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The United Effort Plan Trust (the "Trust") by and through Bruce Wisan, Special

Fiduciary (the "Fiduciary") respectfully submits the above-captioned opposition.

I. INTRODUCTION

Law firms are not supposed to represent parties whose interests are openly and

notoriously adverse to the law firm's former client. Thus, in a carefully crafted ruling dated

November 10, 2008 ("November 10 Ruling"), the Respondent Cour explained why Snow,

Christensen and Marineau ("SC&M") and Raymond Berr, having formerly represented the

Trust for well over a decade on a broad range of issues, may not now represent those who are

adverse to the Trust in litigation against the Trust. 1

Recognizing that the Fiduciary is now the pary entitled to act for the Trust, including

causing the Trust to enter into attorney-client relationships and to seek the disclosure of

information from the Trust's prior counsel, the Respondent Cour also directed counsel to tu

over to the Fiduciar information relevant to the Fiduciary's administration of the Trust.

Petitioners now claim that:

1. The Trust is not a legal entity, but simply a "relationship" incapable of forming an

attorney/client privilege, notwithstanding that SC&M and Mr. Berry themselves have repeatedly

represented the Trust as a separate legal entity in multiple lawsuits;

1 The November 10 Ruling defines "SC&M" as including Mr. Berry. ¡d. at 2. This opposition

wil refer to SC&M and Mr. Berry separately, given the discussion below concerning the roles
each has played in representing the Trust.
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2. The Reformed Trust is not the Trust that SC&M and Mr. Berr represented, and

hence counsels' curent representation is not adverse to a former client, notwithstanding that the

property owned by the original Trust is now owned by the Reformed Trust, the beneficiaries

have not materially changed, and the only difference between the Trust and Reformed Trust is

that the latter has been shorn of provisions which conditioned the receipt of benefits under the

original Trust upon the performance of ilegal acts, such as polygamy; and

3. The Fiduciary did not timely seek counsels' disqualification, notwthstanding that

Petitioners failed to raise this argument below and thus waived it, and had they raised it, the

Fiduciary would have presented evidence that he sought disqualification as soon as the pervasive

scope of counsels' adverse representation against their former client became apparent.

The Petition should be denied.

II. THE GOVERNING STANDAR

The exercise of the cour's discretion when deciding whether to grant rule
65(B)(d) extraordinary relief is akin to this cour's exercise of its certiorari review
powers. Rule 46 of the Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure states that "(r)eview by
a writ of certiorari is not a matter of right, but of judicial discretion and will be
granted only for special and important reasons."

State v. Barrett, 127 P.3d 682,2005 UT 88, ir 24.

A pary seeking extraordinar relief must as a threshold matter show that the trial court

abused its discretion. ¡d. Petitioners are thus almost immediately presented with a presumption

against the relief they seek, for "(t)rial cours are generally allowed considerable discretion in

granting or denying motions to disqualify counsel. . . ." State v. Balfour, 198 P.3d 471, 2008

Utah App. 410, ir 1 1.

4852-6900-9669.1 2



Petitioners fail to show that the Respondent Cour abused its discretion in disqualifying

SC&M and Mr. Berry from litigating against their former client. The Petition should be denied.

III. ARGUMENT

A. The Trust is a Legal Entity Capable of Forming an Attorney-Client
Relationship, as Petitioners' Own Conduct Confirms.

1. The Trust is a Legal Entity Under Utah Law.

Petitioners assert that "under Utah law charitable trsts are not entities capable of

entering into an attorney-client relationship or holding a privilege because charitable trusts are

merely fiduciar relationships." Memorandum in Support of Petition for Extraordinary Writ

("Petitioner's Mem.") at 1 8. Petitioners cite no authority, Utah or otherwise, to support their

leap from the existence of a fiduciar relationship to the conclusion that the pary owing the

fiduciary duty canot be a separate legal entity empowered to retain its own counsel (and to

compel its prior counsel to tum over records concerning the representation). Thus, contrary to

Petitioners' implication, Jeff v. Stubbs, 970 P.2d 1234 (Utah 1998) - a case in which the Trust

actively paricipated as a distinct litigant, represented by the same counsel who now claims that

his client at the time had no juridical existence - nowhere holds that a charitable trst forfeits the

right to retain counsel.

