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Cleary, Cheistopher’s assertions regarding the change in situs are not fraudulent, but are
based on the language and requirements of the trust. Therefore, Caroline’s request for
modification or amendment of the May 19, 2015 Order should be denied in its entirety,

Y, Taria Davis was a disoretionavy beneficiary entitted o distributions at e fime of
the purparted change i situs and she did not provide her consent to the situs
change: thevefors, the change fo situs is invalid and was not a fraudulent
nuisvepresentsiion
Whes an interpretation would resalt in the terms of a trust being dee emed repugnant, the

qeneral sude for bandling repugnant provisions in a trust is summearized in Corpus Juris
Seeundury whivh provides in pertinent part:
# nosaible, a trust instrument should be construed by reconciling apparently repugvant

i
srovisions, A trust instrument must Be so cousts ried as to avoid, if possible, ali

repugnaney. If reconcifiation of inconsistencies is possible, a construction that produces
that result will be adopted, Thus, conflieting provisions should be read in such & matner
as to give effeet to both or fulfil the settiors intent, Parts inconsistent with the settlor's

wignt may be rejected. & construction of a provision in a trust deed will not be adopted

mat holds that pmvision repugnant to the grant so as to defeat the grantor's maiifest
ntention.t’

fs the Nevada case, Hunter v. Manhan,* the court reconciled a eonilict between two

srovistons of the trust under a decedent’s will that controiled the distribution of the trust benetits

i

0 the sole beneflciary, the decedent's daughter, Dorothy. A district court had not made

deductions to the value of a beneficiary’s interest, despite the fact that she had received monthly

distributions wns! Mhe frust’s termination (which diminished the trust’s value), and based their

decision on the reading of the word, “absoinely™. ¥ The Nevada Supreme Court disagreed and

$700 LS. Trusts § 217 { Westlaw database updatad June 2015) (" Repugnant provisions™).
S Hunter v, Mmﬁmrs. 04 fdey. 380, 80 P.2d 474 (1978)
S Lo at 3872 0.2, 380 B.2d at 476 n.? (quoting trust).

PETAPP001162
Docket 68948 Document 2015-30660




: oy
FZ I+ SR 7~ S + RS S

ot
%2

ok
iad

23
24
&8
<8
R
<8

recoaeiied the wse of the term “absolutely™ so that it made sense with the purposes, meaning. .
and oblectives of the trust. ™0 |

t a Toxts case, Shearrer v, Holley,™ invoived a dispute over real property that had been
ceansfirsad to  trustS? The Trustes was to holif the property for the benefit of the grantors and
thete thres children with the trust terminating on the death of the surviving grantor, and the
property bring distribated to the three children. The trust provided that il ownership in
various tacts, as opposed to undivided iuterests, was o pass outright to cach of the three

i% & S N - L. < 5 PR %
children.® When one of the children died leaving the property to his wife, litigation ensued as

to the imterpretation of the trust concerning whether the beneficial interesi was a vested or

contingent remainder to enable the child o devise his interest o a spouse. The lower court
found that the interest was contingent and reverted back to the granter's estate; the appeals
coust, however, found that the lungnage of the trust meant that at the time of the trust's
sanmination, the logal title held by the trusiee would vest in the beneficiarics so as to merge with
the heneficiaries’ cquitable title that ad beent vested in them since the creation of the tust™ In
ather words, the court consiroed the term "vest” o relate only to the time for the beneficlary's
sight to possess the property represented by that interest and not to the time at which the interest
fegally vested s¢ as to prevlode any requirement for the beneliciary to survive to a later time in

order fo setatn his sight of possession once the thme came for distribution of the trust asseis.

% Jd ar 38584, SBO P.3d at 476 (The Nevada Supreme Couet held that *the wod absolutely” as nsed in that
saragraph heans only that upen terunation of e rust Doro thy was fo receive the tresh carpus free of trust in sole
ewnership’

5 Shearrer v, Molley, 952 W .2d 74 (Tex. App. 1997)

R id, ut 7339

" id, a1 7677

B i at 77 (The Sourt of Appeals of Texas stated that ‘{wikile the brust deeds provids that title woudd vestin [roy
spon the death of bis parents; the courts have interpreted similac language to delay only the time of enjoyment o

posseasion, ot the tirse of vestment”

24
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Thus, i both Hunter and Shearrer, the court resolved a confilet by interpreling a lenm $o
as 1o eliminate the compatibitity that would otherwise exisl. Courts have typically resolved
and should resalve conflicts of terms to aveid a repugnancy n the interprefation of a trust
agreement,

Heredn, Caroline has alleged that Tarja Davis was not a beueficiary of the trust entitled
to discretionary distributions. Caroline devotes a simplistic discussion fo the analysis of Tarja
as & spouse, whew the status as a beneficiary requires much meore analysis and must be

incorporated into the snalysis along with the definition of a spouse in order to avoid an absurd

result i its fterpretation.

$a the Trust, there are clearly three operational definitions for the term “spouse” as it
applies 1o & beneliciary's rights under the terms of the Trust. Two of these definitions refer o
the procsss by which a spouse may become & qualified primary beneficiary, while the third
spousal definiion refers to the spousal ability to receive current discretionary distributions of a
Gimited patuge (Lo, for health education, maintenance and support) untif that spouse as a
secondary or other beneficlary later qualifies as a vested primary beneficiary {(hereatter
“orimary beneficiary™). The first definition of a spouse is one that exists at the time of the
signing of the Trost™  This definltion apphes 10 Christopher’s first spouse, Uheryl Davis
SCheryl™), The next definition is one that applies to a spouse that warties after the signing of
fhe Teust, and who wmay becgme a primary beneficiary after fen years Or So0ner upou
involuntary separation. This delinition appiies to Christopher’s curzent spouse, Tagja. The third
definition refers to a spouse that is in the process of qualifying as a primary beneficiary, but who

Hives with the primary beneficlary and is entitled to discretionary distributions solely from the

s
wn
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share of the primary beneficiary for health, education, maintenance, and support only after the
frustee meels the needs of the primary beneficiary. This definition also applies to Taria, It is
clear ftom Bealrice’s own intent as set fosth in the Trust that her children’s spouses are all
intended primary beneficiaries,® and therefore provisions were made fo care for her chiidren’s
spouses untll they qualified as a primary beneficaries.

i Avticde Foursees. Section i, Pavugraph (j) created a primary beneficiary for a

R N

Sapse niaeried gt e doe dhe frust was created.

