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APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF

Respectfully, Appellant, ARTHUR J. BETTATI, JR., submits the
following Reply Brief in response to Respondent Connor’s Brief, and in
support of his Appeal to the Court of Appeals, Division 1 of the State of
Washington. I provide this Reply Brief under penalty of perjury and the

laws of the State of Washington.

I. INTRODUCTION

For the reasons outlined in the Appellant’s Opening Brief, the
State of Washington trial Court erred, and thereby abused its discretion
and prejudiced the Appellant when it unreasonably denied Appellant’s
Motion for Change of Venue of all remaining issues in the State of
Washington Courts to the California Courts.

The State of Washington trial Court’s decision was unreasonable
for many reasons, including: Neither party lives in the State of
Washington, and the Dissolution action jurisdiction is divided between the
State of Washington Court, and California Court where there is an
overwhelming and compelling history of Child Custody litigation both

ongoing and currently pending in relation to this case.
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Unresolved financial issues can now be heard and adjudicated in
the California Court, because California has accepted registration (Exhibit
1) of the Washington State Judgment Summary and Decree of Dissolution,
which includes the CR2A Dissolution Settlement Agreement and a

specific Support payment agreement (Clerk’s Papers Pages 567-579).

II. REPLY ARGUMENTS

A. The Trial Court Abused Its Discretion.

1. The State of Washington trial Court erred, and thereby abused its
discretion by unreasonably denying Appellant’s Motion for Change of
Venue.

2. Respondent Connor has provided lengthy recitations of the first
year (October 2007 — September 2008) of State of Washington Dissolution
and California Court proceedings in this matter (which were not in
dispute). However, in what amounts to a thin-at-best Response Brief
argument Respondent Connor has NOT provided any substantive
argument as to why the State of Washington trial Court did NOT abuse its
discretion in unreasonably denying Appellant’s Motion for Change of
Venue. In fact, Respondent Connor acknowledges on Page 14 of

Respondent’s Brief that the State of Washington trial “Court might have
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been justified” in ruling in favor of Appellant’s Motion for Change of
Venue.

3. As detailed in Appellant’s original Motion for Change of Venue
pleadings (Clerk’s Papers Pages 3-4, 10-15, 129-138, 139-141, 176-181)
the Washington State trial Court was aware that there were both
significant changes in the facts and circumstances in the State of
Washington proceedings, as well as significant facts and circumstances
that supported the State of Washington trial Court’s original ruling
granting Appellant’s Motion for Change of Venue.

4. The significant changes in facts and circumstances occurred after
years of inactivity concerning the proceedings in the State of Washington,
including the facts that neither the Appellant, nor Respondent Connor
were residents of the State of Washington (Clerk’s Papers Page 3-4, 8, 24,
131, 137-138, 177); that the California Child Custody proceedings in this
case have been ongoing since 2007, continue in the California Court
(Clerk’s Papers Pages 3-4, 11-12, 177), and there has been no remedy for
the Appellant to seek equitable reimbursement of attorney fees (fairly
based on the disparity of income between Respondent Connor’s
consistently high income, and Appellant’s lower income) for the costly
ongoing Child Custody litigation in the California Court (Clerk’s Papers

Pages 3-4, 138, 140); and that Respondent Connor maintained and
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continues to maintain significant contacts with California (including real-
estate co-ownership, etc.) (Clerk’s Papers Pages 3-4, 139, 177).

5. Respondent Connor has not disputed any of these significant
facts and circumstances.

6. Additionally detailed in the Appellant’s Opening Brief, there are
multiple compelling and significant legal arguments and concepts
supporting why a change of venue should have been granted by the State
of Washington trial Court including: The Due Process Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment; The Three Prongs of Jurisdiction; Domicile;
Forum Non-conveniens; Comity; General Appearance; California’s Long
Arm Statute; and Constitutionally-Permissible Basis for Exercise of
Personal Jurisdiction. Considering these and still other arguments, the
Appellant has more than sufficiently demonstrated abuse of discretion by
the State of Washington trial Court and that the trial Court was

unreasonable in its denial of Appellant’s Motion for Change of Venue.

B. The Trial Court Prejudiced the Appellant By Denying the Change

of Venue.
1. The Appellant is prejudiced by the State of Washington trial

Court’s unreasonable decision to deny the Appellant’s Motion for Change

4 In re BETTATI, Yvette & Arthur
COURT OF APPEALS, DIVISION 1 OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON Case No. 66104-3-1
APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF



of Venue. Lincoln v. Transamerica Investment Co., 89 Wn.2d 571, 578
P.2d 1316 (1978).

2. The trial Court’s decision was prejudicial to the Appellant because
the trial Court’s decision to deny the Appellant a change of venue of all
remaining State of Washington issues to the California Court makes any
attempt by the Appellant to litigate remaining issues in the State of
Washington almost completely legally (Appellant is without
representation), financially, and logistically impractical and inconvenient.
3. In all practical effect, the trial Court’s unreasonable denial of
Appellant’s Motion for Change of Venue has resulted in prejudice to the
Appellant’s cause of “fraditional notices of fair play and substantial
Jjustice,” Burnham v. Superior Court (Burnham) (1990) 495 U.S. 604,

related to the remaining issues in this case.

C. The California Court Maintains Personal Jurisdiction Over

Respondent Connor Through Ongoing Child Custody Proceedings;

and Unresolved Financial Matters, Including Delinquent Support,

Can Now Be Resolved and Enforced In the California Court.

1. As detailed through nearly four years of California Court Orders
included in the Appellant’s Opening Brief (Appendix Exhibits 11-29), as

well as the fact that Respondent Connor has made general appearances at
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trial in California, the California Court has established and continues to
maintain personal jurisdiction over Respondent Connor (Clerk’s Papers
Page 11).

2. Fuﬁhermore, in compliance with California Family Code Section
4951, which states: “A support order or income-withholding order of
another state may be registered in this state,” the Washington State
Judgment Summary and Decree of Dissolution, which includes the CR2A
Dissolution Settlement Agreement and specific Support payment
agreement (Clerk’s Papers Pages 567-579) has been registered in the
California Courts (Exhibit 1).

3. Respondent Connor had 25 days in which to contest the
registration of the Washington State Support Order with the California
Court, and Respondent Connor did NOT do so, at which time the Order
was confirmed by the California Court.

