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A. INTRODUCTION 

Appellant Christopher Larson seeks direct review by this Court of 

the trial court's property division in a dissolution action issued after a 3-

week trial. Larson concedes that the trial court properly characterized the 

parties' assets and that the trial court had the discretion to make a "just and 

equitable" distribution of the marital assets under RCW 26.09.080 and 

applicable case law. But he contends that the trial court somehow abused 

its discretion by awarding a small portion of his separate propertyl to 

respondent Julia Calhoun. He argues that because "ample provision" 

could allegedly be made for Calhoun from the parties' community estate, 

or that Calhoun was not "impoverished" by the disposition of the 

community property, his separate property should not have been awarded 

to Calhoun. Larson misrepresents the trial court's actual property 

division, and asks this Court to effectively overrule its long-standing 

precedents addressing the award of separate property in a dissolution 

action. He also ignores the fact that the trial court essentially made the 

distribution he requested. 

1 Larson contends that the trial court awarded Calhoun "a significant share" of 
his separate estate. Br. of Appellant at 4, 21. He is mistaken. The trial court awarded 
Calhoun roughly 11 % of Larson's separate estate when it justly and equitably divided the 
marital assets in the original findings. 
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The trial court carefully exercised its discretion to award Calhoun a 

small portion of Larson's separate estate. At its root, Larson merely wants 

a "re-do" of the 3-week trial, a self-interested exercise meant to maximize 

his share of the marital assets. This Court should decline Larson's effort 

to disrupt Washington law governing the distribution of marital assets, and 

award fees to Calhoun for Larson' s intransigence. 

B. ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

Calhoun acknowledges Larson's assignments of error, but believes 

the issue pertaining to those assigrunents is more appropriately formulated 

as follows : 

Where this Court in In re Marriage of Konzen, 103 Wn.2d 
470, 693 P.2d 97, cert. denied, 473 U.S. 905 (1985) has 
properly interpreted RCW 26.09.080's direction that all 
marital property, both separate and community, is before a 
court in a dissolution action and that a court has discretion 
to make a just and equitable distribution of marital assets, 
including the award of separate property from one spouse 
to the other, and the Legislature has long acquiesced in that 
interpretation, should this Court disrupt Washington law by 
substantially modifying or overruling Konzen? 

C. STATEMENT OF THE CASE2 

2 Larson 's statement of the case is not a "fair statement of the facts and 
procedure relevant to the issues presented for review, without argument." 
RAP 10.3 (a)(5). He omits key aspects oftbe facts, particularly his own proposals to the 
trial court on the property division and Calhoun's major contributions to their marriage. 
He does not address the supplemental findings by the trial court. The statement is replete 
with argumentative statements, as evidenced by the captions in that statement of the case. 
This Court should disregard Larson's inappropriate arguments and should be aware of the 
entirety oftbe facts herein. 
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Larson touches only briefly upon some of the key facts in this case, 

and, in particular, ignores, or seriously undervalues, the contributions that 

Calhoun made to the marriage and to the community estate. Br. of 

Appellant at 37. (Larson's only acknowledgement of Calhoun's 

contribution to the marriage.) 

Larson and Calhoun were married for 24 years, although they were 

together for nearly 30 years. CP 280 (FF 1, 5). They met in 1979 when 

Larson was 20 and Calhoun was 22. RP 1470, 1490. They began dating 

exclusively in 1980, and began living together in July 1985 while they 

simultaneously planned their wedding and a move to Japan. RP 1473, 

1479,1481.:.84. 

Calhoun contributed substantially to Larson's success. CP 280 

(FF 4); RP 2010. Per the couples' agreement, Calhoun never worked 

outside of the home. CP 96, 328. Instead, she raised the couple's five 

children, three of whom were adopted, and was the driving force behind 

the couple's decision to serve for more than a decade as foster parents to 

over 100 foster children. CP 328; RP 1500-03, 1509-11, 1579. The 

couple also fmancially supported three other disadvantaged children. RP 

1512-14,1576-77. 

Calhoun entertained for the couple and attended to their extensive 

charitable activities. CP 279, 280 (FF 2, 4); RP 218, 1590, 1606, 1815, 
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1982-83, 2010, 2012. She is the main benefactor for the non-profit 

agency, Treehouse for Kids, which provides support and assistance to 

foster children. RP 1581-82, 1984. She oversaw the construction of, and 

presently manages and supports, a Rainier Valley commercial building 

that houses several nonprofit organizations. RP 1802-04. She was also 

actively involved in the construction, remodeling, and furnishing of the 

couple's numerous residences. RP 1588, 1594-1601, 1612, 1777-78, 

1789, 1798. As the trial court noted, she was "the approachable face" of 

the couple. CP 280 (FF 4). 

Larson petitioned to dissolve the parties' marriage in the King 

County Superior Court on June 8, 2010. CP 1-5. The case was tried 

aggressively.3 The trial court heard multiple motions and cross-motions to 

address various issues, including temporary financial provisions, 

parenting, trial continuances, attorney fees, and discovery. See, e.g., CP 

303-77,404-21,432,435-40,519-32,557-59,568-71, 886-88, 991-93. 

For example, after months of negotiations and multiple revisions to 

a proposed temporary order to maintain the parties' financial status quo, 

Calhoun was compelled to bring a motion for temporary relief on 

September 15,2010. CP 303-07. Commissioner Meg Sassaman granted 

The parties filed a joint motion in December 2010 to continue the trial date, 
which the trial court granted. CP 411-13, 417-21, 432. The trial court granted a second 
trial continuance to accommodate a scheduling conflict for Larson's counsel. CP 481-86. 
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Calhoun's requests, noting the fairness and trust that Calhoun had shown 

in Larson by allowing him to remain in exclusive control of the estate 

during the dissolution proceedings. CP 99, 404-410, 1610-11, 1734. 

Each side engaged in extensive pre-trial discovery. CP 418, 436, 

548, 1013-16, 1078-96, 1105-36, 1142-85. On May 2, 2011, Larson filed 

a motion to compel answers to interrogatories, accusing Calhoun of not 

working fast enough to provide inventories of thousands of items of 

personal property located in their many homes, office buildings, and rental 

properties in King County, Snohomish County, Hawaii, and England. CP 

435-80, 1444-55. Given Larson's unwillingness or inability to produce 

discovery, Calhoun cross-moved to compel and requested the appointment 

ofa special master to adjudicate the parties' discovery disputes. CP 991-

93, 999-1011, 1186-97, 1444-55, 1515-23. Attorney Evan Schwab was 

appointed to serve as the special master. CP 510-13. He entered orders 

requiring the parties to provide certain documents. CP 534-37. 

By June 2011, the parties could not agree on the payment of 

additional attorney fees. CP 99. Given that Larson had unilaterally 

allowed his $30 million life insurance policy to lapse shortly before he 

filed the dissolution petition, Calhoun moved for an order requiring him to 

reinstate the policy; additionally, she requested an award of support and 

additional attorney fees. CP 519-21, 525-32, 550-53, 557-59, 692, 1602-
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16. On June 16,2011, Commissioner Jacqueline Jeske ordered Larson to 

obtaill another life insurance policy of equal value and made provision for 

the payment of additional attorney fees to both parties. CP 568-71; RP 

1996. Calhoun moved for revision. CP 574-81. The trial court entered an 

agreed order modifying the commissioner's ruling on July 7, 2011. CP 

627-28. 

The trial in the case took nearly three weeks before the Honorable 

William Downing. CP 277. The trial court heard testimony principally on 

the voluminous marital assets, the net value of which was estimated at 

over $500 million and included extensive residential and commercial real 

property, vacation and investment real property, business 

ventures/investments, art, retirement accounts, Microsoft stock, cash, and 

personal property. See, e.g., CP 281-85, 290-92; RP 371-532, 582-944, 

993-1114, 1264-1463, 1624-1748, 1839-1974,2082-2130. The court also 

heard testimony concerning the couple's debt, which included 

approximately $187 million owed to Goldman Sachs, approximately $40.1 

million owed to J.P. Morgan, and charitable commitments of$5.1 million. 

CP 285, 289; RP 120,223-24,231-32,243-44,546, 1232. 

During the trial, Larson proposed that the trial court award 

Calhoun $104 million comprised of approximately $58 million in real and 
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personal property, approximately $21 million in Microsoft stock,4 and 

$25 million in cash. CP 70; RP 27, 549, 552. He also agreed to assume 

all of the couple's debt and their charitable liabilities. CP 41, 70-71; RP 

1232,2195. Calhoun proposed an equal distribution. CP 101. In lieu ofa 

judgment, she proposed that Larson make a transfer payment of $105 

million to be amortized over four years. CP 136. 

The trial court entered extensive fmdings of fact and conclusions 

of law on December 22,2011 in which it identified the couple's assets and 

liabilities, determined the value of each, characterized each as either 

separate or community, and directed a division that was just and equitable. 

CP 277-302. The trial court divided the marital estate roughly 65% to 

Larson and 35% to Calhoun. See Appendix. Calhoun moved to clarify or 

alternatively for reconsideration. CP 722-46, 793-97. The trial court 

entered amended findings and conclusions, additional finding and 

conclusions, and the decree on February 3, 2012. CP 210-29, 261-76. 

See Appendix. 

Although Larson does not dispute the findings and conclusions in 

his brief, he seriously misrepresents those relating to the trial court's 

4 Larson proposed that Calhoun be awarded 800,000 shares of Microsoft stock, 
valued at $26.63 per share. CP 70, 552, 555. The shares were comprised of community 
property book and certificate shares, a portion of Larson's separate property book and 
certificate shares, a portion of Larson's separate J.P. Morgan account, and a portion of the 
community Fidelity account. CP 214. 
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property award. Br. of Appellant at 15, 16, 18. He neglects to mention or 

to seriously analyze the trial court's additional findings that bore on the 

property division. For example, he misstates the total value of each 

party's property award when he states that the trial court awarded Calhoun 

a one-third interest in Swauk Valley Ranch, LLC, valued at $1.85 million. 

Br. of Appellant at 16, 18. While initially true, the trial court later 

awarded that interest to Larson in the amended findings based on the 

couple's post-trial agreement. CP 212, 231, 262 (Amended FF 33). 

Larson also seems to imply that the trial court should not have 

allocated any of his separate property Microsoft shares to Calhoun. Br. of 

Appellant at 15, 19. But Larson proposed that the trial court allocate 

800,000 shares of Microsoft stock to Calhoun. CP 70; RP 552, 555.5 

While the trial court allocated those shares to Calhoun in the original 

findings of fact, she did not receive them. CP 214, 231, 262, 300-01. 

Instead, following the trial, Larson proposed to Calhoun that the trial court 

award those shares to him and that he sell them and give the proceeds to 

her so that the gain could be reported on their 2011 joint tax return and 

netted against the loss carry-forward generated by Video Networks. 

5 At one point, Larson even suggested that the trial court award Calhoun a 
portion of his interest in Mudville Nine, Inc., which owns an interest in the Seattle 
Mariners, if it determined that she should receive a greater property award than him. CP 
74-75 . 
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CP 214,231,261-62 (Amended FF 33); 738-40. In exchange, he offered 

to give Calhoun either a property in Hawaii or the Swauk Valley interest. 

CP 231. 

Calhoun opted to receive the Hawaii property valued at 

$1.69 million; Larson received the Swauk Valley interest valued at 

$1.85 million. CP 212, 262, 272-73 (Amended FF 33; Amended CL 18). 

Calhoun then received approximately $20 million from the sale of the 

stock based on the couple's post-trial agreement. CP 264. That agreement 

skewed the total property award even more in Larson's favor. 

Calhoun later moved post-trial to clarify the decree, requesting 

exclusive occupancy of two of the couple's homes until she moved out 

and a restraining order preventing Larson from entering those homes 

during her occupancy. CP 860-74. No order was ever entered. 

According to Larson, the trial court correctly characterized the 

marital assets but did not properly distribute them. 6 The trial court, 

however, in the exercise of the discretion afforded to it under 

RCW 26.09.080, long-standing Washington case law, and the couple's 

agreement, awarded Calhoun a portion of Larson's separate property. 

CP 300-01. Larson does not address in detail why the trial court did so, 

6 In addition to disputes about characterization, the valuation of Larson's 30.6% 
interest in the Seattle Mariners and two Highlands properties known as Norcliffe and The 
Gatehouse were also significant issues below. CP 282-83, 290-92 (FF 9, 25, 26). 
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referring only to a "lopsided division" of the assets. Br. of Appellant at 

15 . The court's reference was taken out of context and ignores the 

couple's post-trial agreement. See CP 261 (Amended FF 33), 273 

(Amended CL 18), 295 (FF 29). The trial court, an experienced trial 

judge, did not make a capricious decision. Rather, the trial court properly 

articulated the applicable law in Conclusion of Law No.5: 

In applying RCW 26.09.080, no single factor such as the 
duration of the marriage or the extent of separate property 
is to be given undue weight. Rather, the statute "directs the 
trial court to weigh all of the factors, within the context of 
the particular circumstances of the parties, to come to a fair, 
just and equitable division of property. The character of 
the property is a relevant factor which must be considered, 
but is not controlling." In re Marriage of Konzen, 
103 Wn.2d 470, 478 (1985). 

CP 297. The court chose to make the distribution that it did "to the extent 

necessary to achieve a just result," for the reasons it discussed at length in 

the findings.7 CP 295 (FF 29d). The trial court clearly articulated its 

rationale for the award of a small portion of Larson's separate estate to 

Calhoun: 

e) This was, after all, a long-term marriage in which 
the wife made a major contribution to all that the 
community accomplished, measured in terms of their 
children, their foster children, their impact in the broad 
community and their more narrow business interests. It 
is not that she leaves the marriage in need but the fact is 

7 Larson claims the trial court found that the parties could be amply provided 
for from the $109 million community estate alone. Br. of Appellant at 21-22. The trial 
court did not make such a finding. CP 294 (FF 29(a)). 
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she will leave the marriage in a less advantageous 
position that her husband. 

f) The division to be effectuated will provide the wife 
with substantial earning capacity, moderate liquidity 
and assets that can be liquidated prudently as time goes 
by. Meanwhile, the husband, while retaining a 
substantially greater paper value with his separate 
property assets, will shoulder all of the parties' debt, 
most of the risk, heavy carrying costs and interest 
payments and a considerable amount of trapped-in tax 
liability. Again, it must be emphasized that both will 
continue to do well and both will continue to do good. 

CP 295 (FF 29(e), (f). In any event, the trial court essentially divided the 

estate as Larson had requested. 

Larson filed his notice of appeal on March 2, 2012. CP 207-302. 

D. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

The trial court did not abuse its discretion by making a just and 

equitable distribution of the marital assets that resulted in roughly 65% of 

the assets going to Larson and 35% to Calhoun. The trial court properly 

followed this Court's decision in Konzen when distributing the marital 

assets; it properly required Larson to pay Calhoun a small portion of his 

separate property assets to achieve a just and equitable result. 

Larson seeks to turn back the clock on the award of separate 

property as part of a just and equitable distribution of marital property 

under RCW 26.09.080. His contention that separate property should never 

be awarded to another spouse if the distribution of community property 
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makes "ample provision" for a spouse or unless the division of community 

property results in a spouse's "impoverishment" is truly unwise. It is not 

supported by the language of RCW 26.09.080 or the case law construmg 

it. Larson has not borne his high burden of justifying the modification or 

overruling of Konzen, a decision in place since 1985. The Legislature has 

long acquiesced in the Konzen court's interpretation of RCW26.09.080 

allowing appropriate flexibility to trial courts in making a just and 

equitable distribution of marital property. The argument that Larson 

advances to justify a changed statutory interpretation will result in an 

unsound and hrumful public policy that will disrupt dissolution law in 

Washington, primarily to the serious disadvantage of women. 

The Court should award Calhoun her attorney fees on appeal for 

Larson's intransigence in needlessly prolonging this litigation. 

E. ARGUMENT8 

8 Responding to Larson's arguments in this case is made difficult because his 
case has morphed from his statement of grounds for direct review to his present brief, and 
the brief raises new issues for the first time on appeal. In that statement of grounds, 
Larson made more of a frontal attack on this Court's Konzen decision, relying on Bodine 
v. Bodine, 34 Wn.2d 33, 207 P.2d 7213 (1949). Statement at 6·9. Holm v. Holm, 27 
Wn.2d 456, 178 P.2d 725 (1947) is referenced only in a footnote. Statement at 7 n.3. 
The gravamen of Larson's argument was that a trial court should only award the separate 
property of one spouse to another if "exceptional circumstances" were present. ld. at 7. 
Larson then suggested that Konzen should be modified to confine its reach to 
economically disadvantaged spouses who would otherwise become impoverished in the 
absence of a separate property award. ld. at 7·9. Larson's main justification for 
changing this Court's Konzen decision was its failure "to set out the factors that are 
relevant to the invasion of separate property." ld. at 10. Larson nowhere addresses such 
factors in his opening brief, apparently conceding that Washington law already more than 
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(1) Standard of Review for Division of Property in a 
Dissolution Action 

RCW 26.09.080 sets forth four distinct factors to guide a trial 

court's allocation of the marital assets. See Appendix. One of those 

factors is the economic circumstances of the parties. In addition to the 

statutory criteria of a fair, just and equitable distribution, the case law has 

offered a variety of circumstances governing a trial court's exercise of its 

discretion to award the separate property of one spouse to the other. "The 

statutory description of Washington's marital property system ... is by no 

means complete and it is necessary to look for the decisions for amplifying 

detail." Nat'l Bank of Commerce of Seattle v. Green, 1 Wn. App. 713, 

717, 463 P.2d 187 (1969). When making a just and equitable distribution 

of martial assets, the courts look at the four statutory factors as well as 

other factors such as the parties' relative health,age, education, and 

employability. In re Marriage of Rockwell, 141 Wn. App. 235, 242-43, 

170 P.3d 572 (2007), review denied, 163 Wn.2d 1055 (2008). As noted in 

Kenneth W. Weber, 20 Wash. Practice, Family and Community Property 

Law § 32.15, Washington courts have historically considered a variety of 

relevant factors involving the spouses when allocating marital property: 

The court, for example, may consider the age and health of 
the parties; the existence and validity of any agreements 

, 

adequately addresses such factors, precisely as Calhoun contended in her answer to the 
statement of grounds for direct review. 
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between the parties that might affect the characterization or 
division of assets; the sources and dates of acquisition of 
property; the extent to which any of the property was 
acquired by one or both spouses during their cohabitation 
relationship before marriage; the extent to which the 
services of one spouse aided in acquiring and improving a 
community asset; the extent to which a right of 
reimbursement might be owed by one spouse to the other, 
or to the community estate; the extent to which a spouse is 
required to support a child of a prior marriage; the 
employment andlor business experience of the spouses, 
together with their education, training, and future earning 
prospects; the amount of temporary maintenance paid by 
one spouse to the other during the pendency of the 
proceeding; the fact that a spouse will have custody of the 
children, and the demands and needs placed upon that 
spouse by having custody; the extent to which one spouse 
has peculiar need for an asset or the involvement of one 
spouse in an asset with third persons; and the effect of 
appreciation or depreciation of property since separation of 
the parties. Additional factors will undoubtedly be relevant 
as well. 