Fursuant 10 Article Three of the Trust, the primary beneficiaries of the Trust are

Christopher 3. Davis, Caroline 13, Dvavis, their spouses, their children, and anv other naiural

purson added as 3 beneficiary pursuant to other provisions of the Trust agreement which permits

such pessens o be added as benefieiaries’” 1t is not surprising that Caroline would [ail 10

represent fo the court the identties of the spousal beneficiaries in tight of matters that wili be
discussed further.® However, it is clear that if there are “primary beneficiaries™ and there are
“segondary or other bengficlaries” of the Trust,  In fact, the Trust defines the provisions of
which permit a secondary or other beneficiary w be added as an intended primary beneficiary
under Axticle Fourteen,>

Heatrice erested the Trust on Juiy 28, 2000, naming Alaska Trust Company (“Alaska™)

gs the initial wustee and My leboardt as ust protector.  When the Trust was signed,

* Tyust, Arvicle Fourteen, Section 1, paragraph (1), stating “An individual is a "spouse” if such individual is the then
current spouse of a ehild of sine on the signing date of this trust”.

% Trust, Article Three, Section 1.

# Trust, Avtiele Three, Section |

# Sea Caroline’s Objection Bied 7/33/15 at Page 4:17-18.

3 Teust, Asticle Three, Section 1. See aiso Trust  Article Fourteen, Section 1, Paragraph ()

26
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Christepher I Devis was marred to Cheryl. Cheryl was a primary beneficiary under the rerms
of the Trust, bevause she qualified as a “spouse.”™

Article Fourteen, Section 1, Paragraph (), first senience states, “An individual 15 a
“spouse” if such individual is the then current spouse of a child of miue on the signing date of
s trust”  Farthermove, the 1 insurance policy that funds the Trust insures the Iife of
Cheryd,? the spouse of Christopher at the time the Trust was si gned.®

St why Insure the life of Christopher’s wife and not the life of Christopher or Caroline?
Recause both Beatrice and Christopher had an insurable interest in Cheryl's {ife as a primary
beneficiary under the terms of the Trust.® The same argument would be equally applicable
any spouse of Caroline bad she heen married and had Beairice fusured the ife of Caroline’s
spouse,

The tevms of the Trust dictate that npon termination of the trust, the trustee is required to
make svery offort t transfer any policy inswring a beneficiary’s iife to that beneficiary as part of
that heneficiary’s disuibutive share.™ Tt is clear that the policy insures Cheryl's fife, who was
aamed as & primary beneficiary by Seatrice herself, and was the spouse of Christopber (also a

primary beneficiary) at the time Beatrice signed the Trust.™ Therefore, Cheryl became both 2

# Yrust, Avticl Fourteen, Section 1, pacagraph (), stating “An individual is a "spouse” if such individual is the then
curvent sponge of & ¢hild of mice on the signing date of this rust”.

51 See Caroiing’s Petition dated 02710715 at Exhibit 6 ve: Ashiey Cooper Life International Insurer, SPC lite
nsuranes policy.

£ Ypyust, Articls Fourteen, Section |, Paragraph j., Page 14-4 (An individual 5 2 “spouse” if sueh individual is the
carrent spouse of & child of mine | Beatrice B. Davis] on the signing date of this trust.™)

€ Tegst, Articie Four, Section 3, Page -1 ("My Trustee may purehase and hold s trust property & policy or
polizies of insurance on my {ife, the life of any srust beneficiary, or on the fife of any persen b whom any trust
benaficiary has an Tesuranics inerest.”)

8 Tt Article Four, Sectioe |, Paragraph i {“Lipon termiination of the trust, my Trustee shall have powser (o
wansfer and assign the policies held by the trust as a distribution of trust property. My Trustee shail make avery
effort to transfer any policy insuricg a beneficlary’s life to that beneficiary as part of that beaeficiary’s distributive
shise.™)

£ See Journal Entry and Decree of Divoree dated August 13, 2011 attached hereto and incorporaied as £x hibit A.
to Christophec’s Reply and Opposition filed 827715,
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spouse and primary beneficiary of, at a minimum, the distributive share of the policy on her life
upon termination of the tust.

Nased upon the foregoing distributive requirement to the insured beneficiary, il it was
argued that Chevyl was only a lifetime beneficiary during Beatrice’s life,  then uniess Cheryl’s
enediolal interest was terminated at the termination of the lifetime trust or later diveree from
Christopher, she would continue 1o have a right tw ber distributive share upon termination of the
Trust. &

i Ohesyls benefiolal rights were not terminated at the death of Beatrice or at her divorce

from Christopher, then she arguably retained dos beneficial siatus, because she already qualified

as the current spouse of Christopher at the tiwe of the sigoing of the Trust,* and she 15 the

actust inssred uader the terms of the life inswance policy held by the Trust currently buing
disputed by the parties.”

Assuming erguendo that Cheryl's beneficial status was not terminated, she would
arguably sontinue 1o vetain her beneficial rights even if the Trust was later divided.” She would
also require notice as 10 the curnent petition; however, she was ol poticed on Caroling’s

etition desplte Casoling’s care to notice Tarja, and was not a pary to the change in suus

efoctuated by Mr. Lehonardt, Whether or vot she is entitled to notice regarding whether or not

% Trgst, Articie Three, Section 11 ("This Lietime trust shall terminate upon the deatlt of the Trustmaker, and the
wrincipal aad aconued and undistributed net income shall be distributed undsr the Articles that follow.”); See also
Asticle Four, Section |, Paragraph §.
g
& Yryst, Article Fourteen, Section {, Paragraph ., Page 14-4 (An individual is « “spouse” i such individual is then
current spoase of @ child of mine or: the signing date of this trust.”) :
@ Trust, Article Fourteen, Section 1, Paragraph j., Page 14-4 (Aq individual is a “spouse” if such individual is then |
servent spouse of « chiid of mine on the signing date of this trust.™) 5
1 ppust, Arilele Twelve, Paragraphs b and ¢, { [T @ trast under this agreement, whether ereated under U
not, is satively exempt or nonexempt from generation-skipping tax and adding property to it would partiaily subject
the trust to gensration-skipping tax, my Trustes may hold thal property i A separaie trust in Hew of making the
addition. if my Tristee divides a trust into two separate trusi shares or creales 2 separate trust for additions, the
b

truste or 93t shares that result shall have the same terss aad conditions as the original wust.™)

28
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she remains & primary beneliciary for distributions was a question for the Alaskan Trustee and
Mr. Lehnardt to address prior to the change in situs, and more fikely the Alaska court.
i, Aveicle Fourievn Section I, peragraph () creates a gualifving period for a

sposse serried after the creativs of the Trust in order 1o be added as a prisiary
Seseficlury snde aplich Talagualifies.