4, The uncontested Registered Out-of-State Support Order (Exhibit 1)
specifically states “The registered order is enforceable in the same
manner as a support order made by a California court as of the date the
Registration Statement is filed” The Registration Statement was filed on
July 1, 2011, and Respondent Connor was properly notified of the
registration of the Support Order on July 14, 2011 by a Sacramento,

California Superior Court Clerk, as detailed in the attached Registered
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Order.

5. Respondent Connor has been in violation of the State of
Washington Decree of Dissolution and corresponding CR2A Dissolution
Settlement Agreement for more than three years, owing back support as
outlined in the California Registered Support Order, which can now be
enforced by the California Court and its personal jurisdiction over
Respondent Connor.

6. Child Support and property disposition both require personal
jurisdiction over the affected persons. In re Marriage of Tsarbopoulos,
125 Wn.App. 273, 284, 104 P.3d 692 (2004); In re Marriage of Peck, 82
Wn.App. 809, 815-18, 920 P.2d 236 (1996). The California Court
currently maintains personal jurisdiction over both the Appellant and
Respondent Connor through ongoing Child Custody proceedings.
Equally, the California Court, given the ongoing Child Custody
proceedings in this case, is the most appropriate and reasonable venue for
ANY determination of child support considering the California Court’s
cumulative and detailed experience with the instant Child Custody
proceedings. Consistent with this idea, in Harris v. Harris, 71 Wash. 307,
128 Pac. 673, the [State of Washington Court] “held that the court making
the original award of custody has continuing jurisdiction to increase child

support payments regardless of the whereabouts of the child or parent.”
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Sherwood v. Sherwood, 48 Wn.2d 128, 291 P.2d 674 (1955). It is the
California Court that made the original award of Child Custody, and
continues to make awards of Child Custody, not the State of Washington

Court.

D. The California Court Is An Adequate Alternate Forum and

Maintains Continuing Jurisdiction To Enforce Its Orders.

1. Under the “doctrine of continuing jurisdiction,” the California
Court maintains continuing jurisdiction to clarify and enforce its own
orders and is an adequate alternate forum for all of the remaining State of
Washington issues in this case. An Order of Support is now enforceable
in California, Child Custody proceedings continue in California, and so
does the California Court’s jurisdiction over both the Appellant and
Respondent Connor.

2. Respondent Connor’s argument on Page 10 of Respondent
Connor’s Reply Brief stating: “See e.g., Heuchan v. Heuchan, 38 Wn.2d
207, 213-14, 228 P.2d 470 (1951) (the power to modify is not lost because
a party is no longer a state resident)” FAILS to recognize the fact that
NEITHER party, Appellant nor Respondent Connor, is a resident of the

State of Washington, nor retains ANY contacts with the State of
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Washington; while conversely BOTH parties maintain significant contacts
in the State of California (as detailed in the Appellant’s Opening Brief).
3. The California Court’s continuing jurisdiction is also consistent
with the Conflicts of Law Restatement Provision that:
“If a state obtains judicial jurisdiction over a party to an
action, the jurisdiction continues throughout all subsequent
proceedings which arise out of the original cause of
action.” RESTATEMENT (SECOND) OF CONFLICT
OF LAWS § 26 (1988)
Consistent with this Provision, proceedings in the State of Washington
Court effectively ended on September 25, 2008 with the entry of a Decree
of Dissolution, while proceedings in the California Court have been
continuous, and so has the California Court’s judicial jurisdiction over the

Appellant and Respondent Connor.

E. Respondent Connor’s Reply Brief Is Confusing and Incorrect.

1. On Page 3 of Respondent Connor’s Reply Brief, under the heading
“B. Denial of a Motion for Reconsideration,” Respondent Connor appears
to be incorrectly arguing that Appellant brought the State of Washington
trial Court Motion for Reconsideration, and that it was denied. In fact,

Respondent Connor brought the Motion for Reconsideration after
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Appellant’s Motion for Change of Venue was originally granted by the
State of Washington trial Court. Respondent’s Connor’s Motion for
Reconsideration was actually granted by the State of Washington trial
Court, as indicated subsequently by Respondent Connor in the final
paragraph on Page 7 of Respondent Connor’s Brief. The granting of
Respondent Connor’s Motion for Reconsideration is the subject of the
instant Appeal now before the Appellate Court. These contradictory
statements by Respondent Connor are confusing.

2. Respondent Connor’s footnote #8 at the bottom of Page 5 of
Respondent Connor’s Brief, which states: “The Court only allowed
Arthur to have supervised visitation with his child. CP 102” is FALSE.
As detailed in nearly four years of California Child Custody parenting-
time schedule Court Orders included in Appellant’s Opening Brief
(Appendix Exhibits 11-29), Appellant’s frequent and regular parenting
time with his Daughter was NEVER supervised.

3. There are chronological errors in Respondent Connor’s Brief:
Paragraph 1, top of Page 7 where “August 10, 2008 should correctly be
August 10, 2010; and “August 16, 2008 should correctly be August 16,
2010.

4. On Page 10 of Respondent Connor’s Brief, Respondent Connor

states: “Washington is the state that exercised original jurisdiction.” This
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statement is misleading and does not account for the fact that California is
the State that exercised original jurisdiction over Child Custody issues,
and continues to retain jurisdiction over those ongoing proceedings.

5. Also on Page 10 of Respondent Connor’s Brief, Respondent
Connor states: “Washington is apparently the only state where both
parties have (or had) attorneys who are familiar with the property-related
facts of this case.” This statement is FALSE. Both Appellant and
Respondent Connor have had attorneys in California who are
knowledgeable and experienced with the property-related facts of this
case, and Respondent Connor is still represented by Charlotte Keeley
(Clerk’s Papers Pages 33-128, 142-165), Respondent Connor’s original

California attorney from the start of these proceedings in 2007.

F. Respondent Connor Resorts to Unnecessary Personal Attacks On

the Appellant.

1. From the commencement of Dissolution proceedings in the States
of California and Washington in 2007, Respondent Connor has taken
many opportunities to personally attack, disparage, and malign the
Appellant (Clerk’s Papers Pages 25, 140, etc.). Respondent Connor’s

statements on Pages 3 and 5 of the Respondent’s Brief are consistent, and
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in keeping, with Respondent Connor’s prior false (Clerk’s Papers Pages
11, 25-26) and malicious attacks against the Appellant.