Thus, under RCW 26.09.080 and the case law interpreting it, trial 

courts have "broad discretion" when distributing marital assets in a 

dissolution action because those courts are in the best position to assess 

the parties' assets and liabilities to determine what is fair, just and 

equitable under all of the applicable circumstances. In re Marriage of 

Brewer, 137 Wn.2d 756, 769, 776 P.2d 102 (1999). Washington courts 

are not held to a standard of "mathematical precision" when exercising 

their broad discretion to make a just and equitable distribution of marital 

assets. Konzen, 103 Wn.2d at 477-78. The trial court need not divide 
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community property equally, and it need not award separate property to its 

owner. In re Marriage of Hadley, 88 Wn.2d 649, 656, 565 P.2d 790 

(1977) (noting community property is not required to be divided equally 

but equitably); Blood v. Blood, 69 Wn.2d 680,682,419 P.2d 1006 (1966) 

(noting the trial court is not bound to award separate property to the party 

acquiring it). 

This Court reviews the trial court's division of property for a 

manifest abuse of discretion, meaning that the trial court's decision was 

plainly unreasonable or plainly based on untenable grounds or reasons. In 

re Marriage of Kovacs, 121 Wn.2d 795, 801, 854 P.2d 629 (1993). A 

decision is manifestly unreasonable only "if it is outside the range of 

acceptable choices, given the facts and the applicable legal standard; it is 

based on untenable grounds if the factual findings are unsupported by the 

record; it is based on untenable reasons if it is based on an incorrect 

standard or the facts do not meet the requirements of the correct standard." 

In re Marriage afLittlefield, 133 Wn.2d 39, 47, 940 P.2d 1362 (1997). 

In assessing whether a trial court manifestly abused its broad 

discretion under RCW 26.09.080, this Court should be animated by its 

sage observation in In re Marriage of Landry, 103 Wn.2d 807, 809-10, 

699 P.2d 214 (1985): 
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We once again repeat the rule that trial court decisions in a 
dissolution action will seldom be changed upon appeal. 
Such decisions are difficult at best. Appellate courts should 
not encourage appeals by tinkering with them. The 
emotional and financial interests affected by such decisions 
are best served by finality. The spouse who challenges 
such decisions bears the heavy burden of showing a 
manifest abuse of discretion on the part of the trial court. 
The trial court's decision will be affirmed unless no 
reasonable judge would have reached the same conclusion. 

(Citations omitted.) 

(2) Larson Invited the Error About Which He Now Complains 

The trial court did not abuse its discretion here, if for no other 

reason than because it gave Larson essentially what he requested. But 

even if this Court determines that the trial court erred by invading 

Larson's separate property, Larson invited the error. 

Under the doctrine of "invited error," a party may not set up an 

error by adopting a position that induces the trial court to take an action 

and then complain of the trial court's action on appeal. In re Dependency 

of K.R., 128 Wn.2d 129, 147, 904 P.2d 1132 (1995) ("This court will 

deem an error waived if the party asserting such error materially 

contributed thereto."); Casper v. Esteb Enters., Inc., 119 Wn. App. 759, 

771,82 P.3d 1223 (2004). 

Here, Larson encouraged the trial court's decision to divide the 

marital estate the way that it did. Larson himself proposed that the trial 
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court award Calhoun $104 million, comprised of approximately $58 

million in specific real and personal property, about $21 million in 

Microsoft stock, and post-trial cash payments totaling $25 million. CP 70; 

RP 27,549,552. He also proposed that he be allocated all of the couple's 

debt and their charitable liabilities. CP 41, 70-71; RP 1232, 2195. The 

trial court aWarded Calhoun approximately $139 million in real and 

personal property and approximately $40 million of Larson's separate 

property, which was comprised of a portion of the Microsoft shares that 

Larson proposed Calhoun receive as well as a $27 million transfer 

payment. CP 299-301. These figures shifted more in Larson's favor post-

trial when he, not Calhoun, received the one-third interest in Swauk 

Valley, and Calhoun received $611,309.73 less than anticipated for the 

sale of the allocated Microsoft stock. CP 262, 264, 299-301. His 

complaint that he has been "saddled" "with 100% of the bad things in the 

community estate (the debts), and no way to pay them all," br. of appellant 

at 38-39, should fall on deaf ears. Larson asked the trial court to allocate 

such debt to him. CP 41, 70-71; RP 1232,2195. Any alleged error was 

invited by Larson. 

(3) Washington Law Since 1973 Has Allowed Trial Courts to 
Award the Separate Property of One Spouse to the Other in 
a Dissolution Action 
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Since the enactment of Washington's Dissolution Act in 1973, the 

statutory standard for the disposition of marital property has been clear. 

RCW 26.09.080(1-2) specifically provides that all property, community 

and separate, is before a court for distribution in a dissolution action. In re 

Marriage of Kraft, 119 Wn.2d 438, 447-48, 832 P.2d 871 (1992). This 

principle also applied under pre-Act law. Friedlander v. Friedlander, 

80 Wn.2d 293, 305, 494 P.2d 208 (1972); Morris v. Morris, 69 Wn.2d 

506,509,419 P.2d 129 (1966). 

This Court cogently observed in Baker v. Baker, 80 Wn.2d 736, 

745,498 P.2d 315 (1972), a case pre-dating the Act, that characterization 

of the property is only a starting point in a court's analysis: 

"Characterization of the property, however, is not necessarily controlling; 

the ultimate question being whether the final division of the property is 

fair, just and equitable under all the circumstances." Accord, Hadley, 

88 Wn.2d at 656. 

In Konzen, this Court stated that a court in a dissolution action may 

award the separate property of one spouse to the other to achieve the 

statutorily required "fair, just and equitable" division of property. 103 

Wn.2d at 478. Konzen rejected the concept that the separate property of 

one spouse could be awarded to the other only in "exceptional 
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circumstances," a concept previously articulated in Bodine.9 This Court 

concluded that RCW 26.09.080 did not require anything more of a trial 

court than to make a just and equitable distribution of both community and 

separate property based upon the circumstances of the case. Accordingly, 

separate property is no longer entitled to special treatment: 

This court will not single out a particular factor, such as the 
character of the property, and require as a matter oflaw that 
it be given greater weight than other relevant factors. The 
statute directs the trial court to weigh all of the factors, 
within the context of the particular circumstances of the 
parties, to come to a fair, just and equitable division of 
property. The character of the property is a relevant factor 
which must be considered, but is not controlling. 

9 Bodine was decided under a predecessor to RCW 26.09.080, which stated: 

In granting a divorce, the court shall also make such disposition of 
the property of the parties as shall appear just and equitable, 
having regard to the respective merits of the parties, and to the 
conditions in which they will be left by such divorce, and to the 
party through whom the property was acquired, and to the burdens 
imposed upon it for the benefit of the children, and shall make 
provision for the guardianship, custody, and support and education 
of the minor children of such marriage. 

Rem. Rev. Stat. § 989. Plainly, the predecessor did not have the elements of RCW 
26.09.080. While both separate and community property have always been considered to 
be before the court in a dissolution action, it was not until the Legislature revised the 
statute in 1949 that the allocation of separate property was explicitly governed by 
statutory criteria. Konzen, 103 Wn.2d at 477 (citing Laws of 1949, ch. 215, § 11, p. 698). 
Before this change, the courts were free to weigh the character of the property more 
heavily than the other factors. Id. Moreover, Bodine did not defme what constituted 
"exceptional circumstances" and the cases it cited in support of that view likewise did not 
provide content for the principle. 34 Wn.2d at 35. 
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103 Wn.2d at 478. 10 See also, In re Marriage a/Griswold, 112 Wn. App. 

333,347-48,48 P.3d 1018 (2002), review denied, 148 Wn.2d 1023 (2003) 

(noting that the exceptional circumstances concept in Bodine was 

superseded by the enactment ofRCW 26.09.080).11 

In assessing the significance of Konzen, Larson mistakenly claims 

that the Court merely "distinguished" Bodine. Br. of Appellant at 25. On 

the contrary, Konzen expressly disproved the exceptional circumstances 

language of Bodine and effectively overruled it. 103 Wn.2d at 47-78. 

Apparently, Larson no longer argues that this Court should limit the award 

of separate property of one spouse to another except in exceptional 

circumstances, as he did in his statement of grounds for direct review. 

Instead, Larson contends that the separate property of the spouse 

should not be awarded if "ample provision" can be made for the other 

spouse from the community property or unless the other spouse would be 

10 Larson contends that the enactment of RCW 26.09.080, requiring a court to 
consider the nature and extent of both the community and the separate property before 
dividing property in a dissolution action, makes that factor even more important than it 
was previously. Br. of Appellant at 27. Not so. While the character of the property is a 
relevant factor, it is not controlling. Konzen, 103 W.2d at 478. 

11 It seems that Larson advocates a rule like that applicable to long-time 
intimate partners where "separate property" is not subject to distribution by a court at the 
termination of the relationship. Connell v. Francisco, 127 Wn.2d 339,349-50,898 P.2d 
831 (1995); In re Marriage of Pennington, 142 Wn.2d 592, 602, 14 P.3d 764 (2000). But 
the Connell court's rationale for this rule was clear; "A meretricious relationship is not 
the same as marriage." 127 Wn.2d at 348. For this reason, laws like RCW 26.09.080 
"do not directly apply to the division of property following a meretricious relationship." 
Id. at 349. Larson's argument is contrary to RCW 26.09.080 and represents bad public 
policy. 
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"impoverished" by an award of community property alone, seemingly 

arguing that Konzen supports these new principles. Konzen nowhere so 

holds. Either of these proposed standards represents nothing more than a 

self-serving effort to concoct a rule to justify a maximum award to Larson. 

Larson provides virtually no analysis to define what "ample provision" or 

"impoverishment" means. Either proposed rule, not supported in case 

law, would disrupt existing law under RCW 26.09.080 and represents 

exceptionally unsound public policy. 

Larson contends that Washington law generally prohibits the 

award of one spouse's separate property to the other in a property division 

under RCW 26.09.080 if "ample provision" can be made for that spouse 

from the community property of the parties alone. Br. of Appellant at 21. 

Nowhere does RCW 26.09.080 so state. This formulation is contrary to 

the statutory direction that all property-separate and community-is before 

a court for division in a dissolution action. 

Larson's principal authority by this proposition is Stokes v. Polley, 

145 Wn.2d 341, 37 PJd 1211 (2001). He vastly overstates the holding in 

that case. Unlike this case, Stokes was a quiet title and partition case, the 

essence of which involved interpreting the parties' dissolution decree. 

The wife was awarded "one-half the equity" in some real estate owned by 

the husband. Id at 344. This Court stated that words should be given 
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their ordinary meaning, and the ordinary meaning of 'equity' in property is 

the fair market value of the property over its debts. ld. at 348-49. Thus, 

while the decree awarded some monetary award, it did not award title or 

ownership. Id. at 351. 

Larson's primary authority for his new gloss on Konzen is this 

Court's decision in Holm . He contends that Holm remains good law and 

that it precludes a trial court from awarding the separate property of one 

spouse to the other when ample provision can be made for both spouses 

from the parties' community estate. 12 Holm is no longer the governing 

standard after Konzen, particularly where Holm was decided under the 

same predecessor statute to RCW 26.09.080 as had been applied in 

Bodine. 

Holm, like the cases that Larson now cites for his 

"impoverishment" rule, does not support the rule he seeks. In Holm, the 

trial court valued the husband's assets at approximately $73,000 and found 

that those assets were commingled with the community property thereafter 

acquired by the parties. 27 Wn.2d at 460. The court then valued the 

community property at $342,233.67 and divided it equally between the 

12 Despite Larson's contention in his brief at 25 that Holm precludes a trial court 
from awarding the separate property of one spouse to the other when ample provision can 
be made from the community estate, that is not why the case is typically cited. Instead, 
the majority of cases citing to Holm do so only to further define the term "abuse of 
discretion." 

Brief of Respondent - 22 



parties. Id. The husband appealed, arguing among other issues that the 

court did not make an equitable division of the property because it 

awarded the wife one-half of the entire property, without regard for the 

manner in which it was acquired. Id. at 462. 

On appeal, this Court reiterated the factors that the trial court is 

required to consider when making a just and equitable disposition of the 

marital property. Id. at 462-63. Contrary to Larson's insinuation in his 

brief at 28, this Court did not hold that the necessitous condition of the 

wife is the only basis for making a just and equitable distribution; instead, 

the Court reiterated that it is merely one factor out of several that the trial 

court must consider. 13 The Court also noted that the nature of the 

husband's business was such that it required a large amount of capital; that 

his working capital at the time of the marriage was approximately 

$73,000; and that he needed that capital to successfully continue his 

business as it then existed. Id. at 464. 

Larson cites Oestreich v. Oestreich,2 Wn.2d 72,97 P.2d 655, 656 

(1939) for the proposition that this Court has allowed invasion of one 

spouse's separate property to prevent the other from becoming 

13 In fact, it has long been Washington law that a trial court in making a division 
of marital property could look to the "necessities of the wife," and, in general terms, the 
court must look to "the economic condition in which the decree will leave the parties" as 
"the paramount concern." DeRuwe v. DeRuwe,72 Wn.2d 404,408,433 P.2d 209 (1967). 
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impoverished. Br. of Appellant at 29. But what he fails to recognize is 

that this Court clearly stated that the trial court could award all of the 

property, both community and separate, to the wife regardless of her 

financial situation: 

It has often been said by this court that, in a divorce action, 
all the property of the spouses, both community and 
separate, is brought within the jurisdiction of the court for 
disposal, and may be disposed of in any manner that may 
be equitable and just, even to the extent of awarding it all to 
the wife. 

Oestreich, 2 Wn.2d at 75 (emphasis added). 

Larson's citation to Luithle v. Luithle, 23 Wn.2d 494, 161 P.2d 152 

(1945) is likewise unpersuasive. Unlike more recent cases holding that no 

one factor is determinative whenjustly and equitably dividing property in 

a dissolution action, the Luithle court held that the necessitous condition of 

the wife and the financial ability of the husband were the most important 

circumstances to be taken into consideration. ld. at 501, 503. With that 

standard in mind, the Court noted that the wife, upon her marriage, had 

relinquished permanently her monthly social security benefits. ld. at 503. 

It concluded that her loss in large part counterbalanced the separate 

property award and affirmed. ld. 

This "economic circumstances" facet of a marital property division is now found in RCW 
26.09.080(4). 
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Finally, Larson's reading of In re Marriage 0/ Bulicek, 59 Wn. 

App. 630, 800 P.2d 394 (1990), In re Marriage a/Williams, 84 Wn. App. 

263, 927 P.2d 679 (1996), review denied, 131 Wn.2d 1025 (1997), and 

Griswold, 112 Wn. App. at 337 is extremely selective. Br. of Appellant at 

30-31. Nowhere did the courts in those cases hold that the wives were 

"impoverished" as Larson suggests. 

In Bulicek, the parties were married for more than two decades 

before they separated. The husband continued to work after the divorce 

and to earn retirement benefits. 59 Wn. App. at 631 . The trial court used 

the time rule method to divide his pension. On appeal, the husband argued 

that the trial court should have valued and apportioned his pension at the 

time of trial so that the wife . would not receive a portion of his post-

separation retirement pension contributions. Id at 636. The Court of 

Appeals noted the length of the couple's marriage before separation; the 

husband's "advancements and pay raises during that time came as a direct 

result of community effort and performance ... [T]he prospective increase 

in retirement benefits due to increased pay after separation is founded on 

those 22 years of community effort." The court then stated: 

We acknowledge that [the husband's] retirement fund 
may receive proportionately higher future contributions 
based upon his career longevity and anticipated 
increases in annual pay. We further acknowledge that 
the fonnula utilized for division of future retirement 
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benefits could result in [the wife's] sharing in those 
increases. However, far from condemning this 
apportionment method, we specifically approve it as a 
means of recognizing the community contribution to 
such increases. 

ld. at 638-39. Accordingly, the wife could share in any increased pension 

benefits. ld. 

Contrary to Larson's argument, the Court of Appeals did not 

affirm the wife's pension award because of her "necessitous 

circumstances," i. e., ill health, collection of disability benefits, and limited 

job skills and experience. Br. of Appellant at 30. The court considered 

those factors only to affirm the trial court's maintenance award. Bulicek, 

59 Wn. App. at 633-34. By contrast, it affirmed the pension award to 

recognize the wife's community contribution to the increase in the 

pension's value. Id. at 639. 