Taria is a secondary or other beneficiary currently entitled to diseretionary distributions
for health, education, maintenance and sapport, who will become & primary beneficizry after ten
years of marriage or sooner if there happens to be an inveluntary separation from Christopher
die o death or other gircumstanees, 18 order to more fully understand the nature of Tazja’s
nferest, the Cowt mudt leok to the bepeficiary definition set forth in Article Fourteen, Section
. pavageaph {8), which s referred to by peragraph () of the same article which states in

pertinent part that:

“Ne adopted or after-born person shall be accepted as descendant of mine unless that

erson i the product of & valid mariial gnion in existence prior 1o the birth or adopted as
such person and continuously for at least ten vears thereafter. A valid marital union
exista i the hushand and wife are legally maried and actually rveside with each other in
the same peincipal wosidence,  The bueden shall be on the person to establish that a
pasticular marital union satisfies the requirements of this paragraph....Any involuntary
separation during the ten year period due to circumstances beyond the control of the
sponses, including death of one f the spouses, shall not indicate dissolution of the
marits! wnion, Dwring the ten year gualification period, my Trustee shail hold such
beneficiary s trust share, if any, and shall not make any distributions fur the benefit of
such beneliciary... . Nothing in this paragraph shall operate to deny any current
beneficlary from receiving benefits from his or her trust share, sor in Hmiting the
diseretion of niy Trustes in determining those benefits.™

it s clewr frum the definition of a marital union that is incorporated into Article
Fourteen, Seotion 1, Paragraph (j) that an adopted or after born person shall be accepted if he or
she is the offspring of a ten vear marital union unless one of the spouses in the marital union

dies efore the 10 vear qualification periad or is involuntarily separated.”! Under the marhal

T rust, Article Feurteen, Section !, Paragraph @

2%
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ppion defintion, ten years could bo shortened to three vears if the trustee found that an
involuntary separation securred. ™ Therefore, ten vears is not really ten vears even for a person

qualifying to becose a primary benefictary if there is an involaniary separation in the mariial

in short, & nonsprimacy spouse in the swarital union must actively choose separation in
avder for the ten vear requivement (o become operative for purposes of disqualifving them as a
qualifying primary benefivlary,  Clearly the “ten year requirement is modified under Article
Fourteen, Section 1, Paragraph {j) because it references direcily to Article Fourteen, Section ],
Paragraph {n).  Paragraph (a) further provides that any curent beneficiary cannot be denjed
from receiving benetits from bis or her trust share, nor in limiting the discretion of the Trustee
i dotormining those beasdits, In fet the Trust must hold the qualifying beneficlary’s trost
share in trest during the peried in which the ciild is maturing inte adulthood and into the status
of & primary beneficiay,

Bven if the Cowrt adopts aroline’s argument that Tarja is not a qualified spouse as a
orimary benaficlary, the Trustee still has diserction in determining the benefits of a current
secondary spossal benefleiary {who is in the process of gualifving or being added as vested
orimary beneficiary) living with a primary beneficiary, and may continue with their cwrrent
diseretionary distribition to & current secondary or other beneficiary spousal beneficiary.™
i Aretede Slal, Sectton 3 of she Trust provides for cursens discretionary

disteidadlong foe g sasvend spowse living with a_primary beneficiory, which
includes Taria,

w2 J’d.

* Trust, Article Fourteen, Section |, Parageaph a. as referred 1o by Paragraph §., See also Trast, Article §, 8¢
Paragragh d. (“IMatributions shall Gnly be made by my Trustee to a spouse or a descendani of e Primary
Beneficlary after considering the needs of the Primery Beneficiary of the trust share™}

39
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Caroline atiempts to usplain away Tarja’s rights as a curent secondary or other
benediciary eatited to curent discretionary distributions under Article Bight, Seection 3,
Pavagraph (d) by only oiting to half of the paragraph, which fails to disclose the definitional
requirmment which permits Taga to recoive carrent discretionary distributions as a seconslary
heneficiary or other beneficiary living with her husband Cleistopher (who s a primary
beneflviary). The full sentsuce of Asticle Eight, Section 3(d) reads, “My Trusiee may make
Asvibutions fom the trust share of & Priwmary Beneficiary to or for the health, education,

maintenanse and support of the spouse of the Primary Beneficiary if the spouse is living with

the Frimary Seneficiary. (Emphasis added).

The immediate question then becomes, does Tarja qualify as a current secondary or

cther benefictary entitled to curromt discretionary  distributions for health, education,

maintenance, and support if she is a spouse Hving with the primary beneficiary. The answer is
clearly, “Yi.” The Trust provides that if Tarja is living with the primary beneficiary (i.e.

Twad

Christopher), she is entitled fo discretionary distributions for health, education, maiutenance,

and support, but only from his shass. and only afler his needs as & primary beneficiary are mel
because she is not yet a primary benoticiasy,™

Yecause Taria is entitied to receive current discretionary distributions as a secondary or
other bewsficiary from Christophes’s primary share, she is not entitled to such diswretionary
dietributions for hralth, education, maintenance, and support until after the Trustee considers the

needs of Christopher as the primary beneficiary.” Without acknowledging the first definition of

& “soouse” 1o qualify for primary beneficiary status, Caroline points to the remaining provisions

i »

= id.

S Teust, Arbicle Bighy, Section 3, Paragraph d. { Diistributions shall only be made by my Trustee [0 a spouse or &
L graph d. { y Y :

descendant of the Privenry Beneficiary after considering the needs of the Primary Beneficiary of the truat share.”)

31
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of Articie Fourteen, Section 1, Paragraphs (f) sned () which defines the second definition of the
e “spouse” 1o gualify o be added as a prirvary beneficiary.

Caroline’s voference 10 Article Fourteen only strengthens the proper interpretation of the
Trust W this regard. Quotaiion marks are used around the term “spouse” in Article Fourteen to
demonstrate that it is a term of art as defined in Article Pourteen, requiring no further
definitional explanation anless such an additional definition i3 intended. However, Article

Fight, Soction 3, Paragraph d. does just that in providing a third definition for what constitutes a

carrent spousal benefiviary catitled to distributions onlv from the share of a primary beneficiary.

This definition doesn’t just state that the “spouse of a Primary Beneficiary is entitled to
disteibusions.” 13 the reader would expect for a primary beneficiary spouse, but insiead qualifies
the term “spoose” by further stating ¥ the spouse of the Primary Heneficlary if the spouse is
lving with the Primary Beneficiary."™ This secondary or other beneficiary spouse has much
more Hmited diseretionaey vights than a geimary beneficiary spouse, because this secondary or

other sponse (that 3 qualifidng for primary status) only takes discretionary distributions for

heatth, education, maintenanes, and suppost from the share of the Primary Beneficiary and only

aliey the tust maers the needs of the Primary Yeneficiary.”” This secondary or other beneficiary

spouse does not receive distributions as an independent primary beneficiary as defined iv the
socand sentence i Article Fourteen, Seetion 1, Paragraph (j) (which is further modified by
Paragraph 8, of the same section), because this spouse has not qualified as a primary

Beneficiary,

™ Yrust, Articls Hight, Section 3(d).