2. For instance, Respondent Connor’s October 3, 2007 Protective
Order against the Appellant, and its subsequent 30-day extension of
November 1, 2007 were supported by the false statements of Respondent
Connor. Further extension of Respondent Connor’s Protective Order was
quickly denied by the State of Washington Court (Clerk’s Papers Page
490) and dismissed less than 60 days after the Court issued the original
Order.

3. These continuing personal attacks by Respondent Connor on the
Appellant are irrelevant to this proceeding, have no place here, and are a
waste of the Appellate Court’s consideration and time. Having said that, it

may also be said that mud sticks most to those who sling it.

III. CONCLUSION

The State of Washington trial Court abused its discretion by
unreasonably denying Appellant’s Motion for Change of Venue to the
California Court where this case is continuing. In so doing, the State of

Washington trial Court has prejudiced the Appellant.
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Respondent Connor has been in violation of the CR2A Agreement
since September 25, 2008, and has not paid the Appellant the Support
obligation Respondent Connor owes, which has culminated in personal
financial collapse for the Appellant, to the point of pending bankruptcy.

For the Appellant to seek resolution of remaining issues (such as
an equitable award of attorney fees) in the State of Washington, it would
require prohibitive financial and travel expense on the Appellant’s part, to
the State of Washington where the Appellant has no legal representation.
This alone makes the State of Washington a highly inconvenient forum for
the Appellant, perpetuating an unseemly, unmanageable, and expensive
process for the Appellant.

For these and many other reasons discussed in detail in this Reply
Brief and the Appellant’s Opening Brief, the Appellant no longer consents
to have any remaining Dissolution issues in this case resolved in the State
of Washington Court.

A question begs: Why is Respondent Connor so opposed to a
change of Venue to the California Courts? The answer is clear: Because
maintaining the status quo of multi-state litigation effectively cripples the
Appellant’s ability to resolve remaining issues equitably.

If all the equities and interests involved are considered, a

reasonable ruling by the Court of Appeals that best serves the ends of
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justice, and “traditional notices of fair play and substantial justice,” is a
ruling which concludes that the State of Washington trial Court’s decision
to unreasonably deny Appellant’s Motion for Change of Venue ultimately
culminates in an abuse of discretion by the State of Washington trial Court
and prejudices the Appellant.

The trial Court’s ruling should be overturned, and the Appeal

should be granted.

Dated this__ 12" day of October, 2011 at __Sacramento __, California.

Respectfully Submitted,

=

}ahﬁ Bettati,
APPELLANT Pro Se

Arthur J. Bettati, Jr.
APPELLANT Pro Se

8510 Rolling Green Way

Fair Oaks, California 95628-6230

(916) 716-6599

IV. APPENDIX
Exhibit 1 — July 1, 2011 State of California Notice of Registration of Out-

of-State Support Order
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FL-570

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF S58c a4 wm~ +O
| sTREET ADDRESS: 2241 PONER /sar Ro A
MAILING ADDRESS: 32 %/ ( FPowaEk s8» RoAyp
CITY AND 2IP CODE: S4-cZAm Ea2T0, CALIFOLI1A 9s3¥26
BRANCHNAME: & )serdmt R 21 Jebsd Ay FAmicy RS ATS (o0 nToonde

PETITIONER/PLAINTIFF: 42 rwep J- Be rTraTy, IRL.

RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT: /./d: e K. SETrAT &
Yy

CASE-NUMBEH

NOTICE OF REGISTRATION OF OUT-OF-STATE SUPPORT ORDER : )
o [y
<] Support Order L_1 income Withholding Order 1 1 F L. U 4 d 2 lu

OF Fe o449 ¥
2
1. To (name): /ﬂs/aud;:w-,- /nzu’z‘ K. CETTATI

2. You are notified that an Out-of-State Support Order [ Out-of-State Order for Income Withholding  has been registered
with this court. A copy of the order and the Registration Statement are attached.

3. The amount of arrears is specified in item 1 on the attached Registration Statement.

4. The registered order is enforceable in the same manner as a support order made by a California court as of the date the
Registration Statement is filed.

5. If you want to contest the validity or enforcement of the registered order, you must request a hearing within 25 days of the date that
this notice was mailed to you (see below for clerk's date of mailing). You can request a hearing by completing and filing a Request
for Hearing Regarding Registration of Support Order (form FL-575).

6. If you fail to contest the validity or enforcement of the attached order within 25 days of the date this notice was mailed, the order will
be confirmed by the court and you will not be able to contest any portion of the order including the amount of arrears as specified in

item 1 of the Registration Statement.
9 25 /»7: = Avevse B, zeq

CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

1. | certify that | am not a party to this cause and that a copy of the registration statement with a copy of the out-of-state order were
sent to the person named in item 1 by first-class mail. The copies were enclosed in an envelope with postage fully prepaid. The
envelope was addressed to the person named in item 1 only at the address in the registration statement, sealed, and deposited with
the United Stateg.R, | i
at (place): FERANRO
on (dale):

w % ~ .\

2. Copy sgnt to local child support agehcy on ‘date):

1 1. 80T

Date: “i:: 1 4 201 Clerk, by , Deputy

Page1otf 1
Family Code, §§ 4952, 4954

www .courtinfo.ca.gov

Form Approved for Optiona! Use

Judiciat Counci of California NOTICE OF REGISTRATION OF OUT-OF-STATE SUPPORT ORDER

FL-570 [Rev. January 1, 2003]

American LegalNet, Inc.
wavw USCourtForms com
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ARTHUR J. BETTATL, JR., i
Petitioner ,

8510 Rolling Green Way ‘
Fair Oaks, CA 95628 l
Telephone:  (916) 716-6599 '

In Pro Per
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
In re the Marriage of: Case No.: 11 FL04321
1WFLOo oY
Petitioner: ARTHUR BETTATI, JR. REGISTRATION STATEMENT
OF PETITIONER
and
PER FORM FL570 - NOTICE OF
Respondent: YVETTE BETTATI REGISTRATION OF OUT-OF-

STATE SUPPORT ORDER

I, ARTHUR BETTATI, JR, declare the following under penalty of perjury under the laws of
the State of California that the following is true and correct; I am personally familiar with all
of the facts and circumstances as indicated below and if called I would testify to the same in a

court of law:

I make this filing and Statement in accordance with instructions (attached) provided to me by

the Court and Judge Eugene Balonon, Sacramento Superior Court Department 125.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

In re Marriage of BETTATIL, Yvette & Arthur
Sacramento County Superior Court Case No. 07FL04448
REGISTRATION STATEMENT OF PETITIONER PER FORM FL570




1. ARREARS: $43,525.62. Current outstanding balance owed to Petitioner as of June 6,

2011: $43,525.62. See calculation below.

