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CAUSE NO. 2013-05455

CARL HENRY BRUNSTING, § IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF
INDEPENDENT EXECUTOR OF THE §
ESTATES OF ELMER H. BRUNSTING ~ §
AND NELVA E. BRUNSTING, §
8
Plaintiff, § :
v § HARRIS COUN@&\?EXAS
§
CANDACE L. KUNZ-FREED AND VACEK. § &9
& FREED, PLLC F/K/A THE VACEK LAW § «O
FIRM, PLLC, § g%%
§ N2
Defendants. § 16@UDICIAL DISTRICT

DEFENDANTS' FIRST AMENDED OBJECT ,4\", AND RESPONSES TO

PLAINTIFE’S FIRST REQUEST F( 2;.' PRODUCTION

TO: CARL HENRY BRUNSTING, INDEPENDENT EXECUTOR OF THE ESTATE

OF ELMER. H. BRUNSTING AND A E. BRUNSTING, Plaintiff, by and
through his aftorney of record, Bobb@}@ Bayless, Bayless & Stokes, 2931 Femdale,
Houston, Texas 77098. &\J

Pursuant to Rule 196, TEXAS RI@ OF Civil. PROCEDURE, Defendants CANDACE L.
KUNZ-FREED AND VACEK & @E}), PLLC F/K/A THE VACEK LAW FIRM, PLLC

hereby submits their First Ame%e Objections and Responses to Plaintiff’s First Request for
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<
PN
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&
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Respectfully submitted,

THOMPSONf};QE, COUSANS & IRONS, L.L.P.

By:

Zandra E. F @Féy T
State Bar No. 24032085

Cory S. Reed '

State Bar No. 24076640 \ﬂ:
One Riverway, Suite 160

Houston, Texas 77056 \_)
Telephone: (713) 403-8200
Telecopy: (713) 403:8299

E-Mail: zfoley@t soncoe.com
E-Mail: creed SPSONCoe.com

DEFENDANTS,
Z-FREED AND VACEK
T1.C F/K/A THE VACEK LAW

ATTORNEYS
CANDACE
& FREE

O
O
Q’\@@\ CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby ce that pursuant to the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, on this the 4th day of
March, 2014, a tf0e and cortect copy of this document bas been forwarded by certified mail,
facsimile and/ex e-filing to counsel:

Bobbie G. Bayless
Bayless & Stokes
2931 Ferudale

Houston, Texas 77098 fme
| Loy fg

Cory S. Reed
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1: All agreements with Elmer Brunsting.

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is vague, ambiguous, and overbroad.
Defendants further object to this request because it is not limited in time.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows Please sec
the responsive documents previously produced. & S

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2: All agreements with Nelva @ﬁng.

DN
RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request s vague, @guous, and overbroad.
Defendants further object to this request because it is not limited i 112% e

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defen@respond as follows: Please see
the responsive documents previously produced.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3: All agreem@mth Anita Brunsting.

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this re uest is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing, Defendants object to the request as it for material wholly itrelevant to this cause,
is a mere fishing expedition and is not r bly calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendants further o@% to this request because it is not limited in time.
Defendants object to this request because dtjassumes facts not in evidence. Defendants further
object to this request to the extent it seeks information protected by the attomey-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks confidential and private information of
person(s) who are not parties to thi Suit.

®

REQUEST FOR PRODUCT!Q NO. 4: All agreements with Amy Brunsting.

)

RESPONSE: Defend @%jcc’c that this request is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing. Defendants ;@& to the request as it calls for material wholly irrelevant to this cause,
is a mere fishing eypedition and is not reasomably calculated to lead to fhe discovery of
admissible evidence,~ Defendants further object to this request because it is not limited in time,
Defendants objec% is request because it assumes facts not in evidence. Defendants further
object to this requgst to the extent it seeks nformation protected by the attorney-client privilege.

Defendants to this request fo the extent it seeks confidential and private information. of
person(s) w. e not parties to this lawsuit.

UEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5: All agreements with Carole Brunsting.