T Tyust, Article Fossrtesn, Section |, Perugraph a, as referred to by Parageaph 1.; Se¢ also Trust, Article §, Scetion 3,
Paragraph ¢ ("Hstributions shail osly be made by my Trustee 1o a spouse or a descendant of the Primary
Seneficiary afier considering the needs of the Primary Beneticiary of the irust shae.™)
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Cavoline arsues that Article Fourteen, Section 1, Paragraph (j) (which refers w0 and
incorporates by reference Article Fourteen. Section 1, Paragraph (a)) imposes a ten yoar
requivement of marsiage upon Tarja before she can be entitled to discretionary trust distributions
as & primary beseficlary, This is only partly correct in that beneficiaries do not receive “priniary
Sencliciary™ status umsil the requirements of Article Three and Asticle Fourteen are met {which
could be fesa than fexs vears under an involuntary separation), but fails 1w compistely address i
now-primary bunsfictaries are entitled to Hmited discretionary distributions under Article Eight,
Section 3, Fasgraph &, during the qualification period to beceme a “arimary beneficiary” under
Article Fowteen, Section 1, Article Three, Section | defines who can become a primary
heneficiary, and Astivie Fourieen sets forth the qualification requirements to become a prmary
beneficiary, However neither Articie Three nor Article Fourteen addvess the discretiopary

disteiutions made available to the spouse who is a secondary or other beneficiary that is in the

process of qualifying as a primary beneficiary under Article Eight, Section 3, Paragraph ¢.

The purported trastee has even agreed that Tarja is a curvent discretionary beneficiary
antitied to disereticnary distributions for health, education, maintenance and support, because
she is {iving with Christopher.”™ Tarja is a spouse that qualifies as a current beneficiary that
gralifies o wvelve current discretionary distributions only after the needs of the primary

benesiciary ass met. Notably, if she vas already a arimary beneficiary, her needs would not be

seeandary to those of the primary beneficiary 1n providing for her health, education,

maintenance, and support. Reading the Trust in any other way creates internal inconsistencies

AP

ar rather sepugnant provisions within the body of the Trust.

% e Resportse of Dunhare Trust Company daied July 29, 2015 at Page 3:6-8 (In light of Tarja Daviy's recently
. - . st ikt i Gy 4 : Y
filed Declaration, it appears thit the prerequisite consent of all beneficiaries of the Trust was not obtained by the

Trisst Protector in his effort to change the Trust situs from Alaska to Nevada.) (Althongh Christopher agrees with
33
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corms of the TRUST at this time are discretionary for both primary and secondary or other

beneficiarios. Caroline’s simplistic reading of the TRUST simply does not rest upoen an entive

reading of the TRUST as will be discussed further below.,

Beseiolery guder the sermy of Trast

{1 i3 alse helpful to understand the parpose of the qualitying period to become a primary
besseficiary, which is to ensure that trust assets are not diverted surreptitionsty throngh an ificit
retationship 1o the detrineat of the gualitied primary beneficiaries. This is precisely the reason
that Beatrice required that any discretionary distributions to a secondary or other beneficiary for
fealth, wducation, mainienance and support be made solely from the primary beneficiary’s shave
and sot the primary beneficiavies shares, and only after the prinmary heneficiary’s needs had
alveady been met. This is evidenced by the extensive provisions of Trust, Article Eight, Section
3, parageaph 4,

While the period of ten vears can be shortened through involuntary separation, this
protection for the primary beneficiaries’ shares is evidenced by the extensive after-botn child
provisions contained in Article Fourteen, Section |, paragraph a., and the requirement that such
s adfter Bom ohild be the product of the Article 14, Section 1, paragraph (j) qualified marital
gaion, The qualification period for becoming a primary beneficiary is unncecessary and
repugnant if the spouse of primary beneficiary is only ever entitled to a secondary o¢ derivative

share for heolth, education, maintenance, support from the primary share of a primary

beneliciary, and only afler the primary beneficiary’s needs are met.  In other words, the

Pianham Trua Company’s analysis that Tarjais a beneficiary, he disputes Duntham Trust Corapany's role under the
purported first Amendment to the FHT Trust)

34
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qualification period in Article Fourteen, Section 1, Paragraph (i) 18 only necessary to protect the
‘Trst from sormsone Smproperdy teeelving a primary share of the Trust as primary beneficiary
before they have qualifisd for it

As discussed proviousty, Tarfa is not required 0 be a primary beneficiary to recerve
cureent diseretinnary distsibutions for health, education, maintenance and support as the spouse
fiving with the primary beneficiary derived solely from the primary beneficiaries share and only
afler the e has met the needs of primary beneficiary. There is no visk to the assels ot the
Trast in providing, as Asticle Bight Section 3, Pavagraph d. does, limited discretionary
dstibutions to Tearjs under these circumstances.  This is the only reading of the Trust that
makes the qualification period a valid protection for the assets of the Trust. and gives proper
seaning o the qualificativn peried for adding new primary beneficiaries.

Asticle Right, Seetion 3 of Trust also contains provisions for establishing sub trusts for
the primary beneficiaries. This section states that further sub trusts can be created for shares of
other heneficiaries and those added pursuant to the trust terms, This section is only reconcilable
if the Trast contains provisions for creating a qualified or vested primary beneficiary as
explained sbove,  Other beneficiaries and later added beneficiarics become the primary
tenoficiarios of the Trust sub trust. This again shows the intent 1o create a primary beneficiary
status for Suture heneficiaries under the terms of the Trust, This further supports the position that
te Article Fourteen, Ssetion 1, Parageaph j. defines “spouse” for the purpose of creating a
primary bensilelary status, which does not apply to a secondary or other beneficiary spouse then
Hying with a primary beneficiary as fn the case of Tarja.

i
¢
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V. Turia i elinlble g0 recelve distributions from the Trust asnd i g interested
werdys fevefore withow Siee consent the change in sities is invalid,

Althougk the Trust doss not clearfy outline what is meant by “mandatory distributions”
and “diseretionary distsibutions” as all distributions are discretionary, there is clearly a
distinetion when one considers the nature of a primary and secondary beneficiary set forth under
the terms of the Trust. The term “primary beneficiary” is also undefined in the Trust. Althou gl
fh form “secondary beneficiary” is never used, it is clear that one who is not a “primary
begeliciary™ is a “secondary or other beneficiary.” It is clear that an afier born or adopted child
is a secondary beneficiary along with a spouse living with the primary beneficiary, because the
after Bors or adopted child’s trast share must be retained by the Trustee until he or she qualifies,
and the after-married spouse takes a secondary or share during the period in which he or she is
qualifying as a primary spousal beneficiary while living with a primary beneficiary. Here the
farm “primary beneficiary” refers o those beneficiaries entitled to receive something more than
disoretionary distridutions for heaith, edusation, maintenance and support from the TRUST.
This is evidenced by the trast’s reference to primary beneficiaries receiving a “share™ of the
uss.”