2. Obligor: Yvette K. Connor, F/K/A Yvette K. Bettati, Respondent.

3. Obligor’s Address: 2609 Saddleback Court, Castle Rock, Colorado 80104.

4. Obligor’s Employer: Marsh & McClennan, Inc., 1225 — 17® Street, Suite 2100,

Denver, Colorado 80202-5521

5. Obligee: Arthur Bettati, Jr., Petitioner

6. Obligee Address: 8510 Rolling Green Way, Fair Oaks, California 95628

7. All outstanding support payments are to be made to the Obligee, Arthur Bettati, Jr.

CALCULATION OF CONTINUED OUTSTANDING SUPPORT

The Respondent (Yvette Bettati) has NOT paid the Petitioner (Arthur Bettati) the final
Dissolution spousal support payment (which was due “upon entry of a Decree” on September
25, 2008) as agreed to in “EXHIBIT 1’ on Page 3, Paragraph 3, in the attached and submitted
subject State of Washington Dissolution Judgment Summary and CR 2A Divorce Settlement

Agreement (EXHIBIT 1).

In re Marriage of BETTATL, Yvette & Arthur
Sacramento County Superior Court Case No. 07FL04448
REGISTRATION STATEMENT OF PETITIONER PER FORM FL570
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Under the specific terms of the CR 2A Divorce Settlement Agreement, the Respondent was
required to make a final payment of $32,015.00 to Petitioner upon entry of the Decree of
Dissolution (DCD) in the State of Washington. A Decree of Dissolution, Judgment
Summary, and CR 2A Divorce Settlement Agreement was entered in the State of Washington
on September 25, 2008. Respondent failed to make the required final spousal support

payment of $32,015.00 to Petitioner, as agreed, on September 25, 2008.

As of the date of this filing, June 6, 2011, the Respondent has NOT paid, in part or in whole,

Petitioner the agreed to final spousal support payment of $32,015.00.

Per the Judgment Summary accompanying the Decree of Dissolution and CR 2A Divorce
Settlement Agreement, the Respondent is required to pay the Petitioner 12% interest annually
on any unpaid owing payment balance associated with the CR 2A Divorce Settlement
Agreement. As per the June 6, 2011 date of this filing, and in keeping with the terms of the
Judgment Summary and CR 2A Divorce Settlement Agreement, interest has accrued on the
owing and past-due balance of the final unpaid spousal support payment, and per the

Judgment Summary the past-due balance is calculated as follows:

a. September 25, 2008 — September 24, 2009 12% A.P.R. (annual percentage
rate) Judgment Summary interest accrued on final $32,015 unpaid spousal support

payment = $3,841.80 for a total unpaid spousal support balance of $35,856.80;

In re Marriage of BETTATI, Yvette & Arthur
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b. September 25, 2009 — September 24, 2010 12% A.P.R. Judgment Summary
interest accrued on continuing $35,856.80 unpaid spousal support balance = $4,302.82

for a total unpaid spousal support balance of $40,159.62;

c. September 25, 2010 — June 6, 2010 12% A.P.R. Judgment Summary interest
accrued on continuing $40,159.62 unpaid spousal support balance = $3,366.00* for a

total unpaid spousal support balance of $43,525.62.

*Total Year September 25, 2010 to September 24, 2011 12% A.P.R. Summary
Judgment interest = $4,819.15 or $13.20 per day. Prorated interest from
September 25, 2010 to June 6, 2010 (day of filing) = 255 Days @ $13.20 per

day = $3,366.00

The unpaid spousal support balance continues to accrue Judgment Summary interest at
a 12% A.P.R. of $13.20 per day through September 24, 2011, at which point Summary
Judgment A.P.R. interest is recalculated for the new September 25, 2011 — September
24, 2012 new interest year, and ongoing if balance of unpaid spousal support is not

paid.

Dated: June 6, 2011 Respectfully Submitted,
? N ———
ARTHUR J. BETTATIL JR,

Petitioner, In Pro Per
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

DATE/TIME : FEBRUARY 23, 2011 DEPT. NO : 125
JUDGE : EUGENE BALONON CLERK : A. Bell
REPORTER : None BAILIFF

In the Matter of:

BETTATI, ARTHUR, JR. IN PRO PER

Case No.:07FL04448

BETTATI, YVETTE KEELEY, CHARLOTTE

Nature of Proceedings: Memo

TO: ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEY (S) OF RECORD
0
'y
Enclosed is a blank FL-580\, Registration of Out-of-State Custody Order,
pursuant to Mr. Bettati’s inquiry at the last date of trial. If Mr. Bettati

needs further assistance, he can contact the Family Law Facilitator’s
Office in Room 113 of the courthouse.

Arthur Bettati, Jr. Charlotte Keeley
8510 Rolling Green Way Attorney at law
Fair Oaks, CA 95628 1451 River Park Drive, Ste 244

Sacramento, CA 95815

I, Amy Bell, hereby certify that I am not a party to the within action and
that I deposited a copy of this Memo in sealed envelopes with first class

postage prepaid addressed to each party above in the U.S. Mail at 3341
Power Inn Road, Sacramento, CA.

Dated: Z-2% -1} QP
Deputy Clerk

Book:

bPage: -

Date:

Title:

Case No.:
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SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON COUNTY OF KING

In re the Marriage of: The Honorable Douglass North
YVETTE BETTATI, No. 07-3-06736-5 SEA
nd Petitioner, DECREE OF DISSOLUTION (DCD)
: [ ClerK's Action Required
ARTHUR BETTATL JR. [ ] Law Enforcement Notificationp.8
Respondent.