In Williams, the couple separated after 27 years of maniage. 

84 Wn. App. at 265. The husband's pension vested and matured one 

month before trial, but he decided to continue working. Id. 266. The trial 

court awarded the wife maintenance equal to one-half of the community 

share of the husband's retirement benefit, including four years of military 

servIce retirement he accrued before the marriage. ld. 

The Court of Appeals affirmed, reiterating that the paramount 

concern in determining the appropriateness of maintenance is the post-
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dissolution economic position of the parties. Id. at 268. Like the Bulicek 

court, the court only considered the wife's level of education and potential 

earnings as compared to her husband's fmancial circumstances when 

addressing the appropriateness of the trial court's maintenance award. 

In Griswold, the couple married in 1983 and separated in 1998. 

112 Wn. App. at 337. The trial court awarded each party all of his or her 

separate property and half of the community property. Id. On 

reconsideration, the court awarded the wife $138,000 of the husband's 

separate property. Id. Both parties appealed. The husband argued in part 

that the trial court abused its discretion by awarding his wife a portion of 

his separate property because it failed to find there were unusual or 

exceptional circumstances to warrant such an award. Id. at 347. 

Relying on Konzen, the Court of Appeals, held that the trial court 

did not abuse its discretion by failing to find there were exceptional 

circumstances because it was no longer required to do so. 112 Wn. App. 

at 348. Instead, the trial court properly weighed all of the facts to come to 

a fair, just and equitable distribution of property. The court concluded that 

the distribution as a whole was fair and equitable. 

Konzen and the case law Larson cites do not support his position. 

(4) Larson Has Not Satisfied His Heayy Burden to Justify the 
Overruling or Substantial Modification of Konzen 
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At least implicitly, Larson asks this Court to overrule, or to 

decidedly narrow, Konzen. Br. of Appellant at 46. His approach to 

property division is narrow and ill-conceived and should. be rejected. 

First, Larson pays little heed to key principles of statutory 

interpretation. Washington law has long recognized that this Court's 

interpretation of a statute is as much a part of the statute as if it were 

originally written into it. State v. Regan, 97 Wn.2d 47, 51-52, 640 P.2d 

725 (1982). Furthermore, the Legislature is presumed to be aware of 

judicial interpretations of a statute and its failure to amend the statute 

following judicial interpretation of it evidences legislative acquiescence in 

that interpretation. City of Federal Way v. Koenig, 167 Wn.2d 341, 348, 

217 P.3d 1172 (2009) (no amendment of PRA for 23 years since Nast 

decision); Soproni v. Polygon Apartment Partners, 137 Wn.2d 319, 327 

n.2, 971 P.2d 500 (1999) (no change in product liability law for 10 years 

after decision); Coulter v. Asten Group, Inc., 135 Wn. App. 613, 620-21, 

146 P.3d 444 (2006), review denied, 161 Wn.2d 1011 (2007) (no changes 

by Legislature to interpretation of joint and several liability in asbestos 

cases for 17 years). 

RCW 26.09.080 has been in place since 1973. Konzen has been 

the rule in interpreting that statute since 1985. The Legislature has 

expressed no interest in changing either one. There has certainly been no 
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public agitation for a change in the allocation of marital property under 

RCW 26.09.080. The Legislature has acquiesced in the Konzen court's 

analysis ofRCW 26.08.090. 

Second, this Court has indicated under principles of stare decisis 

that prior settled decisional law should not be lightly overturned. Indeed, 

once this Court has "decided an issue of state law, that interpretation is 

binding" until the Court overrules it. Hamilton v. Dep't of Labor & 

Indus., 111 Wn.2d 569, 571, 761 P.2d 618 (1988). Stare decisis 

"promotes the evenhanded, predictable, and consistent development of 

legal principles, fosters reliance on judicial decisions, and contributes to 

the actual and perceived integrity of the judicial process." Payne v. 

Tennessee, 501 U.S. 808, 827, 111 S. Ct. 2597, 115 L.Ed.2d 720 (1991). 

Thus, it is only when a party makes a clear showing that the applicable 

principle is incorrect and harmful that this Court will overrule prior settled 

precedent. City of Federal Way, 167 Wn.2d at 347; In re Rights to Waters 

of Stranger Creek, 77 Wn.2d 649, 653, 466 P.2d 508 (1970). Larson 

cannot make such a showing here. 

Third, Larson's approach is contrary to the plain terms of RCW 

26.09.080. In fact, Larson ignores the specific language of 

RCW 26.09.080 clearly articulating the factors the trial court is to consider 

when making a just and equitable property division and the case law 
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amply exploring the reasons to award the separate property of one spouse 

to the other when making that distribution. Larson offers an entirely new 

twist on Konzen, contending for the first time on appeal14 that it is 

confmed to situations where a spouse would be "impoverished" by an 

award confined to community property, necessitating an award of separate 

property. Compare Br. of Appellant at 28-33 with CP 10-76. Nowhere 

does Konzen so hold. Larson would elevate the economic circumstances 

of a spouse to a conclusive factor when dividing property, rather than one 

of the factors in RCW 26.09.080. 

Larson attempts to justify a departure from Konzen by arguing in 

passing that Washington law should reflect the law of other community 

property states prohibiting an award of one spouse's separate property to 

the other. Br. of Appellant at 27 n.6. The law of other community 

property states is inapplicable. The policy of Konzen is sound and should 

be affirmed. 

(a) The Law of Other Community Property States Is 
Simply Different than RCW 26.09.080 

In support of his argument, Larson cites to authorities from other 

states prohibiting the award of one spouse's separate property to the other 

if it is possible to provide for the other spouse from the community assets. 

14 Larson's new argument should be rejected under RAP 2.5(a). 
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Br. of Appellant at 27 n.S. Those authorities are simply inapplicable. ls 

Larson hopes that by repeatedly citing such inapplicable law, this Court 

might be persuaded to ignore RCW 26.09.080. Long ago, however, our 

Legislature adopted a different policy favoring a just and equitable 

allocation of all spousal property regardless of how it was characterized. 

Washington courts have faithfully applied that policy ever since. 

A short survey of the law of other states confirms that the 

Legislatures in those states chose a different policy than that adopted by 

our Legislature in RCW 26.09.080 and as interpreted in Konzen. 

Though adopted by nine states, community property law varies 

from state to state. Very few common threads exist between the nine 

different community property law jurisdictions. 16 Washington is unique in 

that a trial court must make a just and equitable distribution of all property 

-- whether community or separate. RCW 26.09.080. No other community 

property state divides all property equitably, and therefore any authority 

from another jurisdiction is unpersuasive when applying RCW 26.08.090. 

Larson cites to authority from Wisconsin, Minnesota, Alaska, and 

Mississippi as if each informs the jurisprudence of the other. Br. of 

Appellant at 27 n.S. They do not. 

15 Most of the cases that Larson cites are not even community property states. 
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Wisconsin courts begin with the presumption that the community 

property will be divided equally. Wis. Stat. Ann. § 767.61. Wisconsin 

allows its courts to make an equitable adjustment to the presumptively 

equal award after considering a list of statutory factors . fd. While 

Wisconsin courts are permitted to award separate property in certain 

circumstances, they cannot consider separate property when making the 

initial division. The courts are permitted to award separate property in a 

fair and equitable manner, but only if a failure to do so would impose a 

hardship upon the other spouse or the children. Wis. Stat. Ann. 

§ 767.61(2)(b). A court must find more than just an equitable reason to 

mal(e an award based on hardship. Rather, the award must be necessary in 

the face of "fmancial difficulty or privation" Spindler v. Spindler, 558 

N.W.2d 645, 652 n.l (Wise. App. 1996). 

Similarly, Mirmesota has adopted a rule presumptively favoring 

equal division of property upon the dissolution of a long marriage. E.g., 

Miller v. Miller, 352 N.W.2d 738 (Minn. 1984) (equal division of wealth 

accumulated through parties' efforts is appropriate upon dissolution of a 

long-term marriage). Minnesota courts may apportion up to one-half of a 

spouse's non-marital property, but only after finding unfair hardship based 

16 See Kelly M. Cannon, Beyond the "Black Hole " - A Historical Perspective 
on Understanding the Non-Legislative HistOlY of Washington Community Property Law, 
39 Gonz. L. Rev. 7, 10 (2004). 
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on all relevant statutory factors listed in Minn.Stat. 518.58, subd. 2 (2004). 

Stage berg v. Stage berg, 695 N.W.2d 609, 618 (Minn. App. 2005). "A 

very severe disparity between the parties is required to sustain a finding of 

unfair hardship necessary to apportion nonmarital property." Ward v. 

Ward, 453 N.W.2d 729, 733 (Minn. App. 1990), review denied, (1990). 

Alaska has repeatedly proclaimed a presumption that the most 

equitable division of marital property is an equal one. Hayes v. Hayes, 

756 P.2d 298, 300 (Alaska 1988); Bousquet v. Bousquet, 731 P.2d 1211, 

1217 (Alaska 1987). This starting point provides a "grounding point" for 

detennining the relevance of the principal factors that Alaskan courts must 

consider when reaching a property division. Wanberg v. Wanberg, 664 

P.2d 568, 574-75 (Alaska 1983). See also, Brown v. Brown, 947 P.2d 307, 

313 (Alaska 1997) ("[T]he trial court generally should begin with the 

presumption that an equal division of marital property is most equitable."). 

Alaskan courts will divide property substantially equally unless sound 

reason exists to divide the property otherwise. Wanberg, 664 P.2d at 574-

75. 

In Mississippi, the courts subject only the marital property of the 

parties to equitable division. Messer v. Messer, 850 So.2d 161, 167 

(Miss.Ct.App. 2003) (citation omitted). After classifying the parties' 

assets as either marital or non-marital, Mississippi courts then proceed 
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with the equitable division of the property using the factors set forth by the 

Mississippi Supreme Court in Ferguson v. Ferguson, 639 So.2d 921, 928 

(Miss. 1994). Id. at 167-68. Finally, the courts examine whether the 

equitable division of the marital property, considered in light of the non-

marital assets, adequately provides for both parties. Id. at 168. If it does, 

then no more need be done. But if the distribution fails to adequately 

provide for the parties, then the courts are permitted to consider whether to 

award alimony to one of the parties. Id. 

Washington takes a drastically different approach, allowing the 

courts to make a ''just and equitable" determination of how to divide the 

"property and liabilities of the parties, either community or separate." 

RCW 26.09.080 (emphasis added). This statutory language is unique to 

W ashington,and looks nothing like the rules adopted by Wisconsin, 

Alaska, Minnesota, or Mississippi. Indeed, commentators have noticed 

that Washington's community property system is unique. 17 Only 

Washington places all property - separate or community - before the judge 

making the property division. Accordingly, the community property 

jurisprudence from any other state offers no help when construing 

17 Dan Carvalho, Dividing Community Property in an Equitable Division 
Jurisdiction - Nevada's Confusion After McNabney v. McNabney, 30 Idaho L. Rev. 755, 
773 (1994); see also, Kenneth W. Kingma, Property Division at Divorce or Death for 
Married Couples Migrating Between Common Law and Community Property States, 35 
ACTEC J. 74, 95 n.34 (2009). 
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RCW 26.09.080. A Washington court may award separate property for 

reasons other than maintenance and child support. And it need not find a 

hardship to do so. Konzen, 103 Wn.2d at 478 (disapproving of the notion 

that courts can only award separate property in exceptional 

circumstances) . 

Although some Washington courts have avoided awarding one 

spouse's separate property to the other, this does not lead to the automatic 

conclusion that the trial court's property division here was not just and 

equitable or that it was a manifest abuse of discretion. Rather, the trial 

court here properly looked to the economic circumstances of the parties 

that would follow from the decree. The trial court's main concern clearly 

was the economic condition in which the decree would leave Larson and 

Calhoun. The court took into account not only the ages and earning power 

of the couple, but the amount of resources that would be available to each 

after the dissolution, considering the great disparity between the value of 

the community assets and the value of Larson's separate property assets. 

This division of property is analogous to that in Rehak v. Rehak, 

1 Wn. App. 963, 964, 465 P.2d 687 (1970), a pre-Act case. There, the 

husband earned approximately twice the income of the wife. The 

community property consisted of approximately $7,000 worth of assets, 

and the husband held approximately $30,000 in separate property. The 
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court awarded the wife nearly all of the community property. On appeal, 

the Court of Appeals held: 

Although the decree does award substantially all the 
community property to the wife, this was thought by the 
court, as indicated in its oral opinion, to be necessary to 
provide her an economic position more comparable to 
the husband due to the difference in their incomes, 
employability and job security. 

The husband is not impoverished by the decree. [H]is 
sole ownership of his substantial separate property, as 
well as the other distinguishing economic factors 
between the husband and wife, do not make the 
disposition of the assets and liabilities of the parties by 
the trial court appear to us to be a manifest abuse of 
discretion. 

Id. at 967. The critical factor for the Court of Appeals was that the 

disposition of the property be "just and equitable," recognizing the "wide 

latitude and discretion ... vested in the trial court." Id. at 966-67. 

Similarly, the trial court here based its decision on the disparity in 

the parties' incomes, employability, job security,ages, present necessities, 

foreseeable future obligations, and, presumably, Larson's significant 

separate property. It then concluded that to place Calhoun in a secure 

economic position it was necessary to award her a small portion of 

Larson's separate property. Because of Larson's significant separate 

property, it was able to do so without jeopardizing his financial security . . 
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Given the trial court's great discretion in dissolution matters, the 

disparity in the parties' economic situations, and the outcome, there has 

not been a manifest abuse of discretion. 

(b) The Policy of Konzen Is Sound 

This Court's decision in Konzen is sound and should not be 

changed. An adoption by this Court of an "ample provision" or 

"impoverislunent" standard represents unsound public policy. First, not 

only is RCW 26.09.080, and the case law construing it, contrary to these 

proposed rules, such an approach would deny trial courts the opportunity 

to tailor their decisions allocating the marital assets to the circumstances 

of the parties before them. All property, community and separate, is 

before the trial court for a reason. A trial court should have flexibility. 

Larson's proposed rules would breed new dissolution litigation to 

determine what constitutes the appropriate circumstances for an award of 

separate property from one spouse to the other. Such uncertainty flies in 

the face of the wise admonition in Landry that certainty and finality in 

spousal property divisions is essential. 

Moreover, the "exceptional circumstances" concept was largely 

unfair to women. It was the product of an era in which men were more 

likely to bring separate property assets to the marriage. RCW 26.09.080 

was designed to remedy that unfairness. "Ample provision" or 
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"impoverishment" would be equally unfair and unworkable. How 

"ample" must the award of community property be before separate 

property could be awarded? No one, including this Court, can know. Nor 

does Larson offer a real analysis of this concept. If "impoverishment" is 

the standard, then Konzen is effectually overruled because few, if any, 

awards of commtmity property will result in a spouse's impoverishment. 

Again, what level of economic disadvantage is necessary to meet Larson's 

new test? 

Larson actually wants a result-oriented rule that benefits him as an 

individuru with the good fortune to have become an early employee of 

Microsoft. But this Court better articulated a rule for all Washington 

citizens in Konzen, a rule consistent with RCW 26.09.080. 

Larson has not demonstrated anything resembling a need to 

abandon Konzen, particularly where Holm, the case on which he relies, 

involved the predecessor to RCW 26.09.080. J8 This Court should adhere 

to the wise policy it announced in Konzen. 

(5) The Trial Court's Findings Support the Award of a Portion 
of Larson's Separate Property to Calhoun 

18 Like the Bodine court, the Holm court construed an earlier version of RCW 
26.09.080. The allocation of separate property was not explicitly governed by statutory 
criteria like it is now. See n.8 supra. 
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Larson argues in his brief at 33-42 that the trial court's findings do 

not support an award of his separate property to Calhoun. Larson is 

simply wrong. 

Larson cannot demonstrate that the trial court manifestly abused its 

discretion in any way when dividing the couple's property. From Larson's 

point of view, it properly characterized the marital property.19 All of the 

parties' assets, both community and separate, were before the court for 

distribution. The trial court made a just and equitable distribution of the 

marital property in accordance with RCW 26.09.080, Konzen, and the 

parties' post-trial agreement. CP 297 (CL 5); 261-62,272. 

Larson complains that the trial court abused its discretion by 

awarding Calhoun property equal in value to 100% of the community 

estate free of debt, at his suggestion, and an additional $70 million from 

his separate estate where the trial court originally awarded him a negative 

net of $29 million of the community estate. Br. of Appellant at 2, 15. 

Larson conveniently neglects to mention that he retained $356 million of 

19 Larson spends a considerable amount of time arguing about the trial court's 
characterization of his separate property and claims that his "meticulous" efforts to keep 
his pre-marital assets separate from the community supports an award that preserves his 
estate, not one that invades it. Br. of Appellant at 35, 37. His arguments are unavailing 
because he conceded at the outset of his brief that the trial court properly characterized all 
of the property before it, both community and separate. Id at 4. Unlike the 
mischaracterization cases that he cites at 35-36, there was no property 
mischaracterization here. Moreover, the trial court was not required to award Larson his 
separate property when justly and equitably dividing the estate. Blood, 69 Wn.2d at 682; 
Oestreich, 2 Wn.2d at 75. 
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his separate estate and that his total award was $327 million. (calculated 

by subtracting his negative net of $29 million in community property from 

his $356 million separate property award). CP 299-301. By comparison, 

Calhoun's total award was originally $180 million. Id. Those awards 

were later adjusted in Larson's favor based on the parties' post-trial 

agreement. CP 262. 