‘Those sntitied o reveive discretionary distributions for health, education. maintenance,
and support ave ascondary beneficiares, their distribution is derived solely from the share of a

primuny beneficiary, because they don’t have their own share until they properly qualify as a

primary beneficiary,  Therefore, Article Fourteen Section 1, Paragraph . creates a primary

% I'rust, Article Eight, Scction 3, opening paragraph stating ("Except to the extent, if any, otherwise provided by
mere restrictive provisions contained In subsequent sections of this Article with respect to @ particular trusi shaig,
cuch frust shave ceeated for 4 beneficiary pursuani to Section 1 of this Article shalt be held, adminisiered, and
distributed i accordance with the following directives. Duding the lifetime of the narmed beneficiary of any share,
such named beneficiary shall be the Primary Beneficiary of such share; thereafter, if the share is subdivided into
separate shares for yuy descendants or otherwise, the person for whom the separate share is established shall be the
Primary Heneticimy thereof”)
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heneficiary statas whereas Article Eight, Section 3, Paragraph d. authorizes distributions 1o a
secondary or other beneficiary independent of any qualifying period, but subject 10 a more
nareew and limited standard.

Tarja was legaily marvied to, and then living with Christopher [, Davis at the time of the
Pebruary 24th, 2014 anendment®™® and therefore was eligible to receive discretionary
disteibations from the Trust for health, education, maintenance and support. She is a beneficiary
eligible to receive diswibutions and would be an interested party in all actions invoiving the
Trust,

Tarfa’s consznt would have been necessary to change the situs of Trust. Because Tarja
did net povide ey cousent, the Trust provision requiring the consent of all beaeficiaries then
sligible to receive distributions to enable a change in trust situs was not met.¥ Theretore, the
situs of the Trust remains i Alaska and this court remains without proper jurisdiction over

Trust

1L Careling's sisvonduef vy oxcparts eowmunications to the Court that swere included

i the May 19,2813 Order must be removed; and Christopher his rights {0 seek

sanetiogs 8 reait
i her initial petition, Carolive culy sought information regarding loans made from an
Ashicy Cooper Life Insurance Policy owaed by the trust. The overwhelming majority of the

foans swhiich Caroline sought information about were generated during the tenure of the Alaskan

$ See Caroling's Objection dated July 31, 2015 at Exhibit 3 re: Affidavit of Tarja Davis dated July 24, 2013,

1 Yrust, Avticle Fourteew, Section 6, Paragraph | (Except as expressly provided herein, the situs ol this agreement
or any subtrust esiabiished hereunder may be changed by the unanimous consent of al! of the heneficiaries then
eligible fo receive mandaiory or diseretionary distributivns of net income under this agreement or such sublrust,
svith the consent of any then-acting Frotector and the Trustee thereof, which shall be given ouly after Trastes s
obtained advice from counsel as to the tax and other consequences ol & chanige in situs. (Emphasis added).
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furisdiction over the trust based on a theory of construetive trust. ,

Trastees, the previous trustess of the trust. Caroline sought 1o have this court order Chistopher

e

diselose any and ol documentation and information related to (a) the Bolicy Loans,
focluding, but nos Hmited to, the identity of any entity, trust or individual who has
coceived aud or denefited from such loans, the purpose of such loans, the circumstances
sutrounding the distribution and use of such loans, the repayment of such loans (if any),
the ﬁ?iiazﬁmi sor such ioans, exeputed promissory notes, ete,; and (B) FHT holdings
LLC*

At the Aprif 22, 20135 hearing o¢ thereafter, the court did not find that personal service
had been offectuated to Chiistopher, it did not find that Christophar had established mininsinm
contacts, and it did not Snd that it took jurisdiction over Christopher as manager of the LLC or

in any other capacity other than allegediy as a trust advisor. This court also assumed

On May 11, 2018, Careline submitied a proposed order to the court, Caroiine’s proposed

order would have specifically ordered Christopher to produce:

Any and all information aad docwmentation in his possession, custody or control related

to any andt atl ivans taken from the trust, including but not limited to those showing or

redating o

{a) The purpose of sach toan;

() Who recetved G loan proceeds or the benefit of such loan proceeds;

() How the an procesds were used;

() The repavment terms for each loan and whether any repayment was made;

(23 Any and all collateral agreements refated to any and all loans; and

() Avny and ail Joan agreements and/or promissory notes for any and all loans ¥

After receipt of Caroline’s proposed order Christopher submitied a competing order |
signed by all other parties. Ultimately the cowst rejected Carciine’s proposed order. After two

interlineations the ecurt signed Chiristophet’s sroposed order.

2 Sep Tarciing’s Petition filed 02/16/135,
€ Yoo Latter fram Mark Solomen, Esq. fo Judge Gioria Sturman dated May 11, 2015 with Proposed Order
submitied by Caroling Davis May 1, 2015 atiached to Christopher’s Reply and Opposition as Exhibit B.
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Prioy te the Court's interlineations, Mr. Solomon submitted an ex-parte communication
or ex-parte Jettsr to sthe Court containing unmoticed arguments (which was fater provided 1o}
counsel) and new gase law meant to justify Cavoline’s departure from the oral and writter: record |

Apeil 22, 2014 hearing.® Specifically Mr. Solomon argued in his ex-parte letter that

[

of th
Chelstopher’s proposed srder should be rejected because it did not grant access 10 information in
Christophor's essfedy e epntred ¥ and it did not assume jurisdiction over Christopher as
massager of FRT foldings.® Although My. Solomon argued at the hearing that the court could
assume juriadiction over Cheistopher as manager of FHT Holdings LLCS the transeript
indicates that the Coset did not, in fact, take such jurisdiction at the hearing.™ In fact, the court
expiicitly fimited jurisdiction during its oral sling to Christopher’s role as Investment frust
Advisce® This is further evidenced by the numerous requests by Mr. Barney for the court to
clariiy how it was taking jerisdiction and ever what/whom and in what rofe.”® Additionally, the
ansetipt indicates that the court when asked about the breadth of the required disclosure
speciiically Hmited disclosure to those documents in Christopher’s possession as investment
adwigor®!

Upos later roceiving My, Solomon’s ex-parte letler 0 the coust, Mr, Basaey immediately

sought clarification of My, Sclomon’s unnoticed submission to the court™ requested then

% §es Christopher’s Heply and Opposttion filed 8/27/15 et Exhibl B re: Letter from Mark Solomon, Esq. to Judge
Glorja Sturrean dated May 1, 2815,

3 7 at Page 2, Last Paragrapgh

¥ [ at Page 1, Last Pasagraph.