L. Judgment/Order Summaries
1.1 Restraining Order Summary:

Does not apply.
1.2 Real Property Judgment Summary:
Real Property Judgment Summary for Sacramento County, California, is set forth below:

| Assessor's property tax parcel or account number: 246-0401-014-0000 |

Legal description of the property awarded (including lot, block, plat, or section, township, range,
county and state): Recorded in the County of Sacramento, California:

Lot 8, as shown on the ‘Plat of Monson Ranch]’ recorded in Book 205 of Maps, Map No. 7,
records of said County.

/
1.3 Money Judgment Summary: yzy N A g
. Beestotapply: Sez. attaci ed

End of Surmmaries
DECREE (DCD) - 1 IO%‘AMDEN HALL, PLLC
WPF DR 04.0400 (6/2006)— RCW 26.09.030; .040; .070(3) SEATTLE, WASHINGTON D154 o 306.745.0200

$/25/2008 7:00 AM
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II. Basis
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law have been entered in this case.
II. Decree

It Is Decreed that:

31

32

33

34

35

3.6

,3-7

Status of the Marriage

The marriage of the parties is dissolved.

Property to be Awarded the Husband

The husband is awarded as his separate property the property set forth in the property
settlement agreement executed by the parties on May 7 and May 19, 2008. The property
settlement agreement is attached to this Decree as Exhibit 1 (Exhibit P and is incorporated
by reference as part of this Decree. Exhibit 1 is enforceable as an integral part of this
Decree. .
Property to be Awarded to the Wife

The wife is awarded as her separate property the property set forth in the property
settlement agreement which is attached as Exhibit 1 to this Decree.

Liabilities to be Paid by the Husband

The husband shall pay the community or separate liabilities set forth in the property
settlement agreement attached as Exhibit 1 to this Decree.

" Unless otherwise provided herein, the husband shall pay all liabilities incurred by him

since the date of separation.
Liabilities to be Paid by the Wife

The wife shall pay the community or separate liabilities set forth in the property settlement
agreement attached as Exhibit 1 to this Decree.

Unless otherwise provided herein, the wife shall pay all liabilities incurred by her since the
date of separation.

Hold Harmless Provision

Each party shall hold the other party harmless from any collection action relating to
separate or community liabilities set forth above, including reasonable attorney's fees and
costs incurred in defending against any attempts to collect an obligation of the other party.
Spousal Maintenance

Does not apply. y

DECREE (DCD) - 2 CAMDEN HALL,PLLC

1001 FOURTR AVENUE, SUITE 4301

WPF DR 04.0400 (6/2006) — RCW 26.09.030; .040; .070(3) SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98154 ¢ 206-749-0200

S/25/2008 700 AM
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33

Continning Restraining Order
Does not apply.

3.9

3.10

3.1

3.12

3.13

3.14

Protection Order
Does not apply.
Jurisdiction Over the Children

The Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction over the child, A.B., as set forth in the Findings
of Fact and Conclusions of Law. Subject matter jurisdiction over the child, A.B. was
retained by the California Court, which entered, on September 3, 2008, its Stipulation and
Order Re: Child Custody; Appointment of Special Master, effectively concluding the
California proceedings.

Parenting Plan
Does not apply as set forth in the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law entered on

September 2008. The September 3, 2008 final Parenting Plan ordered in
California, is incorporated by reference as part of this Decree.

s AP
I wh

Cewrt-on-Septe ——
reference-aspart-of this-Decree:

Attorney Fees, Other Professional Fees and %s{_ts his alsrnge,'s Leesance

“MUL hushand s axomrded 3,000

Boes-notapply (agt Y\NU'\ V\y N

g 0.4

Name Changes

Does not apply.

Dated: _ppittand?s 85, 2008 Wﬁ Me87X
Judge/Cginmissioner

Presented by: Approved;

Notice of Presentation Waived:
EN HALL, PLLC LAW OFFICES OF DEBORAH BIANCO

Vb Var  Liurara o

Cafnden M. Hall, WSBA No. 146 Deborah A. Bianco, WSBA No. 19826
Attorneys for Petitioner Attorneys for Respondent

DECREE (DCD) - 3 CAMDEN HALL, PLLC

WPF DR 04.0400 (6/2006) ~ RCW 26.09.030; .040; .070(3) SEATTIE, WASHINGToN 58154 ¢ 2067450200

9/25/2008 700 AM
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CAMDEN HALL, PLLC

Aftorney and Counselor af Law

Attorney
Camden M. Hall Paralegal
Charloite M. Henry
Legal Asaistant
Michael A. Overdie

May 2, 2008

VIARACSIMILE

Deborah A. Bianco )

. Deborahi A, Bianco, P.8. FOR SETTLEMENT FURPOSES ONLY;
14535 Bel-Red Road, Suite 201 ER 408; CR. 2A Agreement

Bellevae, WA 98007

Inxe Betiati
Dear Ms. Bianco:

This is Mz. Bettati’s response to Mr, Betiati’s recent settlement counter offer. With this,
[ undestand we have s CR 2A Agreement, If you concur, pleass have Mr. Beitati sign this letter
on the Jast page and 1 will have Ms, Bettati do the same. Thm,!willwepa:ethemulﬁngdraﬁ
PropextySen!ementAg'eementmdﬁnalarde:sfm'yomremw.

TheApeementm

e A property division, as shown in the attached schedule, that awards Mr. Bettati
greater than 98 percent of the Bettati net community assets, including the entire
equity in the Sacramento house, The schedule has been miodified to provide that
M, Bettati will also retain both the 2004 Honda Acoord arid the 2003 Honda Pilot
and that the partics shall equally divide the Department 56 Halloween .
decorations. Any related disputes shall be resolved in binding arbitration.

o In addition the scheédule has been adjusted to provide that My, Bettati shall
recelve, by Januery 31, 2009, $25,000.00 In the form of a roll-over to him of the
Fidelity Investments 401(k) plan. (This is conditioned on the assumption that
Fidelity allows the transfer of the remaining vested cash asset given the current
loan to balmice egainst the account.) This money will serve as insurance if for
any reason Mr. Bettati is delayed in the completion of his mursing education, ad

nwmp:ovﬁcahﬁ«forhhnbmnﬁnueﬁehouse and living expenses unti] he

13 able and capable of seeking full employment.
1001 Pourth Avenne Plazse -Sulie 4301 » v Seatile, Washington 98154
Telephone: 2067490200 * Facshmile: 206.749.0821
wirw.camdenhall.com




April 24,
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‘ Deboreh Bianco R

e [n addjtion, the parties shall equally divide Amelia’s books and toys that were

for her before October 3, 2007. Mr. Betteti shall also receive a few
small picces of Amelia’s furniture once he has provided Ms. Beftati with a list of
what those fiems are. Any related disputes shall be resolved in binding W

arbitration, . Ma P

. M&Beﬁaﬁshalleompleuﬂwpmcessofhzvmgthehomcmov: ied and will

. Bettat as soon as she is able.