Larson also complains that the trial court erred by failing to fmd 

that the award of his separate property was necessary to maintain 

Calhoun's lifestyle. Br. of Appellant at 34. Neither RCW 26.09.080 nor 

Konzen require the trial court to make that fmding. They only require the 

trial court to make a fair, just and equitable distribution of both 

community and separate property based upon the circumstances of the 

case. 

Larson then contends that because the community estate received 

significant benefits from his separately-maintained assets, that the trial 

court should have made a disproportionate award to him rather than to 

Calhoun. Br. of Appellant at 35. He argues, at least implicitly, that 

because he created the vast wealth of the parties, he should be the one to 

benefit from it. Id. at 39. Larson ignores three things. First, he proposed 

the allocation that the trial court essentially awarded. Second, he initially 

received an award of 65% of the marital estate, a total of $327 million. 
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Third, the principle he advocates has already been rejected in In re the 

Marriage of De Hollander, 53 Wn. App. 695, 770 P.2d 638 (1989). There, 

the Court of Appeals, rejected the notion that because the wife was "the 

major income producer" she was entitled to a larger share of the couple's 

community property. Id. at 70l. 

Larson ends by complaining that he has been left to shoulder all of 

the parties' debt, most of the risk, heavy carrying costs and interest 

payments and a considerable amount of trapped in equity. Br. of 

Appellant at 38-41. The Court should ignore this contention. As noted 

supra, Larson himself proposed most of the distributions that the trial 

court made. CP 70; RP 27, 549, 552. He also volunteered to take all of 

the couple's debt and specifically acknowledged that his award would be 

saddled with great risk, including high carrying costs and huge "trapped 

in" tax liabilities. CP 41, 71; RP 1232. He will walk away from his 24-

year marriage to Calhoun with total assets of more than $327 million, 

more than sufficient to satisfy a modem day Croesus. 

The trial court divided the couple's property in ajust and equitable 

manner under RCW 26.09.080, and the case law construing it, after 

considering all of the attendant circumstances in which the parties found 

themselves at the time of trial and into their post-dissolution futures. 

CP 278. The trial court's award should be affinned. 

Brief of Respondent - 41 



(6) Calhoun Is Entitled to Her Attorney Fees on Appeal 

While RCW 26.09.140 provides that a party in a dissolution action 

may recover his or her attorney fees on appeal, the statute is not the basis 

for Calhoun's fee request. Rather, she is entitled to her fees on appeal due 

to Larson's intransigent conduct. This basis for fees has its roots in the 

equitable exception to the American Rule for bad faith conduct. 

If a party's conduct in a case is particularly litigious, causing the 

successful spouse to require additional legal services, fees and expenses 

will be awarded regardless of the financial resources of the prevailing 

party. In re Marriage of Morrow, 53 Wn. App. 579, 770 P.2d 197 (1989) 

(13 days of trial, 127 trial exhibits, and 1,000 pages of testimony required 

to unravel husband's financial affairs); Eide v. Eide, 1 Wn. App. 440,.462 

P.2d 562 (1969) (husband tampered with exhibits). See also, In re 

Marriage of Wallace, 111 Wn. App. 697, 45 P .3d 1131, review denied, 

148 Wn.2d 1011 (2002) (at trial); In re Marriage of Mattson, 95 Wn. App. 

592,976 P.2d 157 (1999) (post-dissolution child support proceedings); In 

re Marriage of Foley, 84 Wn. App. 839, 930 P.2d 929 (1997) (pre-trial 

conduct). 

In this case, there was no need for this appeal. Larson's exclusive 

purpose in pursuing it was simply to overturn the reasoned discretionary 
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decision of the trial court; he could not stand to "lose" to his fonner wife. 

He has forced her to needlessly expend additional fees on appeal. 

In a series of cases like Landry, this Court has made clear that 

appellate courts should not tamper with discretionary decisions of trial 

courts in the disposition of marital property. This is particularly true after 

a lengthy trial in an exceedingly complex dissolution action, as here. An 

experienced trial judge ruled in Larson's favor on the legal issue of the 

characterization of the marital property after a 3-plus week trial. The 

court then made a discretionary decision to allocate the spouses' property 

on a 65-35 basis that favored Larson. That should have been the end of 

this case. But Larson could not stand the fact that his ex-wife received 

that allocation of marital property and he pursued this needless appeal, 

seeking to overturn established precedent. 

This Court should not condone Larson's intransigence. It should 

award Calhoun her fees on appeal. 

F. CONCLUSION 

Larson's appeal is motivated by self-interest and spite. He merely 

wants the opportunity to "re-do" the trial court's property division 

decision following a 3-weektrial in which that court properly 

characterized the marital assets and made a "just and equitable" property 

division in accordance with RCW 26.09.080 and controlling case law in 
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place for decades. Moreover, Larson has not demonstrated any reason this 

Court should overrule, or substantially modify, its Konzen decision in 

favor of its out-dated decision in Holm. 

Larson's suggestion that Calhoun be awarded only what she 

"needs" to prevent her impoverishment or to maintain her lifestyle is an 

archaic, non-egalitarian limitation on Calhoun's property rights that this 

Court should reject. 

This Court should affirm the trial court's decree. Costs on appeal, 

including reasonable attorney fees, should be awarded to Calhoun.2° 

20 Should this Court decide to modify or overrule Konzen, the property division 
would be subject to a new trial on remand. Generally, were the Court to reverse the trial 
court's decision based on a modification of its rule in Konzen, Larson's relief would be a 
new trial. At such a retrial on the division of property, all issues relating to the property 
division should be before the trial court. This is consistent with how Washington courts 
have treated a reversal and remand for a retrial on a dissolution property division. Rather 
than dictating the outcome on remand, this Court should expect the trial court to exercise 
its discretion to decide any issue necessary to resolve the case on remand, including 
issues related to the distribution of the marital property. In re Marriage 0/ Sacco, 114 
Wn.2d 1, 784 P.2d 1266 (1990) (trial court was charged on remand with revisiting the 
original distribution of property); In re Marriage a/Rockwell, 157 Wn. App. 449,453-54, 
238 P.3d 1184 (2010) (appellate opinion did not mandate that the trial court preserve the 
overall property division initially ordered, but simply reversed the trial court's 
characterization of property; trial court expected to exercise its discretion on remand). 
The trial court should be free to redetermine the value of the marital assets. In re 
Marriage of Berg, 47 Wn. App. 754, 737 P.2d 680 (1987) (reversing and remanding for 
redetermination of the value of a particular mariti! asset). This would require the trial 
court to revisit its decisions on the characterization of the spouses' assets and their 
valuation. 

Emblematic of the need to revisit the characterization and valuation decisions 
are the trial court's valuation decisions as to the spouses' Seattle Mariners interest and 
Norcliffe/Gatehouse. Subsequent to the trial in this case, a federal bankruptcy court 
approved the sale of the Los Angeles Dodgers baseball franchise for a record $2 billion. 
In re Los Angeles Dodgers, LLC, et al., U.S. Bankruptcy Court, District of Delaware, 
Cause No. 11-12010. M~or League Baseball approved the sale of the San Diego Padres 
in August 2012 for around $800 million. See Corey Brock, Sale official, new Padres 
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DATED this Mday of October, 2012. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Philip A. Tadge, WSBA #6973 
Emmelyn Hart, WSBA #28820 
TalmadgelFitzpatrick 
18010 Southcenter Parkway 
Tukwila, WA 98188-4630 
(206) 574-6661 

Janet A. George, WSBA #5990 
Janet A. George Inc. P.S. 
701 5th Ave., Suite 4550 
Seattle, W A 98104-7088 
(206) 447-0717 
Attorneys for Respondent Julia Calhoun 

group sets sights high, August 29, 2012, available at 
http://sandiego.padres.mlb.com/news/articJe.jsp?vrnd=20120829&content id=37536728 
&vkey:;news sd&c id=sd, last visited October 11,2012. These sales evidence the fact 
that both spouses' experts, and the trial court, fundamentally undervalued the spouses' 
interest in the Seattle Mariners. 

With respect to NorcJiffe/Gatehouse, the trial court's decision came at the time 
of a serious downturn in real estate values in King County. Eric Pryne, King County 
home sales rebound in 2011, but prices still jalling, Seattle Times, January 23, 2012 
(number of houses sold in King County increased in 2011 over 2010, but median price of 
houses sold was $340,000, down $35,000 from 2011). The real estate market has begun 
to rebound. Eric Pryne, House prices stay on rise in King and Snohomish Counties, 
Seattle Times, June 25, 2012 (median price of single family house in King County up 
4.9% from May 2011). It would be unfair to utilize a valuation that results from a severe 
real estate market downturn on remand. 
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APPENDIX 



RCW 26.09.080 states, in part: 

In a proceeding for dissolution of the marriage ... the court 
shall, without regard to misconduct, make such disposition 
of the property and the liabilities of the parties, either 
community or separate, as shall appear just and equitable 
after considering all relevant factors including, but not 
limited to: 

(1) The nature and extent of the community 
property; 

(2) The nature and extent of the separate property; 

(3) The duration of the marriage or domestic 
partnership; and 

(4) The economic circumstances of each spouse or 
domestic partner at the time the division of 
property is to become effective, including the 
desirability of awarding the family home or the 
right to live therein for reasonable periods to a 
spouse or domestic partner with whom the 
children reside the majority of the time. 
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INTRODUCTION 

NO.10-3-040n-7 SEA 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
AT TRIAL 

Before the undersigned Judge of the above-entitled Court, this matter 

came on for trial on November 28 - December 15, 2011. The Petitioner 

Christopher Larson was represented by attorney Thomas Hamerlinck and the 

Respondent Julia Calhoun was represented by attorney Janet George. The 

Court has listened closely to the testimony of the parties and ten additional 

witnesses, has reviewed the exhibits admitted into evidence as well as extensive 

legal briefing and heard closing arguments of counsel, 
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Although the parties may have been more congenial, the issues more 

engaging and the lawyers considerably more skilled than is typical, it is now the 

job of the Court, as in any marital dissolution case, to identify the assets and 

liabilities of the parties, determine the value of each, characterize each as either 

separate or community, and direct a division that is just and equitable. The 

concept of fairness and equity requires that the Court state and give 

consideration to all of the attendant circumstances in which the parties find 

themselves now and into their post-dissolution futures. See, RCW 26.09.080. 

Of course, the past is relevant prologue. 

To the credit of both the parties and their counsel, many potentially thorny 

points of contention have been agreed upon. This has left as the primary issues 

in serious dispute (a) the nature and extent of Mr. Larson's separate estate; (b) 

the value of certain assets before the court, notably the family residence and an 

ownership interest in the Seattle Mariners; (c) the dates to be used for the 

beginning and ending of the marital community; and, most significantly, (d) what 

division is just and equitable. 

In consideration of the foregoing, the Court now makes and enters the 

following: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. On the 5th of July, 1986, in Kirkland, Washington, Christopher 

Larson and Julia Calhoun were joined in marriage. Twenty-three years later, the 

marital community separated in the summer of 2009. Both agree their marital 

bond is broken beyond retrieval and ask the Court to dissolve their marriage. 
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2. The marriage was blessed with five children who now range in age 

from 26 to 17. Geographically, they are spread out (oldest to youngest and as of 

the moment) in Seattle, New York, London, California and Massachusetts. With 

a shared view of the children's best interests, the parties have agreed as to all 

financial and residential matters that relate to them . A final parenting plan as to 

the one minor child has already been entered and any necessary orders for the 

support and education of the children are expected to be submitted in an agreed 

form. 

3. As a student in the ih grade at Seattle's Lakeside School, Mr. 

Larson first learned to program a computer. Not unusual today, that was quite 

remarkable in 1971 and it pointed him on a path that leads to the wealth that is 

before the Court today. A few years later, in early association with schoolmate 

Bill Gates (severa l years his senior), he began working part-time with a nascent 

company called "Microsoft" in 1975. During his college years at Princeton 

University (1977-81), where he majored in economics and computer science, he 

continued working intermittently for Microsoft. Upon graduation in 1981, he 

began as a fulltime Microsoft employee, significantly one who was granted an 

equity interest in the company which was not yet publicly traded. He continued 

as an employee through his marriage five years later in 1986 and up through his 

retirement in 2001. In recent years, he has stayed busy actively managing his 

extensive investments and philanthropic endeavors. Only 52 years of age, he 

leaves the marriage in excellent fiscal and physical health . 
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4. Having grown up in Wenatchee, Julia Calhoun moved to Seattle 

where she eventually earned a SA in English literature from Seattle University. 

In the late 1970's she socialized with the bright, young Microsoft crew through 

whom she met her future husband. During her marriage, she was active as a 

parent, foster parent, overseer of major construction projects and the generous 

and committed benefactor of numerous charitable organizations. Soth the 

community at large and the marital community benefitted greatly from her serving 

as, in her phrase, the "approachable face" of the couple. She did not need to be 

gainfully employed during the marriage and will not need to be now. 54 years of 

age, her fiscal and physical conditions are likewise strong. 

5. Displaying the keen business sense that would serve him well over 

the years, Mr. Larson wrote to Bill Gates from Princeton to say he thought he'd 

only come to work for Microsoft if he received an equity interest in the company. 

With that wish granted, he returned to Seattle where he and Ms. Calhoun 

continued the dating relationship they'd begun in 1980. Despite her investment 

of homemade cookies mailed to him during his senior year, her own businesslike 

appraisal of him as the next few years unfolded was that "his stock wasn't trading 

too high with me." In early 1985, he proposed marriage, she demurred, he 

"made his case" and they "negotiated." She insisted upon a one year 

engagement and, accordingly, they lived together for about a year (without 

establishing joint accounts or jointly acquiring any significant assets) before they 

sealed their commitment with the exchange of wedding vows in July C?f 1986. 
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6. By May of 2009, finding herselffrustrated by a communications and 

cooperation gap she felt had been growing for several years, Ms. Calhoun 

moved out of the parties' primary residence. She briefly moved back in the 

following month but all agree they never resided together "as husband and wife" 

after July of 2009. Through that summer, fall and winter, they engaged in 

unproductive, cursory discussions of a need to formalize their separation or 

divorce. The Court will adopt July 31,2009 as the parties' date of separation. 

7; From the beginning of the parties' marriage through 2001, the 

husband was employed by Microsoft. During this time, he received a salary and 

took full advantage of his employer's stock option and stock purchase plans. 

Consequently, the marital community amassed considerable wealth. It was 

testified that the total number of split-adjusted, hypothetical shares of Microsoft 

stock (if none had been sold) that went into the community estate would be 

23,577,316. 

8. The marital estate indisputably characterized as community 

property is currently valued at something over $100 million. It would be higher 

but for several factors. For one thing, when the community exercised stock 

options as it did to purchase millions of Microsoft shares, the strike price had to 

be paid as well as income tax on the "spread." Additionally, the community has 

had, and has acted upon, the ability to make SUbstantial expenditures for 

purposes other than the production of income. These include pouring over $165 

million into acquisition and renovation of the properties in the Highlands, the 

purchase of expensive homes in London, Hawaii, Snohomish County and 
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elsewhere, the construction of a couple of commercial buildings, the purchase of 

millions of dollars' worth of collectibles such as baseball memorabilia (his 

interest), Victorian posy holders (her interest), and fine art (appreciated by both) 

and the altogether commendable charitable contributions in excess of $120 

million over the years of the marriage. 

9. During the marriage, the community acquired several residential 

properties in the Highlands, a gated community iii Shoreline overlooking Puget 

Sound. It is said that after acquiring the two properties known as Norcliffe and 

the Gatehouse for $5.7 million, they invested an additional $160 million in 

improvements. Included are such features as a ballroom to accommodate 200 

guests, an underground parking garage to accommodate 24 vehicles and 13 

water features including a turtle pond no doubt enjoyed by an untold number of 

turtles. In the real estate world, the term "superadequacy" (an improvement that 

costs more than its contributory value or that, due to its quality or uniqueness, is 

not fully valued in the marketplace) well describes the situation that has been 

produced; in fact, this is a rather extreme case. 

Due to their physical, mechanical and aesthetic relationship, Norcliffe and 

the Gatehouse are best valued as' a united estate. Having considered the 

opinions of Mr. Campos and Mr. Pope, the two real estate appraisal witnesses, 

the Court finds the current fair market value is $20,000,000. This illcludes the 

fixtures in the home (such as fireplaces, mantles, chandeliers and windows) but 

neither the hanging art nor the outdoor art pieces. While this figure is far below 

the amount put into the unquestionably fabulous estate, the facts remain that the 
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current market is not strong and this would be an astounding, record-setting high 

price for non-waterfront property in King County. It has been agreed that Mr. 

Larson will retain the Norcliffe and Gatehouse properties (and the Court will 

simply note with approval his expressed willingness to allow Ms. Calhoun the 

continued use of the premises through the summer of 2012). 

10. For an additional $4.7 million, the community also acquired three 

adjoining homes in the Highlands. These are known as "Teltoft" ("a cute little 

Cape Cod"), "Jacob" ("dysfunctional and tired") and "Allen" ("an eclectic post-

modern contemporary"). These properties are valued by the Court, respectively, 

at $1.430,000, $1,200,000 and $1,500,000. Teltoft should stay with Norcliffe and 

so it is awarded to Mr. Larson; Jacob and Allen shall be awarded to Ms. Calhoun. 

11. In addition, the marital community acquired a number of other 

pieces of real property that are unencumbered and have been valued by 

stipulation. They are referred to in shorthand as "London" (approximately 

£10,770,000 or $17,055,803), "Hawaii" ($13,290,000), "Lake Armstrong" 

($5,171,000), "8wauk Valley Ranch" ($1,850,000), "Thistledown" ($10,580,000 in 

commercial properties and $1,487,000 in residential properties), and liThe Rocks" 

($297,380). All of these are being awarded to Ms. Calhoun with the exception of 

The Rocks in Scottsdale, Arizona and the Thistledown residential property on 

Palatine Ave. N. and those pledged to Lakeside School. 