Petitioners cite Julian v. Petersen, 966 P.2d 878 (Utah App. 1998), for the concept that in

probate law, "neither the (decedent's) estate nor the decedent is a legal entity." Plaintif' Mem.

at 20. Here is the quote from Julian in context: "A deed naming a deceased person or his or her

estate as a grantee is void because neither the estate nor the decedent is a legal entity." ¡d. at
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881. As Jeff shows, the Trust holds substantial property? The Trust is able to do so because it

is a legal entity.

Petitioners fuher assert:

A "client" is a person, including a public officer, or corporation, association, or
other organization or entity, either public or private, who is rendered professional
legal services by a lawyer, or who consults a lawyer with a view to obtaining
professional legal services. Utah R. Evid. 504(a). A trst is not a person.

Petitioners' Mem. at 19 n. 7.

As the Respondent Cour held in properly rejecting this arguent, "Subsection (a)(1) of

Rule 504 is drafted broadly to encompass an association, or other organization or entity that is

rendered legal services or consultation with a view to obtaining legal services. This language is

broad enough to accommodate trusts." November 10, 2008 Ruling at 2 - 3 (emphasis original).

Utah law elsewhere repeatedly confirms that Trusts are "legal entities" or persons.3

Similarly, the Official Comments to the Restatement of Trusts explain:

2 In Young v. Young, 1999 UT 38, ir 22, 979 P.2d 338, this Cour affirmed the trial cour's

decision to invalidate the transfer of water shares to a trust, because "no such trust was ever
created" and conveyances canot be made to a "nonexistent entity." Here, there is no dispute
that the Trust is an existing entity. Cf First Sec. Bank of Utah, NA. v. Banberry Dev. Corp., 786
P.2d 1326, 1338 (Utah 1990) ("under the jur's verdict, then, the Trust and Banberr were
independent entities").
3 See Business Opportunity Disclosure Act, Utah Code An. § 13-15-2(5) ("Person means any

natural person, corporation, parnership, organzation, association, trust, or any other legal
entity"); Utah Revised Business Corporation Act, Utah Code An. § 16-1 Oa-1 02(19)(h) ("Entity
includes a trust"); Utah Controlled Substances Act, Utah Code An. § 58-37-2(1)(gg) ("Person
means any corporation, association, parnership, trst, other institution or entity or one or more
individuals"); Ineritance Tax Act, Utah Code An. § 59-11-102(6) ("Person includes any
natual person, corporation, association, parnership, joint venture, syndicate, estate, trust, or
other entity under which business or other activities may be conducted").
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Increasingly, modern common-law and statutory concepts and terminology tacitly
recognize the trust as a legal "entity," consisting of the trust estate and the
associated fiduciary relation between the trustee and the beneficiaries. This is
increasingly and appropriately reflected both in language (referring, for example,
to the duties or liabilities of a trustee to "the trust") and in doctrine . . . .

Restatement 3rd Trusts § 2 cmt. a.4 As a matter of law, the Trust is a legal entity, capable of

forming an attorney-client relationship.

2. Having Repeatedly Represented the Trust as a Separate Legal Entity in the

Past, Counsel Canot Now Claim that the Trust Is Merely a
"Relationship" Incapable of Having an Attorney/Client Privilege.

In determining that the Trust had its own legal existence, the Respondent Cour properly

deemed persuasive the fact that the same counsel who now claim that the Trust has no identity of

its own have in the past repeatedly represented the Trust as a separate entity with distinct rights

in a multitude oflitigation. November 10 Ruling at 3. Petitioners' rejoin as follows:

The district court . . . ruled that SC&M was estopped from maintaining the trust is
not an entity because it has represented the Trust in previous litigation ...
However, simply because the Trust has been a named par in litigation does not
entail that it is a legal entity for puroses of the attorney-client relationship and
privilege.

Petitioners'Mem. at 20 n. 8. "Named par(ies) in litigation" traditionally have their own legal

counsel. Petitioners' use of the passive voice here ("because the Trust has been a named pary")

4 The Restatement cites to a number of authorities in support of this proposition - including the

Utah Trust Code, which authorized the trustee to take actions "in the name of the trust." See
Restatement (Third) of Trusts, § 2, Reporter's Notes, Comment a (citing to Utah Code An.
§ 75-7-402(5)(added 1992)). While the Utah Trust Code has since been renumbered and

rewritten, the present Utah Trust Code stil contains similar language recognizing that trust is an
entity separate from its trustees. For example the Trust Code provides that a trustee may payor
contest any claim against the trust or settle a claim by or against the trust. Utah Code An. § 75-
7-814(n).
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fuher suggests that the Trust, if ever a pary to litigation, was made so reluctantly. To the

contrary: the Trust, represented by SC&M or Mr. Berr, has often been the plaintiff, seeking

aggressive relief.