. Toﬁc:mﬁcpmmommmwwﬂﬁng—ww

this agreement—to feave the storage unit at the Morcer untocked for Mr. Bettati to
remove all of his remaining personal items on May 4 between 10:00 s.m. and 6:00
D, after Ms, Befiati has moved out of the premises. Because Mr. Bettati has .
not provided a comprehensive Hat of all of the items he removed from the storage
wnit be emptied on January 26, 2007, Ms, Beftati shall be abie to
muﬂ:mgoﬁatepmpmydisﬁbuﬁoumaswﬂmsammslfshcdetemunes
Mr. Bettati removed an item she is entitled fo or wants, Finally, any ftems in
dispute will remain in Yvette Bettati®s possession until a mutually agreeable

" solution cen be reached, Any unzesolved issues with regard to these issues shall

AT s perSored e (latad e

e The parties shall each be solely fmaﬂdcbtmdobhgahonsmred

by that party since October 3, 2007 end indenmify and hold harmiess the other
perty from all such debt a3 well as for any obligations related to any property
awarded to that party in this settlement, except as expressly otherwise provided in
this Agreement. This means, in part, that Mr. Bettati shall be solely Hable for
paying the balance on the USAA credit card and ANY other credit cards opened
in his name since Oclober 3, 2007, As % the USAA credit card, Mr. Bettati shall
also take whatever action that is necessary o, insofar as possible, remove Ms.
Bettati from any liability on that card.

e Ms, Bettati is willing to use her best effort with Mr. Bettati to refinance the

gurrent Joan/lisbility (but it cannot be incrsased) on the Sacramento property with
the provisions that: (1) he shall be responsible for ail house and houss related debt
and all unpaid and future required house payments (mortgage, taxes, incurrence,
ofilities, etc.) and he shall maintain the house in reasonable condition so long as
Ms. Bettati is on the house title or debt; (2) if he fails to fulfill the requirements of
item (1), or if any required payments are more than 20 days late, or if axy creditor
looks to Ms. Bettaﬁﬁ»rpaymcntofanywhapcma,onfan}'nwbunpmd

expenses are reflected negatively on Ms. Bettati’s credit reports, at Ms, Bettati'’s
sole option, the bouse will bepromptlyhmdfornleandsoldwiﬂnhemtsales

yproceeds to be divided 30 perceat to Mr..Bettati and 70 percent to Ms. Beitati; and
(3) If Ms. Bettati is not removed as an obligar on any mortgage, and all other -




ﬁebmah Biasnco
April 24, 2008

Page3

encumbrances on the Sacramento house by July 1, 2010, at M. Bettati’s sole
apftion, the house shall be listed for sale and sold with the nct sales proceeds to be
divided 30 percent to Mr. Bettati and 70 percent to Ms. Bettati. If Ms, Bettati
doés not exercise her above option rights to require that the house be promptly
listed for sale, Mr. Bettati shall be responsible for 100 percent of all Habilities
arising out of or conceming the house and hie shall indernnify and hold Ms, Beitati
harmless from all such Habilities. A waiver of a right to require the house 10 be
sold by Ms. Betati does not preclude ber from exercising that right as fo future
happenings of jtems (2) and (3) above and the insuyance obligation below.

If the Bouse is sold, by mutual agreement, and not by the exercise of the above
option rights of Ms. Bettati to require that it be sold, the first $76,000 of any
resulting et sales proceeds shall be paid to Mr, Bettati's parents in repayment of
the fands they provided for the purchase of the houge. Any remaining net sales
proceeds ghall be divided 70 percent to Ms, Bettatf and 30 percent to Mr. Bettati.

Ms. Bettati will provide financially for M, Betiafi unti he completes his
schooling, at the cad 0f2008. 'To accomplish this; Ms. Bettati will pay bim
$66,030, whcbisfhenmmaddiﬁonaleashpuymemm Betiati will receive
from Ms. Bettafi,' Thsmohﬂﬁﬂaesz,ooompropertymmamdueon
Apﬁlwandﬂnl)eoenﬂm,zmmmpaymt She is prepared to pay
SSZ,OISnpfront.upontbemyofaCRMsﬂpuhhona_uﬂawlawdCouﬁOrder
memorializing the seitlement. She will pay the balance upon entry of 8 Decree in
this matter. Thiss]wu]dwnparmﬂypmvxdehﬁ Bcﬁauwmnhefundsneoemy
o live on and support the house,

Ms. Bettefi and Mr, Bettati will be named as the insured in connection with afl
insurance (primeary end mmbeella as onrrently in force and as reasonably required
by Ms. Betiatl and any Jending Institution) on the Sacramento house so long as
she is on the title or is responsible for any of the house debt. Mz, Bettati will
obtatn, and pay for, this insarance. He shall also give My, Bettati proof of his
having obtained the required insurance (primery and umbrella as currently in
force and a5 reasonebly required by Ms. Betiati and any lending institution) 30
days afler the cxecution of u CR 2A Settlement Agreement and every 50 days
thereafier so long as she is on the title or is responsible for any of the house debt.
Failure to comply sfrictly with this insurance provision shall, &t Ms. Bestati’s sole
option, require that, the house will be listed for sale and sold with the pet sales
proseeds to be divided 20 percent to Mr. Betteti and 80 parcent to Ms, Bettati. If
Ms. Betiati does 10t exercise this option, Mr. Bettati shall be sesponsible for 100

1 Ror purpotes of this setilemest offer, Ms. Bettati is not sesking reimbursement of the Fmds which Mr. Bettati

recently

removed Gam Ms, Bettati's Wells Fargo accomt.