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is vague, ambiguous, overtbroad, and
harassing. Defendants object to the request as it calls for material wholly imrelevant to this cause,
is a mere fishing expedition and is not reasonably calculated to Jead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request because it is not limited in time.
Defendants object to this request because it assumes facts not in evidence. Defendants object 10
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this request to the extent it seeks confidential and private information of person(s) who are not
parties to this lawsuit.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants have no documents responsive to this request at this time.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6: All joint defense agreements with any party
concerning the Brunsting Trust dispute.

(i

N
RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is vague, ambiguols) overbroad, and
harassing. Defendants object to the request as it calls for material whollylinglevant to this cause,

admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request because-it is not limited in time.
Defendants object to this request becayse it assumes facts not in nce. Defendants forther
object to this request to the extent it seeks information protected- v the attorney-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks con& jal and private information of
person(s) who are not parties to this lawsuit. @
>
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objécts, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants have no documents responsive to this req@ at this time,
0. &

UEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7: @@wices for services provided ox expenses

incurred on behalf of Elmer and/or Nelva Bru@t/ g.
W

is a mere fishing expedition and is not reasonably calculated g to the discovery of

RESPONSE: Defendants object that @% request is vague, ambiguous, and overbroad.
Defendants further object to this request bacause it is not limited in time.

)

. O
Subject to and without waiving th \going objects, Defendants respond as follows: Please see
the responsive documents previougly/ produced.

REQUEST FOR PRODUC NO. 8: All documents reflecting payments made on the

invoices described in numy above,
@)

RESPONSE: Def@@ts object that this request is vague, ambiguous, and overbroad.
Defendants further@\ t to this request because it is not limited in time.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows: Please see
the responsi@‘@uments previously produced.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9: All invoices for services provided or expenses
incurred on behalf of Anita and/or Amy Brunsting,

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request js vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing. Defendants object to the request as it calls for material wholly irrelevant to this canse,
is a mere fishing expedition and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request because it is not limited in time.
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Defendants object to this request because it asswmes facts not in evidence. Defendants further
object to this request to the extent jt seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks confidential and private information of
person(s) who are not parties to this lawsuit.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NQ. 10: All documents reflecting payments made on the

invoices described in munber 9 above,

harassing. Defendants object to the request as if calls fox material wholly 1 ant to this cause,
Is a mere fishing expedition and is not reasonably calculated fo lea the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request bccaus “it.is not lmited in time,

Defendants object to this request because it assumes facts not in evidenice. Defendanis further
abject to this request to the extent it seeks information protected b attorney-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks confid and private information of

person(s) who are not parties to this lawsuit. \

(-
RESPONSE:- Defendants object that this request is vague, ambiguou overbroad, and
éﬁ)

Y
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO, 11: All invom@%for services provided or expenses
incwrred on behalf of any of the Brunsting Trusts. Q>

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this recp@ is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing. Defendants object to the request as i for material wholly irrelevant to this cause,

is a mere fishing expedition and is not re&&y calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendants further objectto this request because it is not limited in time-
Defendants object to this request because ésumes facts not in evidence. Defendants further
object to this request to the extent it see formation protected by the attorney-client privilege.

Defendants object to this request to thé extent it seeks confidential and private information of
person(s) who are not parties to thi uit.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows: Please see
the responsive documents jpreQ y produced,

REQUEST FOR PRO %@FION NO. 12: All documents reflecting payments made on the
invoices described in ny er 11 above,

QO

RESPONSE: dants objeot that this request is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing, Defendants object to the request as it calls for material wholly imelevant to this cause,
is a mere fi§ expedition and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request because it is not limited in tixge.
Defendants object to this request because it assumes facts not in evidence. Defendants further
object to this request to the extent it seeks information protected by the aftorney-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks confidential and private information of
person(s) who ate not parties to this lawsuit.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows: Please see
the responsive documents previously produced,
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13: All correspondence, including emails, with Elmer
and/or Nelva Brunsting.

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request because it is not limited in time.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows: Please see
the responsive documents previously produced. \%

S\
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14: All correspondence, inclﬁmaﬂs, with Anita

Brunsting prior to the establishment, if any, of an attormey client relationship with her.
N
RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request because it is not lggé;ﬁ in timse.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defenda@%spond as follows: Please see
the responsive documents previously produced.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15: All corres@ence, including emails, with Amy
Brunsting prior to the establishment, if any, of an atto ey elient relationship with her.

