial support (Exhibit C-23). These records further 

undermine Defendants’ claims that Plaintiff acted unilaterally or without authorization. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

Exhibit C-24 — Confusion Around Finances; Plaintiff requests meeting for SHEPH, Nissen, 

Colville, and Martinez to discuss ideas (March 17, 2022). 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SHEPH and Plaintiff discussed finances. Poag suggested products could be ordered from school 

account multiple times. 
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SHEPH informed Plaintiff that they had very few funds. Plaintiff suggested a plant sale. 
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By March, Plaintiff had paid for essential supplies to be prepared for spring planting. Plaintiff 

called together the volunteers to discuss ideas. 
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Excerpt from Defendant Stewart’s statement to the ICRC (see Exhibit A-4 for full statement): 
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Key Takeaways from Exhibit C-24: 

• During initial meetings SHEPH informed involved parties (Plaintiff, Martinez, Colville) 

that they had funds available for supplies. 
 

• In spring, SHEPH informed Plaintiff that funding procedures had changed, and products 

needed to be ordered months in advance. 
 

• Plaintiff texted group to discuss ideas for funding a few supplies that were still needed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Exhibit C — Garden and Prairie Agreements; related statements to ICRC — Page 66 of 67 

 

Conclusion — Exhibit C (Garden and Prairie Agreements) 

1. Exhibits C-1 through C-24 document the existence, scope, and implementation of the 

Garden and Prairie Agreements between Plaintiff, Defendants, and related parties from 

September 2021 through March 2022, followed by contradictory statements and 

allegations made by Defendant Nissen in May–July 2022. 

 

A. Pattern of Authorization and Reliance 

2. As reflected in Exhibits C-2 through C-8, Defendant Nissen expressly approved 

Plaintiff’s participation in the garden project, provided specific input regarding planning, 

and repeatedly acknowledged Plaintiff’s leadership role. Communications during this 

period were friendly, collaborative, and reflected mutual trust and reliance. 

3. Exhibits C-9 through C-12 show that both Nissen and Defendant Colville reviewed and 

approved the Prairie Proposal, offering support and assistance. This establishes that 

Plaintiff’s prairie work was planned, known, and authorized by Defendants. Pages 4 and 

5 of Exhibit C-9 further demonstrate that the proposal was explicitly designed as a 

community project. 

4. Exhibits C-13 through C-19 reflect Plaintiff’s ongoing coordination with SHEPH 

representatives and community volunteers. No objections, reprimands, or concerns were 

documented during this period, further supporting that Plaintiff’s actions were welcomed 

and expected. 

5. Exhibits C-20 through C-24 demonstrate that Plaintiff and other parties shared financial 

responsibility for project materials. When funding procedures changed, Plaintiff properly 

requested a joint meeting to address remaining needs—consistent with her de facto 

managerial role. 

 

B. Later Retaliatory and Defamatory Narrative 

6. Exhibits C-1 and C-20 contain statements made by Nissen to the ICRC alleging that 

Plaintiff acted without authorization, was “obsessive,” and performed “unwanted” labor. 

These claims—along with numerous additional allegations—directly contradict the 

contemporaneous record described above. 

7. Plaintiff asserts that these statements were made in retaliation for her ICRC complaint 

and were coordinated with other Defendants (see Exhibits B, D, E, and F). Nissen’s 

language (“cornering,” “obsessive”) portrayed Plaintiff in a false and harmful light and 

omitted critical context regarding prior authorization and collaboration. 

8. Plaintiff’s call for a financial meeting (Exhibit C-24) was both appropriate and necessary, 

given Nissen’s position as President of Reliable Street and co-owner of Love Club LLC. 
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Nissen’s later claim that Plaintiff made others “uncomfortable” discussing finances 

mischaracterizes a routine and reasonable procedural action. 

 

C. Legal Relevance 

9. The evidentiary record in Exhibit C demonstrates: 

a. Defendants’ clear authorization of Plaintiff’s work and financial contributions; 

b. Plaintiff’s reasonable reliance on those authorizations; 

c. The cooperative and amicable nature of contemporaneous communications; 

d. The materially inconsistent and retaliatory nature of later statements made by Nissen to 

the ICRC. 

10. This record supports Plaintiff’s claims of promissory estoppel, unjust enrichment, 

defamation, retaliation, and related causes of action, and undermines Defendants’ 

allegations that Plaintiff acted unilaterally or without consent. 

For these reasons, the Court should give substantial weight to this record as evidence of 

Defendants’ authorization, Plaintiff’s reliance, and the retaliatory nature of Defendants’ later 

statements. 

No contemporaneous complaints, warnings, or boundary objections appear in the record prior to 

the ICRC filing. 


