I need certified copies of the docket sheets in 412248, 412249, 412249-401, 412249-402, 412249-403 and 412249-404.

Drina Brunsting as attorney in fact for Carl Brunsting (when did Drina become attorney in fact?) 

Defendants claim to be in possession of evidence. Plaintiff Curtis demands production of the alleged evidence.
I. The original wet signed 8/25/2010 QBD/TPA introduced under oath with personal knowledge testimony of its chain of custody and control 
II. Mendel and Spielmans’ engagement letters showing the scope of their representation.
III. Mendel and Spielmans’ Billing Statements showing how much time they spent: 
a. Defending the alleged trustees for Breach of Fiduciary
b. Assisting the alleged trustees in performing the fiduciary obligations owed to the beneficiaries (a.k.a. administering “the trust”)
c. Defending themselves in the Civil RICO cause
d. Ghost writing for Anita and Amy in the Civil RICO cause
ATTORNEY FEES
Defendant’s attorneys claim to be experts on their fees (Spielman & Mendel 7/01/2015, Bayless Dec. 1, 2014). In Defendant Anita and Amy Brunsting’s much belated “Original Counter Claim” filed November 4, 2019 at page 6 of 8 Defendants demand payment of their fees:

“The Co-Trustees further seek a recovery/reimbursement of all attorney's fees, expenses and court costs associated with this matter, whether in accordance with the terms of the Brunsting Family Living Trust; in accordance with the Declaratory Judgment Act; as a sanctions/penalty for actions taken in bad faith, in equity, or otherwise.”
POLICY ON ATTORNEY FEES
In re Texas Mut. Ins. Co., 358 S.W.3d 869, 873 n.3 (Tex. App. 2012) (“When a party does not seek to shift its fees to its opponent, the party's attorney's fees are not subject to discovery because they are “patently irrelevant.” See MCI Telecomms. Corp. v. Crowley, 899 S.W.2d 399, 403–404 (Tex.App.-Fort Worth 1995, orig. proceeding) (trial court abused its discretion by ordering discovery of defendant's legal fees, which were “patently irrelevant,” when the defendant did not seek reimbursement); see also Walker v. Packer, 827 S.W.2d 833, 843 (Tex.1992); In re Dillard Dept. Stores, Inc., No. 05–99–00750–CV, 1999 WL 605593, at *2 (Tex.App.-Dallas Aug. 12, 1999, orig. proceeding).”)

Anderson v. McCormick, NO. 01-12-00856-CV, at *15-16 (Tex. App. Oct. 31, 2013) (“Anderson argues that her fees were reasonable based on the duration of her practice and the fact that there are no affidavits or other evidence specifically showing that her fees were not reasonable. But an attorney who fails to present evidence of the reasonable value of her services may not recover for those services under a quantum meruit theory. Hoover Slovacek LLP v. Walton, 206 S.W.3d 557, 565-66 (Tex. 2006); see also Stewart Title, 822 S.W.2d at 10 (party requesting attorney's fees bears the burden of proof). Assuming that the bills attached to Anderson's applications and motion for fees constituted evidence of the reasonableness of the requested fees, the probate court judge was within its discretion to weigh that evidence against the scope of Anderson's engagement and the lack of a written agreement. ”)
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In Terrorem Clause and Granters Intent

2005 Restatement in Terrorem Clause (P 11-1)
Section C. No Contest of Our Trust
1. The Founders vest in the Trustee the authority to construe this trust instrument and to resolve all matters pertaining to disputed issues or controverted claims. Founders do not want to burden this trust with the cost of a litigated proceeding to resolve questions of law or fact unless the proceeding is originated by the Trustee or with the Trustee's written permission.
2. Any person, agency or organization who shall originate (or who shall cause to be instituted) a judicial proceeding to construe or contest this trust instrument, or any will which requires distribution of property to this trust, or to resolve any claim or controversy in the nature of reimbursement, or seeking to impress a constructive or resulting trust, or alleging any other theory which, if assumed as true, would enlarge (or originate) a claimant's interest in this trust or in the Founders' estates, without the Trustee's written permission, shall forfeit any amount to which that person, agency or organization is or may be entitled and the interest of any such litigant or contestant shall pass as if he or she or it had predeceased us, regardless of whether or not such contestant is a named beneficiary.
3. These directions shall apply even though the person, agency or organization shall be found by a court of law to have originated the judicial proceeding in good faith and with probable cause and even though the proceedings may seek nothing more than to construe the application of this no contest provision.