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request %@use it is not Jimited in time.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing@ts, Defendants respond as follows: Please see
the responsive documents previously produc;&,

UEST FOR PRODUCTION NOZ16: All correspondence, including emails, with Carole
Brunsting. O\Q

RESPONSE: Defendants obj e@ this request because it is not limited in time.

Subject to and without w%@ foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows: Please see

the responsive document o iously produced.

REQUEST FOR PR(Z%SUCTION NO. 17: All comespondence, including emails, with Carl
and/or Drina Bron: @

RESPONSE: & endants object to this request because it is not limited in time.

Subject to Q without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants have no documents responsive to this request at this time.

REQUEST ¥OR PRODUCTION NQ. 18: All correspondence, including emails, with Carl
Brunsting's danghter, Marta.

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request because it is not limited in time.

1222730v1
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Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants have no documents responsive to this request at this time.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO._19: All correspondence, including emails, with any
thixd parties, other than your attormney, about Nelva Brunsting, any other member of the
Brunsting family, and/or any of the Brunsting Trusts.

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is vague, ambiguous, (and overbroad.
Defendants further object to this request because it is not limited jn time. D@éﬁdants object 10
this request because it assumes facts not in evidence. Defendants furthex ob&@’t to this request to
the extent it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privile ge

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants rc{é&d as follows: Please see
the responsive documents previously produced, @

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20: All drafts o@unents prepared by Vacek &
Freed for Nelva Brunsting's signature.

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request bec@ s not limited in time.

Subject to and without wajving the foregoing obj a@Defendants respond as follows: Please see

the responsive documents previously produced.
' C

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. ZIK fginals of all documents signed by Nelva, Elmer,
Anita, Amy, Candy, Carole, or Carl Bruosting.

Defendants further object to this st because if is not limited in time. Defendants further

RESPONSE: Defendants object &@@@dﬁs request is vague, ambiguous, and overbroad.
object to thig request to the czgtent\g §eks information protected by the attorney-client privilege.

the responsive documen ously produced. The originals will be made available at the
offices of Defendants’ c& 1 2t a reasonable and mutually agreeable date and time.

o 80
UEST FOR UCTION NO. 22: Originals of all documents notarized by Candace
Freed involving r, Nelva, Anita, Amy, Candy, Carole, or Carl Brunsting and/or apy of the

Brunsting Trusts(O)

Subject to and without w&ﬁﬁ% foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows: Please see

RESPONS@ Defendants object that this request is vague, ambiguous, and overbroad.
Defendants further object to this request because it is not limited in tinge. Defendants further
object to this request to the extent it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows: Please see
the responsive documents previously produced. The originals will be made available at the
offices of Defendants’ counsel at a reasonable and mutually agreeable date and time.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NQ. 23: Originals of all docmments notatized oy witnessed
by anyone at Vacek & Freed, PLLC other than Candace Freed which involve Elmer, Nelva,

Anita, Amy, Candy, Carole, or Carl Brunsting and/or any of the Brunsting Trusts.

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is vague, ambiguous, and overbroad.
Defendants further object to this request because it is not limited in time. Defendants further
object to this request to the extent it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege.

the responsive documents previously produced. The originals will be avajlable at the

(L*7
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as §HOWS: Please see
offices of Defendants’ counsel at a reasonable and mutually agreeable date and fime.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 24: All opinion letters or yeports provided concerning
Elmer, Nelva, Amy, Anita, Candy, Carole, or Car]l Brunsting or any-gfthe Brunsting Trusts.

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is v @ ambiguous, and overbroad.
Defendants further object to this request because it is not lifaited in time. Defendants object to
this request because it assumes facts not in evidence. Def ts further object to this request to
the extent it seeks information protected by the atto /& ient privilege. Defendants object to
this request to the extent it seeks confidential and private information of person(s) who are not
parties to this Jawsuit. Defendants further object todhis request because it seeks, on its face, the
mental impressions, opinions, and legal theorie thereby invades the work product privilege.