’mssz.ooo sunount will be paid once a ssttiement of the issees in this letter Is reschied. The 32,000 payment
reduces the $66,030 payment to $64,030, rmmmwmmfmy,wmmmm

$66,030 peymnent obligation.




Deborzh Bianco
April 24, 2008
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percent of all Habilities arising ous of or concerning the honse and he shall
indemnify and hold Ms, Bettati harmless from all such liabilities.

s The parties shall file a joint 2007 tax retarn,” Mr, Bettati shall be entitled to all
2008 mortgage interest tax deductions arising out the Sacramento house
ownership, o the extent he can use them. M, Bettati shall be entitled to all 2008
property tax deductions. Afier 2008, the parties shall altemate the tax deductions
forAmehaonceMr.BMufullyanylodemainsﬁmymployed—
with satisfactory proof of such employmeat to be provided io Ms. Bettati

« The final papers in this matter shail contain the standard indemnification, hold

hamﬂuﬁandoﬂwerpmvis:onsthatmcmmﬂyfoundmﬂnﬂm Any
disputes concerning any aspect of the above or the seitlement of (he parties’

personal and real property disiribution tssucs - or copcerning the inferpretation ér
implementation of any related seitiement agreement or the sale, if necessary, of
the Sacramento house, shall be resolved in expaditions binding arbitration, in
Seattle, Washington and pursuant to RCW 7.04A by a mutually agrecable
arbmatmoranatbiworappomtedbythceomftheparﬁescamotaswe[wc
propose Lawrence Besk]. mieeamdaq:mafw proc¢eedinga shall be
alloceted by the arbitrator,

» Child support provisions shall be determined ouce parenting arrengements are
resolved in California, The exisiing restralning orders at paragreph 3.1 of the
November 1, 2007 King County Washington Superior Cowrt Temporary Order
shaﬂbcallowedtolagseanﬂbeofnoﬁuﬂwﬂomeorefﬁectuponthcmﬁvofa

Decree in this matter.

. o ‘The unpaid $150 that Mr. Bettati was opdered by the Court {0 pay Ms, Bettati by
March 28, 2008 shall be waived if 2 settiement is reached,

We understand Mr, Bmﬁalsomadetheﬁ:ﬂomngmqwsts,tomdxmm
responds as follows:

’AnyCanomkm{whcbwinbcduehhﬂy.zooa)hmnduamkofﬁeﬁlmsotajohmmmdlot
becmrso of Mr. Bottati’s reteruing 1o California in thout October, 2007, to establich his residence there, ghall be
shared 50/50 between the parties, Ms, Betfat] agress to give Mr, Bettat yntil he £s fully employed, or December 1,
2009, whickever comes first, to folly reimburse ber for his share of any such taxcs, Ifbe obtiins fhil-time
employmm(workhgdohmn per week or more), upon such exmployment, be shall bégin making payment to her
{or the foll amount of his 50 percent share, mmmumumnummﬂnymmmu
ﬁxliwm:hallbopmdww Beitati within on year after Mr. Bettat obiaing fall-time eaployment,

* The cxisting restraining order should niot affect the property removal on May 4 93 Ms. Bettati will uo longer bo in
residanco at tho spaviment where the related storage it In located and she will not be prescal at that locetion daring

the hours of 10:00 2., o 6:00 pan, on May 4.

.- — -

VS e - st ———— ¢

N —— . e A——— e . b




De.bomh Bianco
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Health Insnrance

“Per our earlier conversation, and given my health concerns, we agreed I would be
provided with 18 months of health insurance covering medical, dental, and ongoing counseling,
to commence with the entry of a8 Decree of Dissolution. We also agreed that should I become
fully employed earlier than 18 mouths following the Dissolution date, that provision of health
coverage would no longez be required, commencing with the establishinent of my new health

insurance coverage.”

Ms. Beftati's Response: Ms. Bettati agrees o pay to Mr. Bettati his monthly
COBRA insurance preminm ($452.83/month) through June 1, 2009 or until he Is
fally employed—whichever is sooner.

“1 will make all health care treatment receipts available to you for deduction from youy
before~tax cafcteria plan,”

Ms. Bettati’s Response: It is not necessary for Mr. Beltati to do fhis as he will be
covercd under COBRA.

“Per wmvmahommﬁ:Drank, you will please zoake the payments for the
necessary requested upcoming evaliations and individual pareti-child guidance sessions.”

Ms. Bettati’s Response: No; she iz mot willing to pay for bis self-
improvement/parenting classes.

[

Jo freri

Wouﬁﬂmkeﬁc_?ﬁmﬁmﬁewmmmmm. We will then agree
to make Amelia the primary reciplent on both policies. We should also be listed as the
secondary insured on the respective policies. Could you please give me some more input on
additional strategies conceming the life insurance?™

Ms. Betfati’s Response: She agrees to make the paymeuts for each party’s policy—

naming Amelia ns the beneficiary—through December 31, 2008, After that, each
party shall be responsible for ber and his own pelicy.

Nursiog School:

“Pleasc help me to coordinate with Kathleen Reid to ensure that T have access to the
Mosby/Elsevier Evolve Select Program, which allows electronic access to all of my Nursing
Program texts. This program has been totally invaluable to my stodies and success in Nursing
school.”

[N




Dzborah Bianco
April 24, 2008
Page 6

Ms. Bettati’s Response: Agreed—electronic access has alresdy been provided for
Mosby/Elsevier Narsing school program to cover studics through December, 2008
ouly. :

elig’ .

“If it is determined that you will be Amelia’s scademic parent, I am respectfully
requesting the following:

“Delaying my child support payments until ] am fully employed following the suceessful
completion of mry Nursing education.”

Ma. Bettati’s Response: Agreed, except that Mr. Bettati must pay any statutory
winimum.

“You assume payment for all of ny visitation travel and lodging until I am fully
eroployed following the successful completion of my Nursing education.”