#7 See Transeript daded $/27/15, Page 18:20-25,

B Jd at Page 51 4-16, see also Page 5312123,

® 1 at Puge 5472324 Court stating: it's what M .- Jt's what he has it his roie as Investment Trust Advisor,
That's 8.7

®fd ar Pages $1-53

SEIA at Page $4714-28 and Page §5:1-9, specifically Page 55 2.4 states: I that's not - you lnow, if that’s not in
his possession, it's nut in his possession, 1's anly what's — what he’s got in his possession.”

52 Qee Christopher’s Reply and Opposition fifed 8/27/15 at Exhibit Cre: ernail from Anthony L. Barney, Esq. dated
Mayv 12, 2015 to all parties,
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requested an oppertunity to briel’ the pew arguments w© understand the impositions on
Ciistopher based on My, Solomon’s new arguments advanced in bis May 14, 2015 letier”®
Without providing any other party further opportunity 10 brief the arguments raised by Mr.
Soiomen, the court signed Cheistopher’s proposed order with two significant interlineations,

The aeder submitted by Christopher’s counsel {and signed by all other parties except Carolinz’s

counsel) without the cowrt’s interlineations statext that Christopher must disclose information ™in
his possession as Investment Trust Adviser,” which was the exact wording reflected in the oral
and minute orders of the Cowtl

Hawever, the twe interlineations made by the court to the May 19, 2015 Grder reflect,
nesrly verbatis, the requests made by Mr. Solomon in his ex-parte letter to the Court ™
Spenificalty the coust added “custody or contrai” to the order which is precisely the request
made by Mr Sclomon® Additionally Mr. Sofomon argued that the order should require

fnfemation fom Mr. Davis “in bis individual capacity and as manager of FIT Holdings,

AiE

LLE and *As such, any information or documentation Mr. Davis bas in &is possession as

Manager of FHT Holding, LLC or individually, he also has in his possession as investment trust

g+t

advisor, and therefore he must be required to produce it

After veceipt of Caroling’s proposed order and Mr, Sotomon’s letter, this cowt signed
the eursent order which provides production to of information in Christopher’s “possession |.]

custody o pontrol, fu &is refe as Investment Triest Advisor and [in} forf his rele as manager of

55 See Christopher's Repiy and Opposition filed §$27/15 at Exhibit D ve: e-mai! and Letter from Anthony L.
Haoey, Esq. to cowt and xil partdes dated May 12, 20185,

% Qoo Cedor sisued May 19, 2018 (June 24, 2015} at Page 3:3-7, See also Letrer to Judge Sturman from Mark
Sulomen, s, dated May 11, 2015 at Page 1, Last Paragraph and Page 2, Last Paragraph.

9 See Lemer to Judge Glutia Sturtian by black Sofomon, Esg. dated May 11, 2018, Page 2, Last Parage
such this court should reaaire Mr, Davis to disciose any and all information and documentation u his possessio

custady, or contrel.”)
% Id, ut Page 1, Lasi Paragraph
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FHT Hotdiugs® Caroline was able to persuade the Court 1o adopt her arguments advanced in
her May 11, 2013 lester outside of a regularly noticed hearing, improperly denying all parfies the
ability to respond to the legal anthority provided Mr. Solomon 1o this Court in fiis May letter.
Unfortanatedy, the astual wording of the order appears 0 read one of several ways depending on

dhe way in which one interprets the interlineations set forth by the Court order, These arg as

fullows:

A%

TP 18 PURTHER GRDERED, ADNUDGED AND DHCREED that the Petition for
Lamediare Disclosare of Documents and Information from Chyistopier 11 Davis is
grapted s o all information in his possession custody or contrel in his wle as
Investment Trust Advisor, and {in] {or] his role as manager uf the FHT #loldings.

The other reading if one interprets the mark between “possession” and “in” is a comma

and not a “line” directing the reader to the above interlineation, the following interpretation is:

T IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADIUDGED AND DECREED that the Petition for
2mr>~zmi13le i}:scwaum of Documents and {nformation from Chrisiopher D. Davis is
gramied as o aff information in his possession, custody or conirel in his wole as
ivesiivent Trust Advisor, and [in] for] his role as manager of the FHT Holdings.

‘The greatess difffenlty {u interpretation arises with regard to whether the word “in” or
“or s the actual word of the court between the words, “and.” and “his role as manager of FHT
Holdings.” The veader is simply left to guess at the actuwally import of the mterlinestions.
Furthermore, it is not clear whether information in Christopher’s possession, custody, or control
applies to his sole as manager of FHT Holdings, LLC.

Even with the additien of her requesied interlineations or partial interiineations, Caroline
is apparently nnlappy with the urrent order becguse it limits her atiempts to force production

fom Christopher, of information held in a fiduciary capacity by the Alaskan Trustees. As such

1

¥ 14, ot Page 2, First Varagraph.
%8 Gee May 19, 2018 Order fled June 24, 2015 at Page 3:3-7.
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she has fled the current, daplicasive mation, although she could have sought relief in response
€ . p

1 Chriswpher’s Petition for Reconsideration. 1t is clear, however, that Caroline’s own ex-parte
communication and misconduct caused the verbatim interlingations on the May 18, 2015 Ovder.
Therefore, ¥ this Court §s to sven consider this Motion © Amend, it must also find a'l-:-:-nE
Caroline’s own misconduct in her ex-parte communications with the Court was the cause of the
cnrvent situasion, 1€ jurisdiction is deemed proper in this matter, Christopher bereby reserves his
right 1o seek sanciions, attomey fees and costs as a result.

IV, CONCLUSION

For the forsgoing reasons, Christopher respectfully requests the Court do the following,
1. Find that Oweline's Motion to Amend is a duplicative, winecessary and/or a vexatious

&

fillng

3

Find that Caroline could have sought the relief requested herein in response 10
Chrigtopher's Petition for Reconsideration.
3. Deny Caroling’s entire Motion to Amead and her reguests for redief in their entirety;

Piismiss this action in #s entirety until an Alaska cowrt determines the validity of the

s

change ia situs, and/or the First Amendment; and
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Dreny thue exercise of i rem and in persaiam jurisdiction over any and all parties in this!

maticr.

SIATED this 277 day of August, 2015,

Respectfully Submitted.
Ronang Law Finm

;\
H
‘ﬁ"‘% I'G‘ ‘%7[ <; .~. ;'5 &

HarTie Rol&m{i isd).

NV Bar I\.'o. 3471

2470 Ii. St Rose Phwy, Ste. 103

|§s:;3uer.so=} NV 80074
Telephone: (702) 452-1500

Faesimile: (7023 920- 3“05

hrofandgirotandlaw firmcom

Anorney for Christopher 1) Davis

Respectiully Submitted,
ANTHIONY L. BARNEY, LTD.