12. As to the pieces of outdoor art on the Norcliffe grounds, it must be 

said that while they unquestionably add to the charm of the estate, they do not 

add value to match their value if sold separately. It is easily imaginable, for 
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instance, that a buyer who loved the house might not find it comforting to be 

always greeted by Diana 's "restive dog"; he or she might well prefer a giant 

typewriter eraser or an Easter Island moai. As noted by both appraisers, those 

few in the market for a dream house in this price range will expect to indulge their 

own dream. Ms. Calhoun has expressed a wish to have certain of the outdoor 

pieces and the Court would award to her "Diana", "Undine", "Shivering Girl(s)", 

"Wood Nymph", "Girl with Basin" and her choice of either "Playdays" or "Joy of 

the Waters". To keep "Pan of Rohallion" with Norcliffe, the Court would award it 

to Mr. Larson. The paintings "Morning Sunshine" and "Sunny Window" would 

also be awarded to Ms. Calhoun. The stipulated value of these specific pieces 

awarded to each is approximately $4,500,000. As to the remainder of the 

outdoor and indoor art works, the parties will need to devise a protocol for 

effectuating a 50-50 division. The same should be done with respect to an equal 

division of any other personal property that the Court may neglect to address in 

these findings or the attached appendix. 

13. The parties have other community property assets (such as 

vehicles, bank accounts, retirement funds , etc.), most of which need not be 

add ressed in these findings although they should find inclusion in the appendix 

and the eventual decree. 

14. Back in 1981, in order to enlist Mr. Larson 's services, Microsoft 

allowed him to purchase a 0.5% equity interest in the company for the grand sum 

of $56.60. He willingly paid this price and in December of 1981 he was issued 

certificate number 8 for 56,600 shares in the company. These were his, free and 
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clear, as of that time. He did need to borrow from the company to pay the 

income taxes on the spread between the purchase price and the already 

appreciated value; this loan was repaid from his separate funds. This block of 

56,600 pre-IPQ shares of Microsoft stock, which subsequently underwent ten 

two-far-one splits, is the source of Mr. Larson's claimed separate estate. 

Hypothetically, if none were sold, these shares would have become 32,601,600 

shares over time with a December 31,2010 value of $909,910,656. 

15. Before his marriage, Mr. Larson established a separate margin 

account with Goldman Sachs with an account number ending in 047-8. It was 

into this account that he placed those separately acquired stocks. Over the 

years, as these shares grew in both number and value, he used them to borrow 

against, to secure lines of credit and as the pledges for variable prepaid forward 

contracts. With the funds thus acquired, he made various investments including 

some big winners (Dell Computers, Silver Lake Partners), some big losers (Video 

Networks, Promptu Systems) and some that have appreciated on paper while 

paying no dividends or profits (Mudville Nine) . Within the marriage, it was openly 

discussed that Mr. Larson would not take such risks with community funds as he 

did with the funds that he considered his separate estate. 

16. As a result of the expenditure of community funds for real estate 

acquisitions and improvements, for charity and for consumption, while the 

separate funds were being invested more aggressively, the net result today 

happens to be that the purported separate estate has maintained a significantly 

higher value than the community estate although it could have turned out 
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otherwise. A major disputed issue at trial was whether the present assets that 

grew from investments made with the funds originating in that pre-marriage stock 

purchase yet retain a separate character or if they lost it somewhere along the 

way through commingling with community property. 

17. Certainly a key witness at trial, if not the key witness, was Gregory 

Porter. He is the Certified Forensic Financial Analyst (a CFFA who is also a CPA 

with an MBA and a MS in Taxation) who provided the "tracing" analysis on behalf 

of Mr. Larson. In court, besides those letters, he tossed around many big 

numbers, most of them relating to Microsoft shares or to units of currency 

(dollars, pounds and Euros), but they also included the pretrial hours his team 

spent on their task ("1700") and the number of pages of materials they reviewed 

("several hundred thousand"). It must be stated without equivocation that the 

Court found Mr. Porter to be an exceedingly reliable witness. His quick mind and 

engaging presentation were simply a top layer resting upon a solid foundation of 

a daunting amount of thorough and conscientious work. When he says, as he 

did, that Mr. Larson maintained "a consistent pattern and practice of keeping his 

56,600 shares, and what they grew into and were used for, separate from his 

later-acquired assets," this carries great weight. This opinion was backed up by 

a financial records "E-exhibit" the likes of which the Court has not previously 

seen. Through its live links, documentation was a click away from any entry that 

demonstrated the source of any funds and the uses to which they were put. As 

Mr. Porter convincingly stated: "Everything was accounted for and nothing was 

left over." 
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18. When gauging the extent to which Mr. Larson had the intention to 

retain his pre-marital assets as a separate estate, the Court would note the 

following circumstances: 

a) The consistent effort he expended to keep things separate, most all of it 

successful; 

b) The corrective actions he took when he became aware of record-

keeping errors made by others; and 

c) The open discussions within the marriage of the fact that he would 

make risky investments with separate funds but not with community funds. 

19. Mr. Larson testified that he thought it "prudent" to see that all 

Microsoft shares were correctly registered either in his name only or in both 

names and Mr. Porter described him as "meticulous" about doing so. For 

example, on February 1, 1995, Mr. Larson discovered that 125,000 recently 

issued shares had been incorrectly registered in his name alone. He 

immediately directed Microsoft to fix their error, to reissue the certificate in both 

names and to make sure the records reflected joint ownership dating back to the 

original issuance. 

20. 160 Microsoft shares purchased early during the marriage and 45 

shares awarded to Mr. Larson (on the 10th , 15th and 20th anniversaries of his 

employment) should have been registered jointly but ended up in his name only 

and these went unnoticed. Together, these shares represent only .14% of his 

separate hypothetical shares, a de minim;s amount relative to the 99.86% that 

were properly registered. 
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21. At a certain point, due to frequent stock splits, Microsoft stopped 

routinely issuing certificates to Mr. Larson, in favor of simply issuing "book 

shares" with registration records kept by a transfer agent. Through no fault on 

the part of Mr. Larson, and unbeknownst to him, some community-purchased 

shares were registered only in his name. In April of 2001, Mr. Larson became 

aware that 2 million mis-registered book shares and 200,000 mis-registered 

certificates (held in Microsoft's vault until transferred to a bank) were among a 

larger number that he had pledged to certain lending institutions as security. By 

June, he had seen that the records were corrected as to the book shares; it took 

a little longer to get the physicaf certificates returned and restored to the 

community but this was accompfished as expeditiously as possible. Through this 

mix-up, there was no loss to the community and no risk since Mr. Larson had 

millions of other separate property shares he could and would have used had he 

known of Microsoft's error. It is true that the community was deprived of the use 

of the shares during the time they were pledged but there is no indication at all 

that the community would have done anything other than continue holding the 

shares. 

22. The unintentional use of a small amount of community property 

collateral to obtains funds (from margin loans, lines of credit or variable prepaid 

forward contracts) to be used for separate purposes neither harmed the 

community interest nor placed it in serious jeopardy of being harmed. The same 

is true as to the J.P. Morgan $50 million line of credit taken out by Mr. Larson in 
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2008, secured primarily by his interest in Mudville Nine with a value more than 

twice the amounts he could borrow. For this LOC, because Mr. Larson's 

separate Goldman Sachs account (047-8) was cross collateralizing the 

community's Goldman Sachs account (839-5), it was necessary to also pledge, 

as secondary collateral, certain pieces of community artwork. Again, this did not 

harm or threaten to harm the community and would not serve to transform the 

character of the assets acquired (or paid down) with the funds received solely by 

Mr. Larson on his own separate promise to repay. 

23. Into Mr. Larson's separate Goldman Sachs account (047 -8), there 

were a total of four mistaken deposits of community funds over the course of 24 

years. One involved a 401 (k) dividend ($9749), one involved a community 

dividend ($2341) and one involved funds from a community account ($23,224). 

The la rgest of the four errors ($867,698) came from a $6.6 million settlement of a 

dispute with UBS and Lydian, a dispute in which there had been separate claims 

on behalf of the community and Mr. Larson's separate estate. Significantly, Mr. 

Larson had given express instructions that the proceeds be distributed on a pro 

rata basis between the two accounts. He did not know until Mr. Porter's recent 

analysis that someone had made a miscalculation that favored the separate 

account. It sounds more than a little odd to term a cumulative $900,000 error de 

minimis but the fact of the matter is that, over the 24 year span, this account saw 

deposits totaling $1,800,318,815. Every dollar of this was traced and, of this 

amount, the mis-deposited funds represent .05%, a de minimis amount relative to 

the 99.95% traceable to separate sources. By comparison, during the same time 
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period, funds were taken from this separate account and used for community 

purposes at a rate Mr. Porter calculated at 100 times greater. 

24. Mixing facts and law for a moment, the Court would conclude that 

the evidence has established clearly and convincingly that Mr. Larson's separate 

estate did not become commingled with the community estate. Funds used for 

his various post-marriage acquisitions (as discussed in paragraphs 25-27) have 

been clearly and convincingly traced to a separate source. 

25. In 1992, Mr. Larson formed a new corporation and named it for a 

baseball team famous for leaving the tying runs stranded on base. "Mudville 

Nine, Inc." was created for the purpose of purchasing and holding a 30.636% 

interest in the Baseball Club of Seattle LLP, doing business as the Seattle 

Mariners. Despite the appearance of a couple of anomalous, inconsequential 

documents prepared by others, Mr. Larson has been at all times the sole 

shareholder in Mudville Nine. Over the years, Mr. Larson put approximately $65 

million into this enterprise which, per the above discussion, remains his separate 

property. The current fair market value of this separately held asset was in 

substantial dispute at trial. 

26. Each party presented expert testimony from a highly respected 

appraiser of sports franchises. The husband called Mary Ann Travers of Chicago 

and the wife presented Don Erickson of Dallas. As to be expected, these CPA's 

both analyzed the valuation question in terms of team revenues, presupposing 

rational economic behavior by buyers and sellers. Of course, sports team sellers 

are often driven to sell by circumstances beyond their control and buyers may 
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often be buoyed by their egos or, as in the 1992 purchase of the M's, their public 

spiritedness. Nonetheless, both experts agreed on a general approach: take 

some recent comparable sales, calculate an average ratio between the sale price 

and the team's annual revenues, then apply this function to the subject team's 

revenues to produce a base price that a willing buyer would be expected to pay 

to a willing seller for the team. 

Choosing among the purported comparable transactions, each of which is 

distinguishable due to its own circumstances involving divorces, bankruptcy 

filings or MLB pressures, and then "adjusting" the conclusions, injects a distinct 

subjective element into this mathematical exercise. The Court has reviewed the 

details of transactions involving the Houston Astros, Texas Rangers, San Diego 

Padres, Chicago Cubs and Atlanta Braves. The Court would find the May 2011 

Astros transaction and the December 2010 Rangers transaction to be the best 

comparables due to their recency, similar attendance and other factors. The 

Seattle Mariners' on-field performance probably slides in between the two but, 

from a business point of view, they enjoy a superior demographic. Based on 

these comparables, the Court would utilize a revenue multiplier of 3.2. 

Applying this multiplier to the Mariners' approximately $190 million local 

revenue figure produces a value of $608,000,000. To this figure must be added 

the non-operating assets of the team. Assets include vacant land ($3,750,000), 

future receivables ($21,250,000), and excess working capital (approximately 

$20,000,000). There is also a liability for a deferred sales tax payment 
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($12,000,000). This produces a full enterprise value of $641 ,000,000. The 

value, then, of Mudville Nine's 30.636% interest would be $196,376,760. 

Finally, in determining a market value, the Court finds it appropriate to 

apply a 10% discount based on the facts that Mudville's interest is a minority, 

non-controlling share and that the BCOSpartnership agreement imposes 

restrictions on a partner's ability to broadly market his interest. This is a relatively 

Jow discount since the restrictions are not particularly onerous and were willingly 

accepted by the local owners with a view to keeping the Mariners "Safe at 

Home". While not being able to unilaterally hire and fire a field manager (a la 

Steinbrenner) or to prescribe players' facial hair or its absence (a la Finley), the 

local minority owners do retain an unusual level of control over certain key 

ownership decisions. Based on the foregoing, the Court would find the value of 

Mr. Larson 's separate property interest in Mudvifle Nine, Inc. to be $176,739,084. 

27. There are other readily identifiable assets that were acquired as 

part of Mr. Larson's separate estate. These include interests in the Kelowna 

Rockets hockey team, Silver Lake Partners, Promptu Systems Corp., Video 

Networks Ltd., and assorted funds and accounts as well as a 1911 Rolls Royce 

Silver Ghost, and paintings by Winslow Homer and Norman Rockwell. A fuller 

listing, together with the agreed values, is contained in the appendix. As to his 

highly risky investments in the "crammed-down" Promptu Systems and Video 

Networks (thus far resulting in nothing but heavy losses) , the Court will follow the 

close-to-agreed recommendation that, on the off-chance that one of them finds 
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success, Ms. Ca lhoun shall share equally in any profits once Mr. Larson has 

recouped his investment together with a 100% risk premium. 

28. It has been suggested that, by virtue of the fact that the community 

estate did not experience growth like that of Mr. Larson's separate estate, the 

Court should find there was a breach of fiduciary duty on his part as manager of 

the community funds. Of course, the community estate did grow tremendously in 

the sense that it increased from the zero balance at time of marriage to what it is 

today. In hindsight, it may be noted that, in the risks he took with his separate 

funds, Mr. Larson had more good picks than bad ones and meanwhile, like many 

others, he failed to foresee either the failures in the real estate market or in his 

marriage. As with many other couples, their community estate ended up heavily 

leveraged as they made joint decisions regarding expenditures for the acquisition 

of real estate, home improvements and fumishings and for charitable donations. 

It had to be the expectation shared by the marital community that they would go 

on for years jointly enjoying their homes and art collection with a passion not 

measurable by market appraisals. Finally, the husband's cancellation of his life 

insurance policy (with the $100,000 premium) was neither shown to have been 

ill-intentioned nor to have had any likelihood of causing harm. The Court would 

decline the invitation to find any breach of fiduciary duty. 

29. As stated at the outset, the Court still must make a division of 

assets and liabilities that is just and equitable. Although deriving from the same 

root, the concept of equity refers not to an equality of result but rather is 

descriptive of a process. The result must be fair and the process of reaching it 
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must be even-handed. In applying this standard to the present case, the Court 

f inds the following six points to be noteworthy: 

a) To first address the "elephant in the ballroom", this is not a case like so 

many others where the concern is with making sure all in the family are housed, 

clothed and fed. Both of these impressive people will go on to do well and to do 

good. One has expressed a continuing commitment to fund efforts to ease the 

struggles of needy children while the other has pledged to continue giving 

generously to support education. The Court, of course, does not consider these 

intentions other than to applaud them. 

b) Over the years, the community estate has received significant benefits 

from the husband's separately maintained assets. Of relative small significance 

is the separate estate's gift to the community that allowed for the purchase of the 

first family home on Capitol Hill. More significant is that Mr. Larson (and Mr. 

Porter) treated all Microsoft stock options exercised during the marriage as 

creating an entirely community asset, thus foregoing his claim under In re: 

Marriage of Short to his separate property portion of these stock grants that were 

received and partially earned before the marriage. Finally, over the years, the 

community has received substantial tax benefits due to the losses experienced 

by various separate assets. 

c) The characterization of property as either separate or community is a 

legal conclusion that is driven by application of the law to the available evidence 

rather than by the more flexible notions of equity. In this case, the legal 
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conclusion as to the separate estate of the husband was compelled by evidence 

that was clear and convincing. 

d) None of this is to say that, under its broad equitable powers, the Court 

cannot make a lopsided division of community assets and also invade a separate 

estate to the extent necessary to achieve a just result. It is the Court's intention 

to do both of these. 

e) This was, after all, a long-term marriage in which the wife made a major 

contribution to all that the community accomplished, measured in terms of their 

children, their foster children, their impact in the broad community and their more 

narrow business interests. It is not that she leaves the marriage in need but the 

fact is she will leave the marriage in a less advantageous position than her 

husband. 

f) The division to be effectuated will provide the wife with sUbstantial 

earning capacity, moderate liquidity and assets that can be liquidated prudently 

as time goes by. Meanwhile, the husband, while retaining a substantially greater 

paper value with his separate property assets, will shoulder all of the parties' 

debt, most of the risk, heavy carrying costs and interest payments and a 

considerable amount of trapped-in tax liability. Again, it must be emphasized that 

both will continue to do well and both will continue to do good. 

30. Consistent with the above discussion and the stipulations or 

agreements of the parties, the document attached as an appendix sets forth the 

assets and liabilities of the parties, designates their character as either 
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community or separate, states their value and makes the distribution deemed just 

and equitable by the Court. 

31. As a further division of the assets of the parties, Mr. Larson shall 

deliver to Ms. Calhoun the sum of $12,000,000 at the time of entry of the decree, 

an additional $10,000,000 on January 1, 2013 and a final payment of $5,000,000 

on January 1,2014. 

Having made the foregoing findings of fact, the Court now makes and 

enters the following: 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The Court has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of 

this action. 

2. The parties' marriage is irretrievably broken and a decree of 

dissolution should enter. 

3. The Larson-Calhoun marital community was in existence from July 

5, 1986 through July 31,2009. 

4. The character of property is determined as of the date of its 

acquisition. Property owned by a spouse before marriage, together with the 

rents, issues and profits thereof, remains the separate property of that spouse. 