8/25/2010 QBD/TPA in Terrorem Clause (P-22)

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
A. Prohibition Against Contest: If any devisee, legatee or beneficiary under the Trust
Agreement or any amendment to it, no matter how remote or contingent such beneficiary's interest appears, or any legal heir of the Trustor, or either of them, or any legal heir of any prior or future spouse of the Trustor (whether or not married to the Trustor at the time of the Trustor's death), or any person claiming under any of them, directly or indirectly does any of the following, then in that event the Trustor specifically disinherits each such person, and all such legacies, bequests, devises and interests given to that person under the Trust Agreement or any amendment to it shall be forfeited and shall be distributed as provided elsewhere herein as though he or she had predeceased the Trustor without issue:
1. unsuccessfully challenges the appointment of any person named as a Trustee, Special Co-Trustee or Trust Protector pursuant to the Trust Agreement or any amendment to it, or unsuccessfully seeks the removal of any person acting as a Trustee, Special Co-Trustee or Trust Protector;
2. objects in any manner to any action taken or proposed to be taken in good faith by the Trustee, Special Co-Trustee or Trust Protector pursuant to the Trust Agreement or any amendment to it, whether the Trustee, Special Co-Trustee or Trust Protector is acting under court order, notice of proposed action or otherwise, and said action or proposed action is later adjudicated by a court of competent jurisdiction to have been taken in good faith;
3. objects to any construction or interpretation of the Trust Agreement or any amendment to it, or the provisions of either, that is adopted or proposed in good faith by the Trustee, Special Co-Trustee or Trust Protector, and said objection is later adjudicated by a court of competent jurisdiction to be an invalid objection;
4. claims entitlement to (or an interest in) any asset alleged by the Trustee to belong to the Trustor's estates (whether passing through the Trustor's probate estate, or by way of operation of law or through the Trustor's Living Trust, IRA Inheritance Trust, if any, or otherwise), whether such claim is based upon a community or separate property right, right to support or allowance, a contract or promise to leave something by will or trust (whether written or oral and even if in exchange for personal or other services to the Trustor), "quantum meruit," constructive trust, or any other property right or device, and said claim is later adjudicated by a comi of competent jurisdiction to be invalid;
5. files a creditor's claim against the assets of the Trustor's estate (whether passing through the Trustor's probate estate, or by way of operation of law or through the Trustor's Living Trust, IRA Inheritance Trust, if any, or otherwise) and such claim is later adjudicated by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid;
6. anyone other than the Trustor attacks or seeks to impair or invalidate (whether
1. or not any such attack or attempt is successful) any designation of beneficiaries for any insurance policy on the Trustor's life or any designation of beneficiaries for any bank or brokerage account, pension plan, Keogh, SEP or IRA account, employee benefit plan, deferred compensation plan, retirement plan, annuity or other Will substitute of the Trustor;
7. in any other manner contests this Trust or any amendment to it executed by the Trustor (including its legality or the legality of any provision thereof, on the basis of incapacity, undue influence, or otherwise), or in any other manner, attacks or seeks to impair or invalidate this Trust, any such amendment or any of their provisions;
8. conspires with or voluntarily assists anyone attempting to do any of the above acts;
9. refuses a request of the Trustee to assist in the legal defense against any of the above actions.

The questions that arise here are
1. Who are the trustees?
2. Who brought litigation or caused litigation to be brought and for what purpose?
3. If the archetype of this alleged 8/25/2010 QBD/TPA can be produced and its chain of custody and control can be established there will still remain the question of whether or not it is a valid instrument under the provisions of the 2005 trust indenture and to what, if any extent, it alters or amends the 2005 trust indenture as amended in 2007.
a. First off, we will need to separate the “Qualified Beneficiary Designation” from the “Testamentary Power of Appointment”  
4. 





The August 25, 2010 QBD/TPA
1. Amy and Anita cannot produce the 8/25/2010 QBD/TPA and qualify it as evidence.
a. It is not in evidence
b. Purports to change irrevocable trust to give Anita and Amy “sole and absolute discretion” to not distribute anything to anyone else.
c. The 8/25/2010 QBD/TPA was the second QBD/TPA instrument.  
d. Both allegedly signed by Nelva alone
e. Second QBD/TPA does not repeal the first QBD/TPA but ratifies it 
f. Three distinctly different signature page versions appear in the record
g. There is only One Notary Log Entry
h. Nelva says it’s not true in her own hand 
i. Amy, Anita and Carole have each denied personal knowledge of its creation
j. The Testamentary Power of Appointment is a false thesis
k. There is no language in the In Terrorem Clause of the 8/25/2010 QBD/TPA that matches language in the In Terrorem Clause in the 2005 Restatement.
l. The In Terrorem Clause of the 8/25/2010 QBD/TPA contains corruption of blood provision which, if true, would enlarge the share of the claimants in violation of the In Terrorem Clause in the 2005 Restatement.
2.  Nelva emailed Carl about the probate court corruption article in the Houston Chronicle and said “That’s why we have the trust. We hope you will fare better”
3. Nelva sent emails to both Amy and Anita in which she said “Everything gets divided equally” 
4. What part of a beneficiary challenging actions and/or inaction by the fiduciary, challenges the intentions of the Settlors?
5. What part of a beneficiary seeking clarification on the validity and meaning of instruments challenges the intentions of the Settlors?


 