Axthony L. s?dr!‘}y&‘
Nevada Bar No. 8366

337 W, Chardeston Bivd., Suite B
f.as Vegas, NV 86102

Telephone: (702) 438-7878
Faesimiie: (702) 2391116
office@anthonybarney.com
Attorney for Cheistapher 1. Davis
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CERTIFICATE Q¥ SERVICE

I fiereby certify that | am an employee of Anthony L. Barney, Lid, and not 4 party to
{ further certify that except as otherwise noted on Angust _g"““”& 3, 1 served the

P
s achion.

foregoing CHRISTOPHER B DAVIS OPPOSITIGN TOQ CARQLINE DAVIS' MOTION

T AMEND OR MODIFY ORDER PURSUANT TO NRCY $0 (b)(3) by lirst class US

mail, postage prepaid, upon the following persons or entities:

Cheryl Davis
3403 West 134 Torrace, Unit 1325
Overland Park, 1S 66209

Tarja Davis

%L'{“’? Marth Heverly Glon Circle

Las Angeles, California 80077
And

314 West 26% Strect, #3E

Kansas City, Missouri 64108

Winfield B, Davis

\s%‘ fine Terace Apts.

eroa Teorr. & Apt, 329

R (,-'s.\sif(h'n;d 90012.3472

Ane Davis

ofo Winfleld B, Davis

Siovline Terrace Apts.

936 Figueroa Terr, Apt. 329
Las Angeles, California 90612-307

Cheistopher D Davis

3GUS North Seeerly Glan Civcle

Los Angeles, California 90077
And

514 West 26 Street, #38

Kansas Chy, Missouri 64108

Legistered Agen Solutions, g,
Lesgistered Agent for TRUST Holdings, LLC, a Nevada Limited Lialnlity Company

(425 Went Névso Diive, Suile 2

H
He
Las Vegas, Nevada 88103
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JONATHAN W, BARLOW, E3Q.
CLEAR COUNSEL LAW GROUY
30 Stephanie Strpet, Suite 101
Hendesson, Nevada 88012
fonathan@iclearcounsel.com
Attorneys for Stephen K. Lehnardi

Mark Solomon, sg.

Joshua Hood, Bsa.

SGLovonN Bwieoins & Frusy, Lra,
G060 W, Cheyenne Ave

Las Vegas, NV 89128

Attorney for Petitioner {aroline Davis

DUNHAM TRUSY

KHANMNA CORESSAL, CTFA

ofo Charlens Renwick, Bsq.

Lo, Hernandes, Landrum & Gavofale
7575 Vegas Deve, #1350

Las Vegas, Nevada 86128

N } B
WA LRI .

Emplovee of Anthony L. Bamey, Lid.
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

CHRISTOPHER D. DAVIS, Case No.:Eléétranically Filed

Oct 08 2015 03:30 p.m.
District C rﬂQt%J?Ndndeman
p_15-083%4erk of Supreme Court

Petitioner

VS.

THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA,

10
131
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CLARK,

AND THE HONORABLE JUDGE
GLORIA J. STURMAN,

Respondent

and

CAROLINE DAVIS,

Real Party in Interest |

PETITIONER’S APPENDIX

VOLUME VII

Respectfully Submitted,\

ROLAND LAW FI
gLy

Nevada Bar No. 5471

2470 E. St. Rose Pkwy, Ste. 105
Henderson, NV 89074
Telephone: (702) 452-1500
Facsimile: (702) 920-8903
hroland@rolandlawfirm.com
Attorney for Christopher D. Davis

Respectfully Submitted,

ANTHONY L. BARNEY, LTD.
A 7//
[ P77 i

Anthony
Nevada Bar No. 8366

3317 W. Charleston Blvd., Suite B
Las Vegas, NV 89102

Telephone: (702) 438-7878
Facsimile: (702) 259-1116
office@anthonybarney.com
Attorney for Christopher D. Davis

Docket 68948 Document 2015-30660
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33

Addendum to and Withdrawal of Certain
Statements Referenced in the: (1)Objection to
Petition for Reconsideration of the Order dated
May 19, 2015 Re: Petition to Assume Jurisdiction
Over the Beatrice B. Davis Family Heritage Trust
dated July 28, 2000, as Amended on February 24,
2014, to Assume Jurisdiction Over Christopher D.
Davis as Investment Trust Advisor, Stephen K.
Lehnardt as Distribution Trust Advisor, to
Confirm Dunham Trust Company as Directed
Trustee, and for Immediate Disclosure of
Documents and Information from Christopher D.
Davis; and Counterpetition for Sanctions;
(2)Amendment and Supplement to Counterpetition
for Sanctions; and (3)Motion to Amend or Modify
Order Pursuant to NRCP 60(b)(3)

001322-
001357

16

Amendment and Supplement to Counter Petition
for Sanctions

000780-
000794

14

Case Appeal Statement

000684-
000700

VIII

26

Christopher D. Davis' Motion for Protective Order
and to Modify or Quash the Subpoena

001185-
001221

II

Christopher D. Davis' Motion To Dismiss
Pursuant To NRCP (12)(b) And NRCP 19 and
Errata

000283-
000308

VII

25

Christopher D. Davis' Opposition to Caroline
Davis' Motion to Amend or Modify Order
Pursuant to NRCP 60(b)(3)

001139-
001184

VIII

37

Christopher D. Davis' Opposition to Caroline
Davis' Motion to Strike Christopher D. Davis'
Arguments and Requests for Relief in his Reply to
Caroline D. Davis' Objection to Petition for
Reconsideration in Excess of Thirty (30) Pages as

001373-
001390
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the Reply Violates EDCR 2.20 and Countermotion
for Leave to File a Reply in Excess of Thirty (30)
Pages

VII

23

Christopher D. Davis' Reply to Caroline Davis'
Objection to Petition for Reconsideration of the
Order Dated May 19, 2015 re: Petition to Assume
Jurisdiction over the Beatrice B. Davis Family
Heritage Trust Dated July 28, 2000, as Amended
on February 24

000987-
001118

VIII

31

Christopher D. Davis' Reply to Caroline Davis'
Opposition to His Motion for a Protective Order
and to Quash or Modify Subpoena

001307-
001313

111

Christopher D. Davis' Reply to Caroline Davis' | 000350-
Opposition to his Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to | 000375

NRCP (12)(b) and NRCP 19

IX

42

Court Minutes dated September 16, 2015

7001539-

001541

IX

43

Court Minutes dated September 30, 2015

001542-
001543

VI

21

Declaration Of Christopher D. Davis

000977-
000979

11

Declaration of Tarja Davis

000478-
000483

IX

45

Email from Anthony L. Barney, Esq. dated
October 7, 2015

0001549
0001551

VIII

36

Errata to Christopher D. Davis' Petition to Stay
Discovery Until the August 19, 2015 Hearing on
Motion for Reconsideration or in the Alternative,
Petition for Protective Order from Discovery by
Subpoena