RCW 26.16.010. There is a presumption that any increase in the value of 

separate property is also separate. There is also a presumption that where 

separate and community estates coexist, if there are both separate and 

community funds available, the appropriate fund was used for expenditures 
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intended to benefit one or the other. In re: Marriage of Pearson-Maines, 70 Wn. 

App. 860, 867-8 (1993) (citing Pollock v. Pollock, 7 Wn. App. 394 (1972) and 

other cases.) On the other hand, when separate funds become "hopelessly 

commingled" with community funds, there is a presumption that they have 

become community property. To rebut a claim of such commingling, the burden 

is on the party asserting a separate interest in property acquired during the 

marriage to establish by clear and convincing evidence that the funding can be 

traced and identified to a separate source. In this case, the Court is satisfied that 

such tracing has established that the pre-marriage assets of the husband 

provided the funding for the post-marriage acquisitions labeled as his separate 

property in these findings. 

5. In applying RCW 26.09.080, ne.single factor such as the duration 

of the marriage or the extent of separate property is to be given undue weight. 

Rather, the statute "directs the trial court to weigh all of the factors, within the 

context of the particular circumstances of the parties, to come to a fair, just and 

equitable division of property. The character of the property is a relevant factor 

which must be considered, but is not controlling." In re: Marriage of Konzen, 103 

Wn. 2d 470,478 (1985). 

6. The assets and liabilities of the parties are characterized and 

valued and shall be disposed of as outlined in the findings above and the 

attached appendix. 

7. During the next fourteen days, the parties shall work to agree upon 

the form of the necessary final orders to effectuate the rulings indicated herein 
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and submit them to the Court for entry. Certainly any additional matters that the 

Court has neglected to address should be incorporated into the Decree, as 

should any necessary corrections to the Court's arithmetic errors. If agreement 

is not possible, alternative proposals may be submitted along with a cover letter 

explaining any disagreements tliat remain. Based on those submissions, the 

Court will enter the Decree of Dissolution and, if necessary, an Order of Child 

Support. 

Dated this 22nd day of December 2011. 
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APPENDIX 

COMM,UNITY PROPERTY 

Norcliffe & Gatehouse 

Teltoft 

Jacobs 

Allen 

Hawaii 

London 

Lake Armstrong 

Swauk Valley Ranch 

The Rocks 

Thistledown commercial properties 

Thistledown residential properties 

Art work 

Non-appraised art 

Furn ishings 

Collectibles 

Golf club memberships 

Vehicles 

Jewelry 

Loan to brother 

Wine collection 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW - 23 

VALUE & AWARDED TO: 

Mr. Larson 

$20,000,000 

$ 1,430,000 

$ 297,380 

$ 336,000 

$55,150 ,000 

$ 3,340,938 

$ 1,515,070 

$ 12,000 

$ 212,825 

$ 150,000 

Ms. Calhoun 

$ 1,200,000 

$ 1,500,000 

$13,290,000 

$17,055,803 

$ 5,171,000 

$ 1,850,000 

$10,580,000 

$1,151,000 

$55,150,000 

$ 390,198 

$ 457,609 

$ 9,759,882 

$ 65,400 

$ 596,268 

$ 231,000 
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Goldman Sachs acct. -839-5 

Microsoft 401 (k) 

Fidelity IRA 

Oppenheimer IRA 

U.S. Bank accts. 
Joint 
Laurel accts. 
Thistledown 

Bank of Hawaii acct. 

Barclay's Bank acct. 

National Westminster acct. 

Mr. Larson 

(-$113,565,847) 

$ 6,114,836 

$ 49,731 

$ 4,451 

$ 30,343 

Ms. Calhoun 

$ 4,002,755 

$ 4,000,191 

$ 2,243,485 

$ 702,782 

$ 56,887 

MSFT shares (276,316) $ 7,358,295 

Fidelity acct. -068 $ 350 ,801 

Laurel Ink, Laurel Gifts $ 283,727 

Laurel Foundation, Positive Transitions $ 1,675,540 

Opportunities for Education $ 533,722 

Charitable commitments 
(Children's, Evergreen School 
Solid Ground, University Prep, 
Lakeside School) 

(-$ 5,096,000) 

HUSBAND'S SEPARATE PROPERTY 

Mudville Nine 
Less J.P. Morgan loan 

Kelowna Rockets 

Promptu Systems 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW - 24 

$176,739,084 
(-$ 40,155,987) 

$ 160,013 

$ 4,878,600 

Hon. William L. Downing 
King County Superior Court 

516 Third Ave 
Seattle, WA 98104 
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Video Networks 

Bregal Fund 

Sand Spring Fund 

Silver Lake Partnerships 

Goldman Sachs -047-8 

Wells Fargo -0204 

J.P. Morgan acct. 
(163,702 MSFT shares to W) 

Microsoft stock 
(56,600 shares to H, 
349,730 shares to W) 

Separate artwork (3 pieces) 

Baseball memorabilia 

1911 Rolls Royce Silver Ghost 

Loan to daughter 

WIFE'S SEPARATE PROPERTY 

Jewelry 

TRANSFER PAYMENTS (H to W) 

Entry of Decree 

January 1,2013 

January 1, 2014 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW - 25 

Mr. Larson 

$ 1,284,624 

$ 890,019 

$ 0 

$ 52,204,911 

$168,722,516 

$ 511,356 

$ 8,121,210 

$ 1,507,258 

$ 4,800,000 

$ 2,199,221 

$ 1,400,000 

$ 318,429 

(-$ 12,000,000) 

(-$ 10,000,000) 

(-$ 5,000,000) 

Ms. Calhoun 

$ 4,359,384 

$ 9,313,310 

$ 669,000 

$ 12,000,000 

$ 10,000,000 

$ 5,000,000 

Hon. William L. Downing 
l(ing County Superior Court 

516 Third Ave 
Seattle, WA 98104 
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IN THE SUPERlOR COURT OF WASHINGTON 
FOR THE COUNTY OF KING 

In re the Marriage of: 

CHRISTOPHER R. LARSON, 
Petitioner, 

No. 10-3-04077-7 SEA 

DECREE OF DISSOLUTION 
COCO) (Marriage) and 

JULIA CALHOUN, 
Respondent. 

[X]Clerk's action required 
(~1.2 and '11~,7) 

I. JUDGMENT IORDER SUMMARIES 

1.1 RESTRAINING ORDER SUMMARY: 

Does not apply. 

1.2 REAL PROPERTY JUDGMENT SUMMARY: 

King County real property awarded to petitioner: 

King County property tax parcel numbers: 
3304700405; 
3304700400; and 
3304700395. 

King County real property awarded to respondent: 

King County property tax parcel numbers: 
3304700396 and 3304700125. 
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1.3 MONEY JUDGMENT SUMMARY: 

Does not apply. 

END OF SUMMARIES 

II. BASIS 

The court entered Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law at Trial on 
December 22, 2011 (the "Findings''). 

III. DECREE 

IT IS DECREED that: . . 

3.1 

3.2 

STAllJS OFTHE MARRIAGE. 

The marriage of the parties is dissolved. 

PROPERTY TO BE AWARDED TO THE HUSBAND . 

The husband Is awarded as his separate property the following assets: 

a. The parcels of real property located at 97 Olympic Drive NW, 95 NW Park 
Drive and 93 NW Park Drive, Shoreline, Washington (Norcliffe and the 
Gatehouse are both subject to Deeds Of Trust provided for In paragraph 3.3 
bb below), and the following Items of personal property associated with that 
real property; 

1. Garden art and statues located on the grounds listed in trial exhibit 
#1186 that are not pieces induded in the community property 
appraised artwork divided between the parties per paragraph 3.2 f. 
below or pieces awarded to wife in paragraph 3.3 below. 

2. Gardening equipment currently stored at the Jacob house that is used 
on the Norcliffe house grounds. 

3. Excess construction materials of his choice that are necessary or 
. potentially va./uable for specific application at the Norcliffe house 
(paving stone, roof tile, bricks, etc.). The excess construction 
materials are currently stored at a property owned by Thistledown 
LLC. The husband must take possession of excess construction 
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materials of his choice within 30 days of entry of the Decree. If the 
husband takes possession of any such excess construction materials, 
the wife shall be awarded the two stone dogs. 

The husband's award of Norcliffe and the Gatehouse Is subject to the Following: 

The wife may have until April 3D, 2012 to vacate Norcliffe and the Gatehouse. 
From February 2012 through the time she vacates, the wife shall pay the 
household staff (housekeeping) expenses. The husband shall pay the remaining 
expenses for said properties, including but not limited to utifities, dues, taxes) 
insurance, capital/necessary repairs, landscaping and other grounds expenses. 
During her occupancy, the wife shall not cause or permit any damage to Norcliffe 
or the grounds (reasonable wear and tear excepted) and she shall reimburse the 
husband for any such damage that is not covered by any insurance. 

b. Two one-seventh interests in The Rocks private residence club In Scottsdale, 
Arizona. 

c. Real property located at 15733 Palatine Ave. N., Seattle, Washington that is 
currently owned by Thistledown LLC. 

d. One-third interest In Swauk Valley Ranch, LLC, subject to husband complying 
with Appendix A attached hereto. The Findings allocated the Interest in 
Swauk Valley Ranch, LLC to the wife. However, the parties agreed after trial 
that the husband would be awarded the interest In Swauk Valley Ranch, LLC 
in consideration of the husband's agreement to pay all tax due on the 2011 
joint income tax return. The court confirms the parties' agreement, which is 
attached as Appendix A. 

e. Eight parcels of real property located in Seattle, Washington owned by 
Thistledown LLC that are pledged to lakeside School: 205 NE 139th; 2334 N. 
140th St.; 2336 N. 140111 St.; 2344 N. 140th St.; 2348 N. 140th St.; 2356 N. 
140th St.; 13711 2nd Ave. NE; and 13907 2nd Ave. NE. 

f. One-half the value of the community property appraised artwork. The 
community property appraised artwork is defined as follows: 

Total artwork appraised by Debra Force (the 
"appraised fine art" listed In the Stipulation 
re: Various Asset Values) 

= $115,105,500.00 
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Plus "Nude with a Parasol" by Louis Ritman 
(which the parties agree was inadvertently omitted 
from the Stipulation re: Various Asset Values) 

Less Husband's separate property pieces 
(The Baseball Player; Chicago, Bird Catchers) 
which are awarded to husband 

Less the community property piece Pan of Rohallion 
which is awarded to Husband . 

Less community property pieces awarded to Wife 
(Sunny Window; Undine; Wood Nymph, 
Morning Sunshine, Play Days, La Frileuse X 2, Diana) 

+$850,000.00 

-$4,800,000.00 

-$4,500,000.00 

-$4,452,000.00 

The values of the community property appraised artwork shall be determined 
by the Stipuiati on re Various Asset Values, except for the value of "N ude with 
a Parasol" by Ritman, which the parties agree shall be $850,000. 

The parties shall attempt to agree to an equal division of the value of the 
community property appraised artwork by February 3[ 2012. If they cannot 
reach agreement, each party shall submit t9 the court on February 8, 2012 a 
list of community property appraised artwork he or she would like to be 
awarded, in order of priority, and the reason therefor. The court will then 
Issue a supplemental order dividing the value of the community property 
appraised artwork equally between the parties, If possible. If an equal 
division is not pOSSible, then the court will divide the communIty property 
appraised artwork so the totals awarded to each party are less than $1 
million apart. 

If the court's division of community property appraised artwork results in one 
party receiving artwork of greater value than the other[ the former shall pay 

. the latter one-half of the difference within 5 (five) days; provided, however[ 
the wiFe's obligation, if any, to pay the difference shall mature within 5 (five) 
days or upon receipt of the $12 Million referred to in paragraph 3.3(bb), 
whichever is last. 

If the wife is awarded one or more pieces of artwork currently pledged to JP 
Morgan for the $45 million line of credit, the husband shall use his best 
efforts to obtain a release of her artwork from the pledge agreement within 
60 days of the date of the court ordered award to the wife. In any event, 
the Wife shall not be required to sign a renewal or. extension of the JP 
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Morgan pledge agreement when the pledge agreement expires at the end 
of July 2012. . 

g. The household goods, furnishings and other personal property located in the 
real property awarded to him (Norcliffe, the Gatehouse, Teltoft and 15733 
Palatine Ave. N.), except for those Items specifically awarded to the wife 
under paragraph 3.3. 

h. All community property and separate property baseball memorabilia. 

i. The following memberships: Seattle Golf Clubi and The Golf Club Scottsdale. 

j. The following vehicles: 1911 Rolls Royce; 2008 Mercedes GL550; Z005 
Bentley Arnage-T; and 1998 Aston Martin. 

k. Wine collection described in trial exhibit #1164. 

I. Goldman Sachs account #8395, subject to the husband's performance 
pursuant to Appendix A attached hereto. 

m, In consideration of the agreement of the parties (attached hereto as 
Appendix A), the husband shall be awarded the following 800,000 shares of 

-' Microsoft stock that were allocated to the wIfe In the Findings: 

1. 276,316 community property book shares and certIficate shares; 
2. 349,730 of the husband's separate property. book shares and 

certIficate shares; 
3. 163,702 shares from the husband's separate property JP Morgan 

account #4001; and 
4. 10,252 shares from the community Fidelity account #068. 

so long as he complies with all provisions of the agreement attached as 
Appendix A, 

n. His Oppenheimer IRA #7502. 

a. Kubota R420 S/N 10686; 2000 Chevrolet truck, license #B71712C; 1996 
Isuzu flatbed truck, license #A55330W; garden equipment housed at Jacob 
house. 

p. Cash in the amount of $51,182 for balance remaining in the Laurel Group 
accounts as of 10/31/2011 and the Bank of Hawaii account as of 10/31/2011 
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less the stipulated value of the two trucks qwarded to him that were 
allocated to wife in the Findings (2000 Chevrolet truck at $2.,600 and 1996 
Isuzu Aatbed truck at $400). 

q. Barclay's Bank account #8610. 

r. His post-separation checking account #2675 at JP Morgan. 

s. The sale right to manage and direct contributions by the foundation known 
as Opportunities for Education. 

t. All Interest in the Seattle Mariners, including his interests in the following: 
Mudville Nine, Inc.; The Baseball Club of Seattle, LLLP; and Baseball of 
Seattle, Inc. 

u. His interest in Kelowna Rockets Hockey Enterprises and the dividends 
receivable therefrom. 

v. His shares In and convertible promissory notes receivable from Promptu 
Systems Corporation CPromptu''), currently valued at $4,878,500. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, any funds the husband receIves from 
Promptu in the future will be disbursed in the following order: 

1. The husband will receive the first $9,757/200, which Is two tImes the 
current value of his Investment. 

2. The husband will next receive two times the -amount of any additional 
funds he puts into Promptu after January 1, 2012. 

3. The remaining funds the husband receives from Promptu (If any) will 
be divided as follows. The husband shall pay the wife a tax-free 
payment equal to one-half of the remaining funds minus actual taxes 
paid by the husband. The husband shall receive any remaining 
funds not paid to the wife. 

The husband shall initially pay the wife one-half of the remaining 
funds minus the then-current percentage Income tax rate on long 
term capital gains. The amount subtracted by the husband from the 
initial payment Is referred to in this paragraph as "husband's tax 
estimate,/I Within 30 days of the husband filing the income tax return 
that reports the remaining funds, he shall provide to the WIfe a 
calculation of "husband's actual tax" on wife's one-half of the 
remaining funds. The calculation of "husband's actual tax" on wife's 
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w. 

one-half of the remaining funds shall be prepared by the accounting 
firm that prepares the husband's income tax return. "Husband's 
actual tax" on wife's one-half of the remaining funds shall be 
calculated by taking the total tax paid on husband's income tax return 
that reports the remaining funds, and subtracting the total tax the 
husband would have paid if he had not reported wife's one-half of the 
remaining funds. If "husband's tax estimate" is less than "husband's 
actual tax/, the wife shall pay the difference to the husband within 10 
days of wife's receipt of the accountant's calculation. If "husband's 
tax estimate" Is more than "husband's actual tax/' the husband shall 
pay the difference to the wife within 10 days of wife's receipt of the 
accountant's calculation. 

The husband will provide the wife with documentation of any funds he 
receives from Promptu in the future within 10 days of his receipt of such 
funds or upon· the wife's reasonable request; the husband· shall provide an 
accounting of the funds he has put into Promptu after January 1, 2012, 
within 30 days of the wIfe's reasonable request. 

His indirect Interest In Video Networks International Ltd. (held through Digital 
Explosion LLC) ("VNIL/l, currently valued at $1,284,624. Notwithstanding 
the foregoing, any funds the husband receives from VNIL in the future will be 
disbursed In the followIng order: 

1. The husband will receive the first $2,569,248, which is two times the 
current value of his investment. 

2. The husband will next receive two times the amount of any additional 
funds he puts into VNIL after January 1; 2012. 

3. The remaining funds the husband receives from VNIL (if any) will be 
divided as follows. The husband shall pay the wife a tax-free 
payment equal to one-half of the remaining funds minus actual taxes 
paid by the husband on said one-half of the remaining funds. The 
husband shall receive any remaining funds not paid to the wife. 

The husband shall initially pay the wife one-half of the remaining 
funds minus the then-current percentage income tax rate on long 
term capital gains. The amount subtracted by the husband from the 
initial payment is referred to in this paragraph as "husband's tax 
estimate." Within 30 days of the husband filing the Income tax return 
that reports the remaining funds, he shall provide to the wife a 
calculation of "husband's actual tax" on wiFe's one-half of the 
remaining funds. The calculation of "husband's actual tax" on wife's 
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one-half of the remaining funds shall be prepared by the accounting 
firm that prepares the husband's Income tax return. "Husband's 
actual tax" on wife's one-half of the remaining funds shall be 
calculated by taking the total tax paid on husband's income tax return 
that reports the remaining funds, and subtracting the total tax the 
husband would have paid if he had not ·reported wife's one-half of the 
remaining funds. If "husband's tax estimate" is less than '~husband's 
actual tax/' the wife shall pay the difference to the husband within 10 
days of wife's receipt of the accountant's calculation. If "husband's 
tax estimate" is more than "husband's actual tax," the husband shall 
pay the difference to the wife within 10 days of wife's receipt of the 
accountant's calculation. 