/—7
Subject to and without waiving the foregoin; Cff?ects Defendants respond as follows: Please sece
the responsive documents previously prod @.

%)
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NQJ 25: All opinion letters or reports sought or received
from any thixrd parties concemin r, Nelva, Amy, Anita, Candy, Carole, or Carl Brunsting
or any of the Brunsting Trusts.

RESPONSE: Defendants @ ct that this request is vague, ambignous, and overbroad.
Defendants further Objec s request because it is not limited in time. Defendants object to
this request because it es facts not in evidence. Defendants fuxther object to this request to
the extent it seeks i c;%a‘uon protected by the attorney-client privilege. Defendants object to
this request to the t it seeks confidential and private information of person(s) who ate not
parties to this lawsuit: Defendants further object to this request because it seeks, on its face, the
mental impres%@, opinions, and legal theories, and thereby invades the work product privilege.

Subject to m@vithout waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows: Please see
the responsive documents previously produced.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 26: All joint representation or conflict of interest
disclosures provided to Elmer, Nelva, Anita and/ox Amy Brunsting.

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing. Defendants object to the request as it calls for material wholly irrelevant to this cause,

1922730v1
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is a mere fishing expedition and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request because it is not linmted in time.
Defendants object to this request because it assumes facts pot in evidence. Defendants further
object to this request to the extent it seeks information protected by the attomey-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks confidential and prvate information of
person(s) who are not parties to this lawsuit.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as fqglows Please see
the responsive documents previously produced. N

G
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NQ. 27: All documents esta'blish@ your attorney/client

relationship with Elmer and/or Nelva, /g}
© \

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is vague, biguous, and overbroad.
Defendants further object to this request because it is not limit time.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defg@ts respond as follows: Please see
the responsive documents previously produced. @
W

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 28: All dochments terminating your attorney/client
relationship with Nelva. o&\@c))

RESPONSE: Defondants object that th1 uest is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing. Defendants further object to thlg& est because it is not limited in time. Defendants
object to this request because it assumes facts not in evidence,

Subject to apnd without waiving le) foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants have no documents r?%we to this request at this time.

N
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 29: All documents establishing your attorney/client
relationship with Anita, exthcﬁwdually or as trustee of any of the Brunsting Trusts.

RESPONSE: Defen ag?ég object that this request is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing. Defendantsiobject to the request as it calls for material wholly irrelevant to this cause,
is a mere fishin o@diﬁon and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidetice,” Defendants further object to this request because it is not limited in time.
Defendants obje€tto this request because it assumes facts not in evidence. Defendants further
object 10 th:%ﬁ@est to the extent it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks confidential and private information of
person(s) who are not patties to this lawsuit.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NQO. 30: All documents termipating your attomey/client
relationship with Anita, either individually or as trustee of any of the Brunsting Trusts.

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is vague, ambiguous, ovetbroad, and
harassing. Defendants object to the request as it calls for material wholly irrelevant to this cause,
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is a mere fishing expedition apd is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendanis further object to this request because it is not limited in time.
Defendants object to this request because it assumes facts not in evidence. Defendants further
object to this request to the extent it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks confidential and private information of
person(s) who are not parties to this lawsuit.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 31: All documents terminating your attorney/clhient
relationship with Ay, either individually or as trustes of any of the Brunsting Trusts.

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is vagne, ambi@s, overbroad, and
harassing. Defendants object to the request as it calls for material wh@@nelevm’t to this cause,
is a mere fishing expedition and is not reasonably calculated tg lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request b ¢ it 1s not limited in time.
Defendants object to this request because it assumes facts no it evidence. Defendants further
object to this request to the extent it seeks infoxmation protectedby the attorney-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks co@ntial and private information of
person(s) who are not parties to this lawsuit. Q

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 32: All ents establishing. your attorney/client
relationship with Amy, either individually or as tru@ of any of the Brunsting Trusts.