Thus, in United Effort Plan Trust v. Holm, 101 P.3d 641 (Ariz. App. 2004), "Rulan (sic)

Jeffs and Waren Jeffs interviewed Mr. and Mrs. Holm, and advised them that Wynn Jessop, a

thirty-nine-year-old maried man, wanted to enter a mariage with Mrs. Holm's fifteen-year-old

daughter." ¡d. at 643. Although the parents initially consented to the ilegal union, the next day

Mrs. Holm withdrew her permission, whereupon the Jeffs directed the Holms to vacate their

land. The Trust, represented by SC&M, then fied suit:

When the Holms did not leave their home, the UEPT sent them a Demand for
Possession of Real Propert, revoking its permission for the Holms to possess the
land and ordering the Holms to leave behind anything affxed to the propert. Mr.

Holm was unsuccessful in trying to resolve the matter with Rulan Jeffs, but he
and his family did not move out of their home. Once the UEPT attempted to
remove the Holms from their home, it refused to accept their payment for the
property taxes.

On August 14, 2000, the UEPT fied a forcible-detainer complaint against the
Holms injustice cour seeking their eviction. The UEPT claimed that it owned the
property on which the Holms had built their home, and that Mr. Holm was a
tenant-at-wil who had used the property with the permission of the UEPT but that
the permission had been revoked.
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fd.5 And when the Trust lost, it appealed. Similarly, in Jeff v. Stubbs, supra, Mr. Berr

represented, and advanced numerous arguments on behalf of, the Trust itself (in Jeff, SC&M

represented the Former Trustees).

As a matter of law, the Trust is an entity with the power to form an attorney-client

relationship. The repeated advocacy by SC&M and Mr. Berry on behalf of the Trust as a distinct

entity with its own rights shows that Petitioners share this view, notwithstanding their current

dramatic change of position.

B. If the Trust Itself is Not an "Entity" Capable of Forming an Attorney-Client

Relationship, Then the Fiduciary Himself Has the Privilege, and May
Compel Disclosure of Prior Attorney-Client Communications.

In Moeller v. Superior Court, 16 Cal.4th 1124 (CaL. 1997), the California Supreme Cour

stated the issue:

This case presents the following question: Does the attorney-client privilege
permit a predecessor trustee to withhold from a successor trstee documents
related to trust administration? Both settled law and practical considerations lead
us to conclude the answer is no.

fd. at 1129.

Although Moeller did hold that that under California law, a trst itself canot hold the

attorney-client privilege, id. at 1132 n.3, the cour also noted, id., that treating a trust as holding

the privilege "might lead to the same result" as the rule that the cour did adopt, which is that the

5 Given that the statutes upon which the Trust sued required a "landlord-tenant" relationship, the

Trust was of course claiming that it was the landlord.
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current trustee of a trust holds the power to assert (or not assert, as the case may be) the privilege

concerning communications undertaken by a prior trustee with counsel:

In sumar, we conclude the power to assert the attorney-client privilege with
respect to confdential communications a predecessor trstee has had with its

attorney on matters concerning trust administration passes from the predecessor
trustee to its successor upon the successor's assumption of the office of trustee.
Sanwa (the prior trustee) therefore has no privilege to assert in opposition to
Moeller's demand for production and inspection of documents. .

fd. at 1139. 6

Concernng the issue of whether a trust itself can be a client, Moeller did not present facts

such as those at bar, where prior counsel has repeatedly represented a trust as a separate entity in

a multitude of lawsuits. In addition, the definition of "person" found in CaL. Evid. Code § 175

does not include the "catch-all" definition of "other organization or entity" contained in Utah R.

Evid. 504(a), a term broad enough, as the Respondent Court found, to include a trust.