The husband will provide the wife with documentation of any funds he 
receives from VNIL In the future within 10 days of his receipt of such -funds 
or upon the wife's reasonable requestj the husband shall provide an 
accounting of the funds he has put into VNIL after January 1, 2012, within 30 
days of the wife's reasonable request. . 

x. His interest in Bregal Affiliates Fund L.P. 

y. His Interest In Silver Lake Partners I, LP. 

z_ His interest in Sliver Lake Partners II, LP and related entities. 

aa. His interest In Silver Lake Partners III, LP and related entities. 

bb. 56,600 shares of Microsoft stock (stock certificate #8). 

cc .. His interest In Sand Spring Fund LP. 

dd. Goldman Sachs account #0478. 

ee. Wells Fargo account #0204. 

ff. JP Morgan account #4001 (including the husband's interest In Highbridge 
Mezzanine Partners, LP).· . 

gg. His clothing, jewelry and personal effects. 
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3.3 PROPERTY TO BE AWARDED TO THE WIFE. 

The wife is awarded as her separate property the following assets. 

a. The parcels of real property located at 91 Olympic Drive NW (Jacob) and 96 
Olympic Drive NW (Allen/Holmes), Shoreline, Washington. 

Husband shall vacate the Allen/Holmes house by February 151 2012. During his 
occupancy, husband shall not cause or permit any damage to the Alien/Holmes 
house or the grounds (reasonable wear and tear excepted) and he shall 
reimburse wife for any such damage that is not covered by Insurance. 

The gardeners at the Norcliffe property may continue to occupy the Jacob house 
until the wife vacates Norcliffe and the Gatehouse, During that time, the 
gardeners shall continue to do work they would norm?!lIy do at the Jacob and 
Allen/Holmes houses. 

b. The parcels of real property located at 510 N, Kalaheo Ave,) 510 "A" N. 
Kalaheo Ave., and 514 N, Kalaheo Ave'l Kailua, Hawaiil and the Mid-Pacific 
Country qub membership, 

c. All Interest In Larson BVI Trust and Its Improved real estate Including a 
house located at 10 Earls Terrace, London, United Kingdom, 

d. The following parcels of real property located near Lake Armstrong, 
Snohomish County: 

25117 E. Lake Armstrong Rd, 32053500100200 
25120 E. Lake Armstrong Rd, 32053500100300 
25204 E, Lake Armstrong Rd. 32052600402100 
25218 E. Lake Armstrong Rd. 32052600401100 
25230 E. Lake Armstrong Rd. 32052600401900 
25250 E. Lake Armstrong Rd. 32052.600402600 
25404 E. Lake Armstrong Rd. 32052600402000 
25517 E. Lake Armstrong Rd. 32052600402700 
25518 E, Lake Armstrong Rd, 32052600401500 
25519 E. Lake Armstrong Rd. 32052600400900 
25615 W, Lake Armstrong Rd, 32052600400600 
25617 W, Lake Armstrong Rd, 32052600402500 
25618 W, Lake Armstrong Rd. 32052600300200 
25711 W. Lake Armstrong Rd, 32052600400300 
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25803 W, Lake Armstrong Rd. 32052600400202 
32052600401800 (Lake Armstrong Rd.) 
32052600400200 (25803 E. Lake Armstrong Rd.) 
32052600400500 
32052600402200 
32052600402400 

e. The following parcels of real property owned by Thistledown, LLC located in 
Seattle, Washington: 

2100 24th Ave. S. 149830-3116 
2115 25th Ave. S. 149830-3165-06 
911 N, 145th St. 192604-9335 (Husband to vac~te by 04(30/2012) 
916 N. 143rd St. 192604-9101-04 
924 N. 143rd St. 192604-9378-00 
934 N. 143rd St192604-9092-0S 
16715 Ashworth Ave. N. 072604-9186-06 
15716 Ashworth Ave. N. 440270-0040-03 
2007 N. 153rd PI. 667297-0050-07 
1817 N. 147th 021750-0155-01 

. f. One-half the value of the community. property appraised artwork, as that 
term Is defined in paragraph 3.2 f above and below. 

Total artwork appraised by Debra Force (the = $115,105,500.00 
"appraised fine art" listed in the Stipulation 
re: Various Asset Values) 

Plus "Nude With a Parsol" by Louis Ritman +$850.000.00 
(which the parties agree was inadvertently omitted 
from the Stipulation re: Various Asset Values) 

Less Husband's separate property pieces . -$4,800,000.00 
(The Baseball Player; Chicago, Bird Catchers) 
which are awarded to husband 

Less the community property piece Pan of Rohalllon -$4,500,000.00 
which is awarded to Husband 
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Less community property pieces awarded to WiFe 
(Sunny Window; Undine; Wood Nymph, 
Morning Sunshine, Play Days, La Frileuse X 2, Diana) 

-$4,452,000.00 

The values of the community property appraised artwork shall be determined 
by the Stipulation re Various Asset Values, except For the value of "Nude with 
a Parasol" by Ritman, which the parties agree shall be $850,000. 

The parties shall attempt to agree to an equal division of the value of the 
community property appraised artwork by February 3, 2012. If they cannot 
reach agreement, each party shall submit to the 'court on February 8, 2012 a 
list of community property appraised artwork he or she would like to be 
awarded, in order of priority, and the reasons therefor. The court will then 
issue a supplemental order dividing the value of the community property 
appraised artwork equally between the parties if possible. If an equal 
division Is not possible, then the court will divide the community property 
appraised artwork so the totals awarded to each party are less than $1 
mil/ion apart. 

If the court's division of community propertY appraised artwork results in one 
party receiving artwork of greater value than the other, the former shall pay 
the latter one-half of the dIfference wIthIn 5 (five) days; provided, however,. 
the wife's obUgatlon, If any, to pay the difference shall mature wIthin 5 (five) 
days or upon receipt of the $12 Million referred to In paragraph 3.3(bb), 
whichever is last. 

If the wife is awarded one or more pieces of artwork currently pledged to JP 
Morgan for the $45 million line of credit, the husband shall use his best 
efforts to obtain a release of her artwork from the pledge agreement within 
60 days of the date of the award to the wIfe. In any event, the wife shall 
not be required to sign a renewal or extension of the JP Morgan pledge 
agreement when the pledge agreement expires at the end of July 2012. 

g. The non-appraised artwork listed in trial exhibit #129. 

h. The household goods, furnishings and other personal property located in the 
real property awarded to her (except for those items specifically awarded to 
the husband) located at 91 OlympiC Drive NW (Jacob) and 96 Olympic DrIve 
NW (Allen/Holmes), Lake Armstrong, all 3 parcels located at 510 N. Kalaheo 
Avenue, 510 "AI! N. Kalaheo Avenue, and 510 N. Kalaheo Avenue, 10 Earls 
Terrace, London, and all real estate located in Thistledown LLC excluding 
15733 Palatine Avenue N, 
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i. All posey holders and posey holder displays. 

j. All silver and sliver displays and collectibles. 

k. All tea pots and tea sets. 

I. All antique and vintage linens used for ballroom set-up (valued at $15,000), 

m. All other Items purchased by the wife from the Antique Cupboard, 

n. The following vehicles: 

2004 Chrysler Pacifica; lic~nse #94RXH 
1999 Volvo V70 AWD XCi license #989UWB 
2000 Volvo V70 AWD XC; license #379XOW 
1981 Fiat Spider 2000 (NADA low retail value); license #416YBB 
1999 Ford Econoline (HI) SDuty3S; license #PDX365 
1999 Chevy Suburban (HI); license #NNR927 
2002 Chrysler Sebring (HI); license #MJP145 
1993 Ford RlOPU 
1997 Ford Ranger; license #B95966A 
1999 Ford Ranger; license #B02017A 
2000 Ford Ranger Super Cab; license #B08984H 
2003 Ford Ranger; license #B91997N 
2007 Chrysler Town & Country Van; license #002XBW 
2002 Honda Odyssey Van 
1997 Volvo 960SW; license #832XKC 
1998 Volvo V70 Wagon 
2001 Volvo V70 XC; license #380XOW 
2002 Volvo VlO AWD XC; license #710YNZ 
2004 Volvo XC70; license #836SYI 
1994 Isuzu NPR/ND2 
1998 Ford E250 Parcel 10' Van; license #B68491G 
1998 Volvo VlO XCAWD 
1998 Volvo Wagon 
1999 Volvo V70 XCAWD 
1996 Range Rover MDL 4.0SE 
1994 Volvo 850 4-Door (A,M,) 
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o. The following scooters and dirt bikes: 

1999 Honda CH80X Scooter (white); license #872867 
1999 Honda CH80X Scooter (black); license #872866 
1999 Yamaha PW50 Dirt Bike; license #102412A 
1999 Yamaha PW80LI Dirt Bikei license #10241lA 
2000 Yamaha TIR90M Dirt Bike; license #12660A 
2001 Yamaha TIR90N Dirt Bike; license #14155A 
2003 Yamaha TIR90R Dirt Bike; license #211507A 
2003 Yamaha TIR90R Dirt Bike; license #211506A 
2002 Yamaha PW80P Dirt Bike; license #211505A 
2001 Yamaha TTR90N Dirt Bike; license #14153A 

p. The following trailers, heavy equipment and miscellaneous vehicles: 

1. 1996 utlllty trailer 
2. 2004 EZLDR trailer 
3. 1993 Caterpillar forklift 
4. Raymond forklift 

q. All women's jewelry, appraised and unappralsed. 

r. Loans receivable from her brother, Joseph, and the parties' · daughter, 
Shauna. 

s, The husband's Microsoft 401(k) account, Fidelity #9872. 

t. Her IRA at Fidelity #8155. 

u. The Findings allocated US Bank joint account #7456 to the wife. The value 
of the US Bank joint account was $2,243,485 on October 31, 2011. After 
that date the parties continued to disburse funds from the US Bank joint 
account to pay expenses per the Temporary Order. After trial, the husband 
transferred a total of $1,425,000 to the US Bank joint account from an 
account allocated to him In the Findings (Goldman Sachs account #8395) 
to bring the balance of the US Bank jOint account to more than $2,243,000. 
The wife then advanced to ·herself by agreement a total of $2,243,000 from 
the US Bank joint account. The wife Is awarded the $2,243,000 that she 
advanced to herself from the US Bank joint account after trial, and the 
husband is awarded the remainder of the US Bank joint account, because it 
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consists of post-trial deposits from an account allocated to him in the 
Findings. 

v. US Bank Thistledown account #7992. 

w. Nat West account #6541. 

x. The accounts for The Laurel Group, US Bank #9430 and #9448 and the 
Bank of Hawaii account #5080. 

y. All interest in Laurel Ink and Laurel Gifts. 

z. The corporate entities for Thistledown LLC and Laurel Group LLC, to be 
. transferr~d to the wife pursuant to paragraph 3.13 below. 

aa. The sole right to manage and direct contrIbutions by the foundations known 
as Laurel Foundation and Positive Transitions. 

bb. Four .tax-free cash payments from the husband totaling $47,770,480.27, 
11 paid as follows: 

12 1. $12,000,000 paid prior to entry of this Decree of Dissolution on 
February 3, 2012, ('Immediate Transfer Payment''); 

13 
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2. $20,770,480.27 whiCh are the net proceeds of the December 
30,2011, sale of 800,000 shares of Microsoft stock, which shall be 
paid to the wIfe on February 3, 2012, pursuant to the agreement 
attached hereto as Appendix A C'Microsof\: Stock Proceeds''); 

3. Transfer payment of $10,000,000 paid on January 2, 2013 C'Future 
Cash Payment''); and 

4. Transfer payment of $5,000,000 paid on January 2, 2014 C'Future 
Cash Payment"). 

The lmmediate Transfer Payment and the Microsoft Stock Proceeds shall not 
be a judgment or accrue interest If timely paid pursuant to #1 and #2 above. 
In the event that either one or both of the payments mentioned in the 
preceding sentence are not timely paid, the court shall enter an' Immediate 
judgment for the unpaid payment(s) which shall accrue interest at 12% per 
annum from default until principal and IntereSt are fully paid. 
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The Future Cash Payments shall not be a judgment. The Future Cash 
Payments shall not accrue interest if timely paid because the husband will 
need to sell assets to make the Future Cash Payments and will incur costs of 
sale in doing so, The court could have awarded additional assets to the wife 
in lieu of the Future Cash Payments, in which case she would have borne the 
costs of sale, In the event that either one or .both of the Future Cash 
Payments is not timely paid, the past due payment(s) shall accrue interest at 
12% per annum ·rrom default until the default is cured or principal and 
interest are fully paid, 

Husband shall be In default under the terms as set forth In this Decree jf he 
(a) falls to make any payment when and as due under the terms of thls 
Decree; or (b) fails to perform or comply with, in full, any of the terms of the 
Deeds of Trust described below, 

Upon default, husband shall pay all reasonable costs of collection incurred by 
wife hereunder (including, but not limited to, reasonable attorney's fees, 
accounting fees, expert fees, and deposition costs). 

If the husband defaults on either of the Future Cash Payments, there shall be 
a 30-day "cure period" from his receipt of notice of default before the Deed 
of Trust foreclosure process can begin, to give the husband time to cure the 
default. 

If the husband defaults on the first Future Cash Payment and does not cure 
his default within the 30-day cure period, both Future Cash Payments shall 
become due and payable after the end of the 30-day cure period, 

Husband shall have no claim for offset or credit against the cash payments 
herein and he shall have no claim for forgiveness of the cash payments. The 
Future Cash Payments under the terms of this Decree shall be secured by 
Deeds of Trust upon improved real estate at 97 Olympic Drive NW, 
Shoreline, WA 98177 and 95 NW Park Drive, Shoreline, WA 98177, executed 
simultaneously with this Decree, The form of said Deeds of Trust 15 attached 
as Appendix 8, including the Master Form Deed of Trust as provided for in 
RCW 65.08.160 (as edited In Appendix 8). The husband may cancel the $30 
Million life insurance policy benefitting the wife when the Deeds of Trust are 
signed by the husband and recorded, Any and all costs incurred by wife in 
connection with recognizing upon the above security shall be included In the 
costs of collection hereunder for purposes of Attorneys' Fees and Collection 
Costs, 
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3.4 

cc. The right to receive a portion of funds the husband receives in the future 
from Promptu Systems Corporation, as more fully described in Section 3.2.v 
above. 

dd. The right to receive a portion of funds the husband receives in the future 
from Video Networks International Ltd., as more fully described in Section 
3.2.wabove. 

e~. Her ci<?thing, jewelry and personal effects. 

LIABILrnES 

A. Liabilities Under Temporary Order. Husband and wife shall 
assume and pay any debts and obligations of the parties that 
are due prior to the entry of the Decree pursuant to the 
provisions of the Temporary Order entered on 09/30/2010. 

-. 
8. Husband's Liabilities. Husband shall assume and pay any 

unpaid indebtedness incurred by the husband subsequent to 
the entry of the Decree. Except as .otherwise provided for in 
this Decree, husbaT)d shall assume and pay any and all 
indebtedness, liabilities, guarantees, and obligations incident 
to any assel awarded to the husband. The husband shall 
assume and pay any and all Indebtedness due and owing to 
Goldman Sachs and JP Morgan. Husband shall assume and 
pay the charitable pledges of the parties in the amounts listed 
in the Stipulation re: Various Asset Valu~E1,s to Children's, 
Evergreen School, Solid Ground, University Prep, and 
Lakeside School. Husband shall assume and pay cash 
payments to .the wife in the amount of $47,770,480.27 as set 
forth in paragraph 3.3(bb) above. Husband's Liabilities are 
subject to the Duty to Defend, Hold Harmless and 
Indemnification provIsions of subparagraph 3.4{D) below. 

C. Wife's Liabilities, Wife shall assume and pay any unpaid 
indebtedness incurred by the Wife subsequent to the entry of 
the Decree. Except as otherwise provided for in this Decree, 
wife shall assume and pay any and all indebtedness, 
liabilities, guarantees, and obligations incident to any asset 
awarded to the wife (including any amount due to the Antique 
Cupboard). Wife's Obligations are subject to the Duty to 
Defend , Hold Harmless and Indemnification provisions of 
subparagraph 3.4(0) below. 
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3.5 

3.6 

D. Duty to Defend, Hold Harmless and Indemnify. Husband and 
wife shall indemnify, defend, hold harmless, protect and 
reimburse each other for, from, and against any and a/l legal 
proceedings, claims, losses, demands, damages, liabilities, 
costs and expenses (including, without limitation, reasonable 
attorneys' fees and costs), fines, judgments, mediator costs, 
arbitrator costs, court costs, legal fees Incurred on appeal of a 
collection action and ali interest thereon related to or arising 
from 

(i) Either's obligations as set forth in this 
Decree; 

(ii) Claims pertaining to any property awarded 
to either; . 

(iii) Claims caused by the negligence or wilfful 
act of either; and/or 

(iv) Claims related to or arising from the death 
or bodily injury to persons or injury or 
damage to any property, caused by either 
or agents or employees of any business 
property interest awarded to either under 
this decree (collectively, "Claims"). 

E. Husband's and wife's duty to defend the other shall arise 
Immediately upon either party providing written notice of a 
Claim to the other, and shall survive the satisfaction and 
payment of either party's obligations under this decree. 