RESPONSE;: Defendants object that thi ﬁuest is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing. Defendants object to the request@g calls for material wholly irrelevant to this cause,
is a mere fishing expedition and is pot(yeasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendants furth@bject to this request because it is not limited in time.
Defendants object to this request b e it assumes facts not in evidence. Defendants further
object to this request to the extentit'secks information protected by the attorney-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request.to the extent it seeks confidential and private information of

person(s) who are not parties tothis lawsuit.

Q 2
REQUEST FOR PROW@%ON NQ. 33: All documents relating to any referals of Anita
and/or Amy, either india@%{lly or as trustees of any of the Brunsting Trusts, to other attormeys.
oS0 _
RESPONSE: Defér Ka.nts object that this request is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing. Defentlants object to the request as jt calls for material wholly irrelevant to this cause,
is a mere ﬁsh;'@ expedition and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request because it is not limited in time.
Defendants object to this request because it assumes facts not jn evidence. Defendants further
object to this request to the extent it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks confidential and private information of
person(s) who are not parties to this lawsuit.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 34: All cell phone and/or long distance records and
logs reflecting telephone calls with Anita, Amy, and/or Candy from July 1, 2010 to the present.
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RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is vague, ambiguous, ovetbroad, and
harasding. Defendants object to this request becanse it assumes facts not in evidence.
Defendauts further object to this request to the extent it seeks information protected by the
attorney-client privilege.

Subject to and without walving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows: Please see
the tesponsive documents previously produced.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 35: All long distance records and leﬁ%eﬂecﬁng faxes
to Anita, Amy, and/or Candy from July 1, 2010 to the present. @\
)

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing. Defendants object to this request because it assumes~facts not in evidence.
Defendants further object to this request to the extent it seeks rmation protected by the
attorney-client privilege. ©\

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objectsefendants respond as follows:
Defendants have no documnents responsive to this request atthis time,

W
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 36: All IOQﬂcctmg faxes from Anita, Amy and/or
Candy from July 1, 2010 to the present.
~

RESPONSE: Defendants object that thi@uest 1s vague, ambiguous, overbroad, aud
harassing. Defendants object to this request because it assumes facts mot in evidence.
Defendants further object to this request@o the extent it seeks information protected by the
aftomey-client privilege. ig@

Subject to and without waiv foregoing objects, Defendanis respond as follows:
Defendants have no documents rZ@nswe to this request at this time.

NO. 37: All cell phone records reflecting calls with Nelva

RESPONSE: Dcf@@ts have no documents responsive to this request at this time.

REQUEST FO DUCTION NO. 38: All records reflecting 'faxes to or from Nelva from

July 1, 2010 to @mserﬁ_

RESPONSE:~ Defendants have no documents responsive to this request at this time.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO, 39: All cell phone records reflecting calls with Carl
and/or Drina Brunsting from July 1, 2010 to the present.

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request because it assumes facts not in evidence.

1922730v1
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Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants have no documents responsive to this request at this time.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 40: All records reflecting faxes to or from Carl and/or
Drina Brunsting from July 1, 2010 to the present.

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request because it assumes facls not in evidence,

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants re@énd as follows:
Defendants have no documents responsive to this request at this time. N

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 41: All cell phope records r%s;cﬁng calls with Carole
Brunsting from July 1, 2010 to the present. &\

R ESPONS Defendanis object to this request because it ass@s?facts not in evidence.

Defendants have no documents responsive to this request atthis time.
QO
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 42: All rds reflecting faxes to or from Catole
Brunsting from July 1, 2010 to the present. Q&\@
RESPONSE: Defendants object to this requ@cause it assumes facts not in evidence.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing obj e%@efendams respond as follows:

Subject to and without waiving the f@%gomg objects, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants have no documents xesponsy@ to this request at this time.