Under Utah law and the facts at issue, the Trust itself was prior counsels' client. But

even if this were not true, the end result would be the same: under Moeller, the Fiduciary would

6 In Utah, the statutory duties of a trustee confer the authority to retain legal counsel and by

extension, the authority to waive or assert the attorney-client privilege. "A trustee shall take
reasonable steps to enforce claims of the trust and to defend claims against the trust." Utah Code
An. § 75-7-809. Also, a trustee may "prosecute or defend an action, claim. . . to protect trst
property and the trustee in the performance of the trustee's duties." Id. at § 75-7-814(1)(x). A
trustee may retain legal counsel to assist in the discharge of the trustee's duties. Id. at § 75-7-
802(8)G)(i).
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hold the privilege, and thus be entitled to direct the disclosure of communications between prior

counsel and the Former Trustees concernng trust administration.7

Petitioners urge that "(b )ecause a special fiduciar is not equivalent to a successor trustee,

the Special Fiduciary is not the 'same client' as the trustees of the 1998 UEP Trust, who are

SC&M's former clients." Petitioners' Mem. at 22. This is not an issue, because the Trust itself

was the former client. The Trust, however, may act only through its agents. See Commodity

Future Trading Comm 'n v. Weintraub, 471 U.S. 343, 348 (1985) ("As an inanimate entity, a

corporation must act through agents. A corporation canot speak directly to its lawyers.

Similarly, it canot directly waive the privilege when disclosure is in its best interest."). The

Trust's curent agent is the Fiduciary:

The Fiduciary is the person empowered to 'act' for the Trust in all aspects of its
administration until such time as the Cour terminates its oversight. As the U.S.
Supreme Cour stated in Commodity Future Trading Comm'n v. Weintraub, 471
U.S. 343, 351 - 52 (1985), "the actor whose duties most closely resemble those of
management should control the privilege. . .." Thus, the Cour concludes that,
for present puroses, the Fiduciar is the appropriate individual to invoke and
exercise the attorney-client privilege on behalf of the Trust.

7 Moeller does not compel the disclosure of all attorney-client communications, but only those

related to trust administration:

Most importantly, the successor trustee inherits the power to assert the privilege
only as to those confdential communcations that occured when the predecessor,
in its fiduciary capacity, sought the attorney's advice for guidance in

administering the trust. If a predecessor trustee seeks legal advice in its personal
capacity out of a genuine concern for possible future charges of breach of

fiduciary duty, the predecessor may be able to avoid disclosing the advice to a
successor trustee by hiring a separate lawyer and paying for the advice out of its
personal fuds.

fd. at 1134 (emphasis original).
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November 10, 2008 Ruling at 5 - 6. See also Moeller at 1136 - 37 (citing Weintraub; "the power

to assert the attorney-client privilege passes from a predecessor officer to a successor in the

analogous context of corporate affairs. ").

Even if the Trust's trustees, rather than the Trust itself, are clients, the Fiduciary, as the

Respondent Cour held, exercises the role most closely resembling that of trustee, and thus would

be entitled to compel disclosure of prior communcations.

C. Petitioners' Former Client Was the Same Trust Against Whose Interests

Petitioners Now Seek to Litigate.

Counsel may not represent interests adverse to a former client:

A lawyer who has formally represented a client in a matter shall not thereafter
represent another person in the same or a substantially related matter in which the
person's interests are materially adverse to the interest of the former client unless
the former client gives informed consent, confirmed in writing.

Utah R. Prof. Conduct 1.9(a). The Fiduciar was not asked to consent to counsels'

representation adverse to the Trust. Had he been asked, he would have declined.

Of critical import: undoubtedly now recognizing that such a position is wholly untenable,

Petitioners make no claim that the SC&M/Berry prior representation of the Trust is not

"substantially related" to those lawyers' curent representations adverse to the Trust, nor do

Petitioners challenge the Respondent Cour's findings that there is indeed such a substantial

relationship between the two representations.8 Similarly, Petitioners fail separately to address in

8 Concerning the extent of overlap, the Respondent Cour found in par as follows:

(I)t is abundantly clear that during the 17 years that SC&M (and, in particular,
Mr. Parker) represented the Trust, SC&M advocated positions on matters

Cont.
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their memorandum the issue of the order granting the Fiduciary's motion to compel.9

Petitioners' argument to this Cour is instead grounded solely in the issue of client identity: "the

Reformed Trust is so fundamentally different in its form and administration that it is not the

same 'client' as the 1998 UEP Trust." Petitioners'Mem. at 18.