Ms. Bettaii's Response: She is willing to pay for one party’s travel, Le., if Mr.
Bettaii is traveling to Scattle to visit with Amelia, Ms. Bettati will beok and
purchase his ticket—up to a monthly toial of §250.00 round érip ticket. This
provision will terminate on December 31, 2008. Hovwever, if both Mr. Betfati and
Amelia are fiylug, thea Ms. Bettati only agrees to pay for Amelia’s airfare. Mr.
Bettat! shall be responsible for his own lodging expenses,

‘We look forward to your response to the above,

Vi Y yours,
M. Hall
CMH:mh
Enclosures
oc:  Yvetic Bettati (with enclosures)
AGREED—CR 2A AGREED—CR 2A
4
P =S bl Ss
/ﬁux Bettati, Jr. votte Bettati
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FL-335

ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY OR GOVERNMENTAL AGENCY (under Famity Code, §§ 17400, 17406)

|- Arthur J. Bettatx, .

In Pro Per

8510 Rolling Green Way

Fair Oaks, California 95628-6230

TeLerHONE No: (916) 716-6599 FAX NO.:

ATTORNEY FOR (Name):

FOR COURT USE OMLY

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY of SACRAMENTO
smeet aooress: 3341 Power Inn Road
mauna aooress: 3341 Power Inn Road
iy anp zP cooe: Sacramento, California 95826
srancrname: William R. Ridgeway Family Relations Courthouse

PETITIONERPLAINTIFF: Arthur J. Bettaty, Jr.
RESPONDENT/DEFENDANT: Yvette K. Bettati

OTHER PARENT:

PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL

CASENUMBER: /f F L OO T2/
07FL04448

NOTICE: To serve temporary restraining orders you must use personal service (see form FL-330).

1. 1 am at least 18 years of age, not a party to this action, and | am a resident of or employed in the county where the mailing took

place.

2. My residence or business address is:
8517 Rolling Green Way, Fair Oaks, California 95628

3. | served a copy of the following documents (specify):

ENDORSED Notice of Registration of Out-of-State Support Order;
ENDORSED Registration Statement of Petitioner, including Certified Out-of-State Judgement Summary and

Decree of Dissolution with Support Order.

by enclosing them in an envelope AND

a. /] depositing the sealed envelope with the United States Postal Service with the postage fully prepaid.

b. [__1 placing the envelope for collection and mailing on the date and at the place shown in item 4 following our ordinary
business practices. | am readily familiar with this business's practice for collecting and processing correspondence for
mailing. On the same day that correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of
business with the United States Postal Service in a sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid.

4. The envelope was addressed and mailed as follows:
a. Name of person served: Charlotte L. Keeley, Attorney at Law

b. Address: 1451 River Park Drive, Suite 244, Sacramento, California 95815

c. Date mailed: July 29, 2011
d. Place of mailing (city and state): Fair Oaks, California

5. |declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Date: July 29, 2011

(TYPE OR PRINT NAME) (SIGNATURE OFPERSON COMPLETING THIS Fo?u(
Page 1012
Fromm Apprved for Optona, iee PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL Gode of Gl Procsciure, 3§ ;mg;:

F1-335 [Rev. January 1, 2003}



INFORMATION SHEET FOR PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL

Use these instructions to complete the Proof of Service by Mail (form FL-335).

A person at least 18 years of age or older must serve the documents. There are two ways to serve documents: (1)
personal delivery and (2) by maii. See the Proof of Personal Service (form FL-330) if the documents are being personally
served. The person who serves the documents must complete a proof of service form for the documents being served.
You cannot serve documents if you are a party to the action.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE PERSON WHO SERVES THE DOCUMENTS (TYPE OR PRINT IN BLACK INK)

You must complete a proof of service for each package of documents you serve. For example, if you serve the Respon-
dent and the Other Parent, you must complete two proofs of service, one for the Bespondent and one for the Other Parent.

Complete the top section of the proof of service forms as follows:

First box. left side: In this box print the name, address, and phone number of the person for whom you are serving the
documents.

Second box, left side: Print the name of the county in which the legal action is filed and the court's address in this box. Use
the same address for the court that is on the documents you are serving.

Third box, left side: Print the names of the Petitioner/Plaintiff, Respondent/Defendant, and Other Parent in this box. Use
the same names listed on the documents you are serving.

First box, top of form, right side: Leave this box blank for the court's use.

Second box, right side: Print the case number in this box. This number is also stated on the documents you are serving.

You cannot serve a temporary restraining order by mail. You must serve those documents by personal service.

1. You are stating that you are at least 18 years old and that you are not a party to this action. You are also stating that
you either live in or are employed in the county where the mailing took place.

2. Print your home or business address.

3. List the name of each document that you mailed (the exact names are listed on the bottoms of the forms).

Check this box if you put the documents in the regular U.S. mail.

Check this box if you put the documents in the mail at your place of employment.

Print the name you put on the envelope containing the documents.

Print the address you put on the envelope containing the documents.

Write in the date that you put the envelope containing the documents in the mail.

. Write in the city and state you were in when you mailed the envelope containing the documents.

ou are stating under penalty of perjury that the information you have provided is true and correct.

<apopop

5.
Print your name, fill in the date, and sign the form.

If you need additional assistance with this form, contact the Family Law Facilitator in your county.
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SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON
FOR KING COUNTY
YVETTE BETTATI, NO. 07-3-06736-5 SEA
Respondent, NO. 66104-3-1
Vs.
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF
ARTHUR BETTATI,
Appellant.

I DECLARE that I am not the Appellant, Respondent, or a witness, and:
SERVICE BY MAIL
I served the APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF by depositing in the United States Post Office in Sacramento

County, State of California, a true copy of the APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF enclosed in a sealed envelope having
adequate postage and sent First Class Mail as follows:

Address of Post Office: Date Mailed: Addressed to: Mailing Address:

United States Post Office October 12, 2011 CAMDEN HALL, PLLC 1001 Fourth Avenue

7862 Winding Way Attorney for Suite 3312-13

Fair Oaks, California 95628 Respondent Seattle, Washington 98154

I, the undersigned, declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct and that I was at the
time of service of the above APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF a resident of the State of California over the age of 18
years and not a party to the above numbered case.

DATED: _October 12. 2011 é’ /Zx/g %

Signature of Servef®

Ellen Jo Bailey
Print or Type Name

Server’s Phone No.: _(916)961-5687 8517 Rolling Green Way, Fair Oaks, California 95628
Address of Server