O
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTIO&% 43; All investigators' reports relating to the Brunsting

family and/ox any of the Brunsting Trusts.
RESPONSE: Defenia%:@ to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensore,

and harassing. Defénd ect to this request because it seeks information that is not relevant
or reasonably calculated to-Jead to the discovery of relevant evidence. Defendants further object
to this request to ﬂge%(ent it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege.
Defendants objectot@is request on the grounds that it is overbroad, exceeds the scope of
permissible disc 7, and requires Defendants to marshal their evidence. TEX. R. Civ. P.
192.5(c)2). Defendants further object to this request because it seeks, on its face, the mental
impressions, jons, and legal theores, and thereby invades the work product privilege.
Defendants object to this request to the extent it secks confidential and private infoxmation of
person(s) who are not parties to this lawsuit. Defendants object to this request because it
assupnes facts not in evidence. Defendants object to this request because it is pot limited in time.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objecis, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants have no documents responsive to this request at this time.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 44: All tape recordings and/or video recordings

involving any Brunsting family member and/or any of the Brunsting Trusts.
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RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
and harassing. Defendants object to this request because it seeks information that is not relevant
or reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence. Defendants further object
to this request to the extent it seeks information protected by the attormey-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request on the grownds that it is overbroad, exceeds the scope of
.permissible discovery, and requires Defendants to marshal their evidence. TEX. R. Civ. P.
192.5(c}(2). Defendants further object to this request because it seeks, on its face, the mental
impressions, opinions, and legal theoties, and thereby invades the work@iﬁduct privilege.
Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks confidential and te information of
person(s) who are pot parties to this lawsuit. Defendants object to request because it
assumes facts not in evidence. Defendants object to this request becau@; is not limited in time.

S
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Dgf@%ﬂs respond as follows:
Defendants have no documents responsive to this request at th@ié.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO, 45: All photogr@ involving any Brunsting family
member and/or any of the Brunsting Trusts. QD

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request bec@e it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
and harassing. Defendants object to this requfi%gne it seeks information that is not relevant

or reasonably calculated to lead to the discove elevant evidence. Defendants further object
to this request to the extent it seeks inforg:;ﬁ n protected by the attormey-client privilege.
Defendants object to this request on the grounds that it is overbroad, exceeds the scope of
permissible discovery, and requires Defi ts to marshal their evidence. TEX. R. CIv. P.

192.5(c)(2). Defendants further objecﬁt}? this request because it secks, on its face, the mental
impressions, opinions, and legal es, and thereby invades the work product privilege.
Defendants object to this request ¢ extent it seeks confidential and private information of
person(s) who are not parties to_this lawsuit. Defendants object to this request because it
assumes facts not in evidence. %fendams object to this request because it is not limited in time.
Q 2
Subject to and Mthougﬁvmg the forepoing objects, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants have no dcm& ts responsive to this request at this time.
o ‘

-/ . .

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 46: All materials provided to Elmer and/or Nelva

Brunsting,.

©
RESPONS%@&fendams object to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
harassing, ails to specify those documents sought with reasonable particularity. Defendants

object to the request as it is overly broad, calls for material wholly ixrelevant to this cause, and is
a mere fishing expedition and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Defendants object to this request because it is not limited in time. Defendants further
object to this request to the extent it documents that are equally available to Plaintiff.

Subject to and without wajving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants could not possibly recall every material ever provided to Elmer aund/or Nelva
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Brupsting. Please see the responsive documents previously produced which Defendants
specifically recall providing to them.

REOQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 47: All communications to beneficiaries of the
Brunsting Trusts,

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request because it i not limited in time. Defendants
further object to this request to the extent it seeks information protected by ﬂ&attomey—client
S

privilege. Q

@
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respon@ollows: Please see
the responsive documents previously produced. Ko

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO, 48: All calendars reﬂectig\&gal work and/or meetings

or telephone conferences with any member of the Brunsting @&y or with any third paities
concerning Brunsting family issues apd/or any of the Brunsth& sts

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request becaus - @@s not limited in time. Defendants
further object to this request to the extent it seeks 1 ion protected by the attomey-client
privilege,

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objetts, Defendants respond as follows: Please see
the responsive documents previously produce@

%
REQUEST FOR_PRODUCTION NO.ﬁ%ﬁ All source documents used to prepare any
accountings relating to assets owned b@fn_er Brunsting, Nelva Brunsting and/or any of the

Brunsting Trusts. NE
g &

RESPONSE: Please see the resive documents previously produced.