Petitioners cite no legal authority for the claim that today's Trust was not yesterday's

client. Petitioners do not dispute that the property their client owned is stil owned by the Trust.

Petitioners do not dispute that the Trust beneficiaries are substantially the same, or that the Trust

"substantially factually related" to those presently at issue before this Cour.
Furhermore, the positions previously advocated by SC&M on behalf of the Trust
are directly contrary to their present arguments on behalf of the Movants. For
example, SC&M does not dispute that the 1998 Restatement drafted by Mr.
Parker expressly provided that any donations to the Trust would be made "without
any reservation or claim of right and/or ownership," and that "use of the property
owned by the (Trust) is not and does not become a right or claim of anyone who
may benefit in any way from the Trust." SC&M, on behalf of the Trust,
vigorously litigated this position in several cases. . .. Now... SC&M argues
that the Movants (have rights) "to use Trust land, and that such use invests them
with "rights" to seek an injunction against the Fiduciary in order to prevent the

sale of certain Trust land.

After carefully reviewing applicable case law in light of the breadth of SC&M's
prior representation of the Trust and the arguments it is now makng against the
Trust, the Cour is persuaded that the substantiality required is satisfied in that
there is "a factual nexus between (SC&M's) prior and curent representations."

November 10 Ruling at 9 (emphasis original). See also American Bar Association Comment 2 to
Rule 1.9 ("the underlying question is whether the lawyer was so involved in the matter that the
subsequent representation can be justly regarded as a changing of sides in the matter.")
9 And if Petitioners truly believe that there is a risk of disclosure of information that they

legitimately may keep from the Fiduciary, they should do what other litigants do, which is to
submit a privilege log, describing the allegedly privileged information with adequate detail to
permit the filing if need be of a motion to compeL. Cf Moeller, 16 CaL. 4th at 1135 (if former
trustee believes that legal advice is privileged because it does not implicate trust administration,
the cours remain available to rule on the issue).
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remains obligated to provide for the just wants and needs of those beneficiaries. Petitioners

ground their argument solely in ecclesiastical terms, claiming that the Respondent Court

improperly invoked cy pres when it removed the demand that beneficiaries follow (often ilegal)

practices of the FLDS Church in order to obtain Trust benefits, and that loss of FLDS control or

administration over the Trust has yielded an entirely new entity, distinct from the Trust that was

the client before.

This arguent has been and continues to be the subject of multiple memoranda,

affdavits, and exhibits submitted in related proceedings, in the larger context of claims that the

Trust reformation was improper and the Trust should be dissolved and its assets handed back to

the FLDS Church. Thus, an undefined "association of individuals," purortedly acting either as

or for the FLDS Church, filed a Petition for Extraordinar Writ, Docket No: 20090859-SC,

challenging the reformation. Wilie Jessop, a petitioner here, claims to be a member of the

"association of individuals" in Docket No. 20090859-SC. As the Trust noted in its opposition to

Docket No. 20090859-SC, the FLDS Church, a "corporation sole," has fied a motion to

intervene in the proceedings below, claiming that the Trust should be dissolved.lO A petition for

extraordinary relief is not the proper vehicle by which to litigate these ultimate issues, nor may

Petitioners continue to retain the services of SC&M and Mr. Berr adverse to the Trust while the

underlying issues are being resolved.

10 The Trust does not agree that any of these petitions and motions were proper, procedurally or

substantively.
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And Petitioners' argument is regardless wrong, for a former client remains a former client

even if, for example, its management changes after the representation ceases.

Indeed, there is no reason to limit Petitioners' "different client" arguent to trusts. Thus,

under Petitioners' reasoning, corporations or other entities may not engage in a change of

corporate management or control without risking arguments by the entity's former counsel that

such a change has resulted in a new entity, and that former counsel is now free to sue the new

entity on matters substantially related to counsel's prior representation. More paricularly, if

long-time corporate counsel represents the entity in a proxy fight, loses, and control then shifts to

new directors who are dissatisfied with the curent officers, either because they are mismanaging

the entity's property, failng adequately to defend the entity in litigation, or compellng the entity

to engage in unlawful acts, and as a result the offcers are terminated, counsel may tum around

and represent those officers against the entity, using information gleaned during counsel's

representation of the corporation to show that the officers were performing to standard.