001368-
001372

| VI

22

Errata To Petition For Reconsideration Of The
Order Dated May 19, 2015 To Assume
Jurisdiction Over The Beatrice B. Davis Family
Heritage Trust, Dated July 28, 2000, As Amended
On February 24, 2014,To Assume Jurisdiction
Over Christopher D. Davis As Investment Trust
Advisor, Stephen K. Lehnardt As Distribution
Trust Advisor, To Confirm Dunham Trust
Company As Directed Trustee, And For

000980-
000986
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Immediate Disclosure Of Documents And
Information From Christopher D. Davis

17

Motion to Amend or Modify Order Pursuant to
NRCP 60(b)(3)

1 000795-

000836

IX

39

Motion to Compel Attendance at Deposition and
Motion for Sanctions

001477-
001520

VI

20

Motion to Compel Harriet Roland, Esq., to
Produce Documents Responsive to Subpoena
Duces Tecum; and for Attorneys' Fees and Costs

000897-
000976

VI

| 19

Motion to Hold Christopher D. Davis in Contempt
and for Attorneys' Fees and Costs

000871-
000896

VIII

30

Motion to Strike Christopher D Davis' Arguments
and Requests for Relief in his Reply to Caroline D
Davis' Objection to Petition for Reconsideration in
Excess of Thirty (30) Pages as the Reply Violates
EDCR 2.20

001300-
001306

13

Notice of Appeal

000679-
000683

[11

Notice of Entry of Order

000440-
000445

VIII

34

Notice of Non-Appearance of Christopher D.
Davis

001358-
001363

VIII

35

Notice of Partial Withdrawal of Petition and
Partial Withdrawal of Petition to Stay Discovery
until the August 19th, 2015 Hearing on Motion for
Reconsideration or in the Alternative, Petition for
Protective Order from Discovery by Subpoena

001364-
001367

v

10

Notice of Petition and Petition for Reconsideration
of the Order Dated May 19, 2015 Re: Petition to
Assume Jurisdiction over the Beatrice B Davis
Family Heritage Trust Dated July 28, 2000, as
Amended on February 24, 2014, to Assume
Jurisdiction over Christopher D Davis as
Investment Trust Advisor, Stephen K. Lehnardt as
Distribution Trust Advisor, to Confirm Dunham
Trust Company as Directed Trustee, and for
Immediate Disclosure of Documents and
Information from Christopher D Davis

000446-
000477

18

Notice of Petition and Petition to Stay Discovery

000837-
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until the August 19, 2015 Hearing on Motion for
Reconsideration

000870

15

Objection to Petition for Reconsideration of the |

Order Dated May 19, 2015 Re: Petition to Assume
Jurisdiction Over the Beatrice B. Davis Family
Heritage Trust Dated July 281 2000, as Amended
on February 24, 2014, to Assume Jurisdiction
Over Christopher D. Davis an Investment Trust
Advisor, Stephen K. Lehnardt as Distribution
Trust Advisor to Confirm Dunham Trust Company
as Directed Trustee and for Immediate Disclosure
of Documents and Information from Christopher
D. Davis; AND Counter Petition for Sanctions

000701-
000779

VIII

27

Objection to Petition to Stay Discovery Until the
August 19, 2015 Hearing on Motion for
Reconsideration or in the Alternative, Petition for
Protective Order From Discovery by Subpoena

001222-
001238

VIII

28

' Opposition to Caroline Davis' Motion to Compel

Harriet H. Roland, Esqg. to Produce Documents
Responsive to Subpoena Duces Tecum; Counter
Motion to Quash

001239-
001285

VI

24

Opposition to Caroline Davis' Motion to Hold
Christopher D. Davis in Contempt and for
Attorney's Fees and Costs

001119-
001138

VIII

29

Opposition to Christopher D. Davis' Motion for a
Protective Order and to Quash or Modify

‘Subpoena

001286-
001299

IT

Opposition to Christopher D. Davis' Motion to
Dismiss Pursuant to NRCP(12)(b) and NRCP 19

000309-
000321

II

Opposition to Petition to Assume Jurisdiction over
the Beatrice B. Davis Family Heritage Trust, dated
July 28, 2000, as Amended on February 24, 2014;
to Assume Jurisdiction over Christopher D. Davis
as Investment Trust Advisor and Stephen K.
Lehnardt as Distribution Trust Advisor; to
Confirm Dunham Trust Company as Directed
Trustee; and for Immediate Disclosure of
Documents and Information from Christopher D.

Davis, and Limited Joinder to Christopher D. |

000322-
000325
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Davis's Motion to Dismiss Pursuant to NRCP
12(b) and NRCP 19

111

Order

000435-
000439

[Tand 11

1 (pts 1
and 2)

Petition to Assume Jurisdiction over the Beatrice
B. Davis Family Heritage Trust Dated July 28
2000 as Amended on February 24, 2014; to
Assume Jurisdiction Over Christopher D Davis As
Investment Trust Advisor and Stephen K Lehnardt
as Distribution Trust Advisor; to Confirm Dunham
Trust Company as Directed Trustee; and for
Immediate Disclosure of Documents and
Information from Christopher D Davis |

000001-
000282

IX

44

Proposed Order Regarding September 30, 2015
Hearing

001544-
001548

IX

41

Reply to Christopher D. Davis Opposition to
Caroline Davis' Motion to Hold Christopher D.
Davis in Contempt and for Attorneys' Fees and
Costs

II

Reply to Opposition to Petition to Assume
Jurisdiction Over the Beatrice B. Davis Family
Heritage Trust, Dated July 28, 2000, as Amended
on February 24, 2014; to Assume Jurisdiction
Over Christopher D. Davis as Investment Trust
Advisor and Stephen K. Lehnardt as Distribution
Trust Advisor; to Confirm Dunham Trust

Company as Directed Trustee; and for Immediate
Disclosure of Documents and Information from
Christopher D. Davis and Limited Joinder to
Christopher D. Davis's Motion to Dismiss
Pursuant to NRCP12(b) and NRCP 19

001533-
001538

000326-

000349

12

Response to Petition for Reconsideration

000484- |
000678

VIII

32

Supplement to Objection to Petition for
Reconsideration of the Order Dated May 19 2015
RE: Petition to Assume Jurisdiction over the
Beatrice B Davis Family Heritage Trust Dated
July 28, 2000 as Amended on February 24, 2014 |
to Assume Jurisdiction Over Christopher D. Davis ‘

001314-
001321
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