REQUEST FOR PRODUC']Z@%J NO. 50: All speeches, outlines and/or materials distuibuted
at presentations made by @@ & Freed attorneys or employees which were attended by Elmerx
or Nelva Brunsting. \®

RESPONSE: Dej@m@ts object 10 this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
harassing, and fai specify those documents sought with reasonable particularity. Defendants
object to the re as it is overly broad, calls for material wholly irrelevant to this cause, and is
a mere fishin %edition and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. D%%ndan’:s object to this request because it is not limited in time.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants do not recall which presentations were attended by Elmer and/or Nelva Brunsting,.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 51: All speeches, outlines and/or matexials distributed
af presentations made by Vacek & Freed attorneys or employees since January 1, 2008.
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RESPONSE: Defendants object to the request as it 1g overly broad, calls for material wholly
irrelevant to this cause, does not state with reasonable particularity what is being called for, is a
mere fishing expedition and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.

Subject to and without walving the foregoing objects, Defendants ré_spond as Tollows:
Defendants will supplement related speeches, outlines and/or matetials distributed at
presentations in accordance with the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure. %

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 52: All pleadings from any cas which you have
been named as a party since January 1, 2008, othert than those relating to the Brunsting Trusts.

2
RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request because it is overly bread, unduly burdensomte,
and harassing. Defendants also object to this request because it s informaftion that 1s not
reasonably caleulated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Defendants further object
to this request to the extent it seeks public information that is % y availabie to Plaintiff.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 53: All expe ~designations identifying attorneys at
Vacek & Freed as experts in any cases since January .

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this requést is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
barassing. Defendants object to the request as it for material wholly iixelevant to this cause,
is a mere fishing expedition and is not r@ bly calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendants object to t&hequest because it assumes facts not in evidence.
Defendants further object to this request @) the extent it seeks information protected by the
attorney-client privilege. Defendants obj@t to this request to the extent it seeks confidential and
private information of person(s) who @&@ot patties to this lawsuit.

Subject to and without waivir@he foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants have no docuents @ponsive to this request at this time.

2

Q
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 54: All opinions or expert reports concerning fiduciary
or trust issues prepared % attorney with Vacek & Freed since January 1, 2008.
0

o \f]\

RESPONSE: D@f@%nts object that this request is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing. Defend% object to the request as it ealls for material wholly irrelevant to this cause,
is a mere fishing)expedition and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible e@e. Defendants object to this request because it assumes facts not in evidence.
Defendants er object to this request to the extent it seeks information protected by the
attorney-client privilege. Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks confidential and
private information of person(s) who are not parties to this lawsuit. Defendants further object to
this request because it seeks, on its face, the mental impressions, opinions, and legal theories, and
thereby invades the work product privilege.

Subject to and without wajving the foregoing objects, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants have no documents responsive to this request at this time.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NQ. 55: All designations of experts, repotts prepared by
experts, and depositions of experts in cases in which you have been named as a party since
January 1, 2008.

RESPONSE: Defendants object that this request is vague, ambiguous, overbroad, and
harassing. Defendants object to the request as it calls for material wholly irrelevant to thus cause,
is a mere fishing expedition and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request because it assumes facts 6t in evidence.
Defendants further object to this xequest to the extent it seeks informati:@amtected by the
attomey-client privilege. Defendants object to this request to the extent 1tsegks confidential and
private information of person(s) who are not parties to this lawsuit. Deféndants further object to
this request because it seeks, on its face, the mental impressions, opinipns, and legal theories, and
thexeby invades the work product privilege.

\c)/
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objects, %l@ndants xespond as follows:
Defendants have no documents responsive to this request at | me

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NGO, 56;: All ewd@%ou plan to offer in the trial of this
case.

Qkf

RESPONSE: Defendants object to this request athe grounds that it is overbroad, exceeds the
scope of permissible discovery, and requires ants to marshal their evidence. TEX. R. CIv.
P. 192.5(c)(2). Defendants further object to equest because it seeks, on its face, the mental
impressions, opinions, and legal theories off Defendants” counsel, and thereby invades the work

product privilege. @

> @ ’
Subject to the foregoing objection thout waiving the same, Defendants respond as follows:
Defendants will timely supplement such documents in accordance with the Texas Rules of Civil

Procedure, if necessary. %
R
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