Similarly, changes in corporate purose or mission (from manufacturing one product to another,

or leaving one industry for another) and substantive amendments to bylaws also leave the entity

vulnerable to being sued by parties represented by the entity's prior counsel. 11

11 See Koch v. Koch fndus., 798 F. Supp 1525 (E.D. CaL. 1997) (because plaintiff shareholders'

counsel had been defendant corporation's general counsel for sixteen years, counsel was
disqualified even though the corporate representation ceased six years earlier and counsel
claimed he had seen no confdential information).
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Petitioners' argument does nothing to instil confdence in a lawyer's solemn duty to

preserve client confdences and to avoid conflcts of interest. Counsels' client is the same client

against whose interests they now seek so vigorously to litigate. The Petition should be denied.

D. The Trust's Prior Counsel May Not Represent One Joint Client Against
Another.

Prior counsel represented both the Trust and the FLDS Church, as well as its leadership

and other various other related entities, during a seventeen-year relationship with the Trust, and

now seeks to represent the FLDS Church's members against the Trust. Under Comment 1 to

Rule 1.9, "a lawyer who has represented multiple clients in a matter (canot) represent one of the

clients against the others in the same or substantially related matter after a dispute arose among

the clients in that matter, unless all affected clients give informed consent." The Trust does not

consent. Similarly, under the joint-client exemption to the attorney client privilege found in Utah

Rule of Evidence 504(d)(5), any communcations between any Former Trustees or FLDS entity

and Petitioners relating to trust administration are discoverable by the Fiduciary.

E. Petitioners Did Not Raise the Timeliness Issue Below and May Not Do So

Now.

Petitioners claim that the Fiduciary did not timely seek counsels' disqualification, and

thus waived the right to seek such relief. Petition at 17. As shown by the silence of the

November 10 Ruling on the topic, Petitioners failed to raise this issue below. They may not do

so now. Had Petitioners raised the issue below, the Fiduciary would have had the opportity to

argue and present facts to the Respondent Cour that disqualification was sought as soon as the

dramatic scope of counsels' adverse representation to the Trust became apparent.
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F. Disqualifcation Was Not Drastic But Obligatory. Because They Are

Represented by Multiple Other Attorneys, Petitioners Wil Suffer No
Prejudice From the Disqualifcation.

The Respondent Court properly recognized that it was not to take the disqualification

issue "lightly(,)" and that disqualification was a drastic measure. November 10 Ruling at 7. But

not every invocation of drastic measures results in the right to seek extraordinary relief. On the

facts at bar, the relief granted was not "drastic," but obligatory. The abuse of discretion would

have been in denying disqualification.

Moreover, the predicate for callng disqualification a "drastic" result - that it leaves a

litigant bereft of counsel - is entirely missing here. As the caption to the petition in Docket No.

20090859 shows, the "association of individuals" is represented not only by SC&M, but also by

the firms of Jones, Waldo, Holbrook & McDonough, and Brown, Bradshaw & Moffat. As the

exhibits to the Trust's opposition to Docket No. 20090859-SC show, the FLDS Church, a

corporation sole, is represented by those same three law firms. The Arizona Attorney General, in

opposing the Rule 8a Petition here, attached as Exhibit C to his opposition a copy of a February

18,2009 Entry of Appearance in the proceedings below by the Jones, Waldo firm on behalf of

Wilie Jessop, Dan Johnson, and Merlin Jessop, who of course are among the Petitioners here.

The firms of Snell & Wilmer and Brown, Bradshaw & Moffat represent Messrs. Jessop, Johnson

and Jessop in the Petition at issue here.

Given that these Petitioners' interests are well-represented by other counsel, prejudice

from disqualification is thus de minimis. And to the extent Petitioners alleged that their new
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counsel canot match the depth of knowledge of the old, that knowledge is currently being used

against a former client, a practice that must cease.

iv. CONCLUSION

There has been no abuse of discretion in the case at ~he Petition should be denied.

Dated this~Jday of December, 2009

By:

Plu7ïtnLA

Spencer E. Austin
Mark W. Dykes
Brandon J. Mark

CALLISTER NEBEKER &
MCCULLOUGH'

By: 7effie
Jeffrey L. Shields
Mark L. Callster
Zachary T. Shields

V/vvP
lA) r~~S '-!

Counsel for the Special Fiduciary
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