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Defendant Anita Kay Brunsting files this response to Candace Louise Curtis' Motion for 

Distribution ofTrust Funds and this response to Carl Brunsting's Motion for Distribution ofTrust 

Funds and would respectfully show the Court as follows: 

I. Summary of the Argument 

1. Distributions to pay legal-fee creditors are not authorized by the trust and, therefore, the motions 
must be denied. 

2. Distributions to pay legal-fee creditors are prohibited by the trust and, therefore, the motions 
must be denied. 

3. The Court lacks jurisdiction to decide the distributions for legal-fee creditor issue because there 
are no allegations of fraud, misconduct, or clear abuse of discretion with respect to Candace's 
and Carl's request that the trust pay their attorneys' fees. 

4. Ifthe Court finds the in terrorem clause is enforceable, then Candace and Carl have no right to 
any distribution from the trust. 

Rik
Sticky Note
This entire pleading is based upon a presumption that the valid trust instruments have been determined. That would be the first step in the direction of remedy. Dethroning the imposter co-trustees would be next. Dividing the assets by five and distributing shares to the lawful property owners would follow. 