F. Release of Wife. No later than March 31, 2012, the Husband 
shall close the joint Goldman Sachs margin loan account and 
transfer the margin debt to an account in his name solely. In 
addition/ prior to March 31, 2012/ the husband shall ask JP 
Morgan for a written statement that the wife is not liable on the 
husband's JP Morgan line of credit. 

MAINTENANCE. 

Neither party shall payor receive maintenance. 

INCOME TAXES. 

The parties shall file a joint individual income tax return for 2011 (the "2011 
return''). Pursuant to Appendix A attached hereto, the husband shall pay 100% 
of any tax due on the 2011 return and any later defiCiency including tax penalty 
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3.7 

3.8 

3.9 

and interest. The husband shall receive 100% of any refund or tax 
overpayment on the 2011 return. In addition, the husband Is awarded 100% 
of any credit relating to the 2011 return. 

If there is later determined to be a deficiency (including tax, penalty and 
interest) on a joInt Income tax return for a year prior to 2011, the responsibility 
for paying the deficiency shall be divided between the marital community and 
the husband's separate estate in the same proportion as the community and 
separate adjusted gross income for that tax year. Each party shall pay 50% of 
the community portion of the deficiency. The husband shall pay 100% of the 
separate portion of the deficiency. 

The husband shall report the Video Networks loss carry forward on future 
income tax returns. 

For any audit, assessment or other action by the IRS relating to a joint income 
tax return filed by the parties, the wife shall sign a power of attorney authorizing 
the husband to act on her behalf. The husband shall select and pay for any 
professional he deems necessary to assist him In responding to the audit, 
assessment or other action. 

. The liabilities of the parties under this paragraph 3.6 shall be subject to the 
Duty To Defend, Hold Harmless, and Indemnify provisions of subparagraph 
3.4(D) above. . 

CONTINUING RESTRAINING ORDER I PROTEmON ORDER. 

Clerk's Action/Law Enforcement Action: The clerk shall forward this Decree to 
the Seattle Police Department which shall forthwith remove from any computer
based criminal intelligence system available In this state used by law 
enforcement agencies any·reference to the Restraining Order entered 'by the 
court in this matter on September 30, 201 O. 

JURISDICTION OVER THE CHILDREN. 

The court has jurisdiction over the parties' minor child, Adeline, because 
Washington Is Adeline's home state. 

PARENTING PLAN. 

The parties shall comply with the Parenting Plan for the parties' minor child, 
Adeline, signed by the court on November 29, 2011. The Parenting Plan signed 
by the court is approved and incorporated as part of this decree. 
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3.10 CHILD SUPPORT AND POST-SECONDARY EDUCATIONAL EXPENSES. 

3.11 

3.12 

3.13 

Child support. and post-secondary educational expenses shall be paid in 
accordance with the Order of Chlld Support signed by the court and dated 
January 27, 2012. This order is approved and incorporated as part of this 
decree. 

ATTORNEY'S FEES, OTHER PROFESSIONAL fEES AND COSTS. 

Each party shall pay his or her own yet-unpaid attorney's fees and costs. 

NAME CHANGES. 

Does not apply. 

OTHER. 

Each party shall promptly perform any act reasonably requested by the other 
party that is necessary to effectuate the terms of this Decree, .includlng but not 
Ilmlted to the execution of documents to transfer assets as provided for in this 
Decree. 

The parties' obligations In this Decree including the transfer of assets as 
provided for herein, shall survive the obligor's death and shall be a lien on 
his/her estate. 

DATED: f f b. :3, &'J ( I-
I HON:WiL AM DOWNING 

Petitioner or petitioner's attorney: 
A signature below is actual notice of this order. 
THOMAS G. HAMERUNCK, P.S. 

By: C vi.? - ~ :::::6- Q '-i 
Thomas G. Hamerlinck 
WSBA No. 11841 
Attorney for Petitioner 
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Respondent or respondent's attorney: 
A signature below is actual notice of this order. 
JANET A. GEORGE, INC., 

/ 
i Attorney for Resp, n ent 
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Dec.ember 29, 2011 

Yl/l. !i~AIb 
Ms. Janet A, George 
101 rlf'ih AV~" Suite 45S0 
Seattle., WA 981Q4 

r.s. 
Qq"'"",,,I.~r~I~1 
11)60D N.e;. POlJR1H BT. 

SUITE 2:100 
~ mews, WA. tI~b' 

TIM~110NI; (426) ORO·lm 
FA0811dl\.1! (m) m,71U 

RE: Larson I Calhoun. DlssolutJon - PRlVlLEG&10 strn'L.l3MeNT co~1MUNlCAT!ON 

Dear Janetl 

Chris Larson has authorized me to send 'the foll(wlng offer of eompromlse. If yow client cloes 
not 8ccep~ the rallow!ng oft'er, neIther you nor shrJ may refe~ to It In aMY cOl,lrt proceedIng. 

We receIved your email re~ponse containing your Interllneatlons 21nd your addition of peragr{lph 
4. Chris agrees to YOUI' Interlineatlons and f:he add\f:1on Of your paragraph 4, with the 
conditions aa set forth In !:he nElw penlgraph S. below. I have Instructed my paralegal, l.ynn 
Stanley, to revlse the letter llilmallad to you earliar this morning to Include your InterJlMatIOn$, 
your additIon of paragraph 4./ alIT addition of p&r~grtJph 5. and further Il'IStrl.lctel:! Lynn to sign 
the letter on my behalf, , 

EXcluding MSFT shares held In Chris'S 401(k) accovnt, JuliD wets awarQed 800,000 shares of 
MSFT stock, consisting of booK shares, certlRcatl~ $har~ and shares held In street name. This 
week, MSFT has been tradlno around $25 per shars, aM 1 assume thEl ~verage CQst baSis of 
the MSrr stOCK awarded to Juna 15 around $1 pe:r share, which means th!l~ julia has trapped-ln 
capital gaIn or $~$ per share, Multiply tl1e $25 per shara gain figYTe by aoo,ooo shares and 
Julia h~$ a totel of *20,OOMOO In trqp~d·ln cepltal gain In the MSFT shares awarded to her. 
At IOM"term capital galh rataii (15%), the tax on $20,000,000 of gaIn Is ~3,OQO,OOO, 

Chris Is willing to sell 800,000 shares of'MSri before the enc! of the year- and give the proceeds 
to Julia, .s:p th'lt the gain can be ropol'l:ed on the 2011 joint Income tax retum and nettEd 
against the loss carry-forward generated by Video Networks International, provided Julia agrees 
to the followln9l . 

1. Julia's c.holce of either 510 "A" N. Kalaheo AVe. (stipulated v~fue $t,69D,DDO) or one
thlr~ Int~r$at In SWal.lk Valley Ranch ~I.C (stipulated value $l,950,OOO) shall be awarded to 
ChrIs. 

2, Chris wUl sell 800,000 shiiTes Qf MSFT in Goldman Sacl)s accol.mt #8395 on Friday 
12/:BO/l1. Ju/la will hold him h&rmles~ for any rluGtu~tlon In the pries of MSFT stock belWeen 
now and the time cl1e 5to~k I~ sold. 
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3, Chris lllt1st hold the 12/30/11 sale proceecls In account #S395 untll replacement shares 
ar1! transferred Into the ~CCOUht, otherwise ~he wl~hdrawBI of the 12/30/11 .ale proceeds would 
trigger a margin cell In I'lccount #83;15, Thus, the BOO,OOO shares awarded to Julia In the 
Fihdlngs or fact and conC!\.!5Ions of Law will be award~Q tQ Chris, and they will be transferrf;!d 
Into Goldman SachQ account #8395 by 1/31/'12. The tr~n$fer of the replacel'r'lent shares shall 
bG completed by Januarv 31, 2012. The net proc"eds from tM sale of tM 800,000 shares sold 
on l2I30/11 will bt; trBn~ferred to Jull~ on Febru~IY 3, zm" 
~, . Chris shall ass~lme tlll tax lIablllty (01' the pm-tll;$' joint 2011 tiJX return form 10~O. 

~ 1 Any future tax credits 01' refUndS {If any) 011 future tax returns a$soelated with the ta;o:es 
Chris Is payln9 aoLeb! on the 201l rebJm shall be entirely credited to/reGelved by Chris. In 
other words, If Chris Is paying ALL or tria tal< 01'1 the paltles' 2Q11 federal Income tax returtl, 
the" Chris should receIve all rutur$ credle(s) and reFund(~) or any) associated with the payment 
or the 2011 taxes he pays, . 

. The foregoing offer Is revoked (f It Is not accepted In wrltlng 'by ,:00 p,m, todfly. Julia's 
acceptance must specffy her t;holce betweEl!'l Chrl$ receiving the HawaII prop~rty or the Inter~ 
In SWBuk Valley f!.al'\Gh LLC, Plupse emtJf{ your Ri'~eptance to l.ynn St8nfeJlJ 8S 1 wIll not be In 
1:1)6 oMce fit $,'00 p,m. today, 

Sincerely, 
THO~1As G, HAMERUNCI<, P.ll, 

!JJlry(~~~,;~O-'~ 
Thomas G. Hamerllnt;k ".. 

eel Mr. Chris Larson 

__ 510 'W N, Kalaheo Ave. 

$ .US Interest In Swauk ~aHey Ranch LLC 

-. . -.-.. ----.-._ ... _-_.--.---.-----.232 .. _. __ 
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AFTER RECORDING MAIL TO: 

NAME: Janet A. George 
ADDRESS: Janet A. George, Inc., P_S. 

701 Fifth Avenue, Suite #4550 
Seattle, WA 98104 

SHORT FORM DEED OF TRUST 

THIS DEED OF TRUST, made this __ day of ______ , 2012, between 
Christopher Ross Larscin as GRANTOR, and as 
TRUSTEE, and Julia Larson Calhoun as BENEFICIARY. 

GRANTOR hereby irrevocably grants, bargains, sells, and conveys to TRUSTEE in trust. 
with power of sale, the following described property in King County, Washlngton: 

The property whose address is 97 Olympic Drive NW, Shoreline, 
Washington 98177 

Assessor's Property Tax Parcel/Account Number: 330470-0405-03 

Legal Description: See attached EXHIBIT A 

TOGETHER WITH all the tenements hereditaments and appurtenances. now or 
hereafter thereunto belonging or in anywise appertaIning, and the rents, issues, and 
profits thereof and all other property or rights of any kind or nature whatsoever further 
set forth in the Master Form Deed Of Trust hereinafter referred to, SUBJECT, 
HOWEVER, to the right, power and authority hereinafter given to and conferred upon 
Beneficiary to collect and apply such rents, Issues and profits. 

THIS DEED IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF SECURING PERFORMANCE of Grantor's 
obligations Incorporated by reference Dr contained herein and payment of the sum of 
TEN MILLION DOLLARS ($10,000,000.00) on 01/02/2013; the payment of.the sum of 
FIVE MILLION DOLLARS ($5,000,000.00) on 01/02/2014; all with interest thereon in 
case of default according to the terms of the .Decree Of Dissolution, payable to 
BENEFICIARY or order and made by Grantor. 

f-tJis deed is for IRe ~ lilt seet:trlMg pel rormante of ~ra1'lt-eFs-e61i~eOO-l:Il'lderltie 
Decree of Dmsolutlon ~l1tered iii Kilig CoonlYi Cause #10=8-84877 7 SE-k-cm-
requiliJlg me Grantor to pay the sUlII-FtFfEEl'<Hv1tttteN DottAR~t$'l51000;'06e;eer 
w~h interes-t-ihereOfl-ffi-ee-se of defal::Jlb-

235 



I 
I 
I 

I , 

By executing and delivering this Deed Of Trust secured hereby, the parties agree that all 
provisions of Paragraphs 1 through 35 Inclusive of the Master Form Deed Of Trust 
hereinafter referred to and attached, except as stricken by interlineatlons, together with 
the attached Rider, are hereby incorporated herein by reference and made an integral 
part hereof for all purposes the same as If set forth herein at length, and the Grantor 
hereby makes said convenants and agrees to fully perform all of said provisions. The 
Master Fonn Deed Of Trust above referred to was recorded on the 25 th day of July 1968 
in the Official Records of the offices of the County Auditors of the following counties in 
Washington in the book, and at the page designated after the name of each county, to
wit: King County, Book 569 of Mtgs, Page 436-439, Auditor's #6382309. 

//1 
1/1 
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REQUEST FOR FULL RECONVEYANCE 

To be used only when all obligations have been paid under this Deed of Trust and the 
Decree Of Dissolution in King County Cause #10-3-04077-7 SEA 

TO: TRUSTEE 

The undersigned is the legal owner and holder of alf indebtedness secured by the within 
Deed of Trust. Said indebtedness secured by said Deed of Trust, has been fully paid 
and satisfied; and you are hereby requested and directed, on payment to you of any 
sums owing to you under the terms of said Deed of Trust, to cancel all evidences of 
indebtedness secured by said Deed of Trust delivered to you herewith, together with the 
said Deed of Trust, and to reconvey, without warranty, to the parties designated by the 
terms of said Deed of Trust, all the estate now held by you thereunder. 

DATED: ______________________ __ 

By ________________________ _ 

Mail reconveyance to: _____________________ _ 

Do not lose or destroy this Deed of Trust, said Deed must be delivered to the Trustee 
before cancellation will be made. 

STATE OF WASHINGTON ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF KING ) 

On this __ day of January, 20_, before me a notary public in and for the state of 
Washington, duly commissioned and sworn, personally appeared 
___ ----,,-_--:-:--_:--_----,-_-:--__ ' to me known to be the individual who 
executed the within and foregoing instrument, and acknowledged to me that he/she 
signed the same as his/her free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and 
purposes mentioned in this Instrument. 

DATED: ____________________ _ 

Printed Name: ___________ _ 

NOTARY PUBLIC In and for the 
State of Washington 
residing at ___________ _ 
My Commission expires: _______ _ 
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MAST.ER FORlYI DEED OF tRUST 

Recorded by Washington Mortgage Correspondence AssociaHoo, ~ Washington corporation, pUTluant to C. \48 L. 
1967 

Toe Ora:nlol(&) covenanLs end agt.e; as follows: 

I. The following described ~tBte, ploperty and tights of Gnmlor(~) ara also inoluded e.s a ,ecurlty for 1he 
performance oreach covenant nnd agreement of Granlol(s) contained heroin or in the Short Form Deed ofTrusl and the 
paymont ofall5Um~ ofmo"oy secured hen:by: 

(a) All the ~slale and rights of GrantorCs) in and 10 said llroperty and in and to land lying in straets Bnd roads adjoining 
said promises, nnd all access, rlghls, Bl1d BDsements appertaining-thereto. 

(b) All buildings, smlctures, impIOYemenls, tlxtllre.l, Bnd articles of properly now or hereafter atlacned to, or us~d aT 
adapted for use in the operation of, the mid premises, including but without beinr limlled to, all heating and incinerating 
apparatus and equipment whatsoever, all boners, engines, motors, dynamos, generating equipment, piping and "plumbing 
fixturu, TBnges, cooldnglpparattlS and mechanlcol kttchen.equipment, refrigerator&, cooling, ventilating, sprin1ding and 
vacuum cleaning systllrtlS, :fire eKtingulfhlng apjlautus, gB.! Ind electric "fixtures, call1"tinS, undctpadding, el~Btors, 
~scllato,s, plrtiHons, mililtels, built-In mirren, windpw 'hados, bUilds, screens, stcrm sash, awnings, famishing' of 
~11t~eirllltllH!ltHobbies; alld shrubbery and pl&1\ts; Bnd including a150 .11 Interett of Iny owner of the said 
premises in my of sueh Items hereaf'ler lit lUI)' time acquired under condltioBoI sale conml, ohlttel1TlOrtgage or olher 
ritle relaining Dr security instrument, al\ of which property mentioned In Ihi. pe.ragrnph shall be deemed pert of the Tedty 
an d not severable Wholly or in part wilhoutmaterial injury to the freehold. 

(e) All and singular the lands, tenements, ptiv!1eges, watlIT tights, hereditaments. !llld appurtenances thereto belonging 
or in anywise appartalnlng, and the reversion and reversions, remainder and rcmBind~rs, Tents, issues. and profrts 
Ihoroof, and 0)1 the estate. rights, title, claim, Inlorest IIl1d demmd whalsoaYcr of the Grlmtor(s), either In law or equIty, 
of. in and to the bargained premises. TO HA VB AND TO HOLD said premise.! bargnmed and described. together lVith 
oil nnd singulor the lands, tenements, privllelle5, w8t~r nghu, hereditaments, and appurtenances ther~o belonging or in 
an)'·'\,. oppertaining, and the reversion and reversions, Tcmaindar and remainder., tents, iSSI1e.5, and profits thereof, md 
all of Ihe este!!:, right, title, ellim, Dnd domonds whatsoever oflhe Gnmlor(s), eitherin law or ill equity, of; in and to Ihe 
abovc bargained premises, {oreYer as security forth. faithful performance of the JlTcmissory·note secured hereby and as 
security for Ihe faithful perfoTTTlllJlce of each ~nd all of the covenanls, agreemenhi, terms, and conditions oith!s Deed of 
Tru~l, SUBJECT, HOWEVER, to the right, -polVer, and authority herelnatier given 10 Dnd confmed upon Beneiiciaty to 
collect and apply suoh renlO, iuucs, and profits. 

(d) All ofGr~ntor(S)'5 righls furtherio encumber said property for debt except by such eneumbrnnce which bym aotual 
lerms and. specifl!:llly c:-..-pressed Intent shall be end at all time! remain subjeot and ~ubordinate to (I) I!IlY Ilnd all 
tenoncies in existence when 6IIcb encumbrance becomes effectivo IIlId (ii) Bny tenancies thereafter created; Grnnlor(s) 
hereby (i) representing as a speoial inducoment to Beneficiary to malta tltls loan that as of the date hereof there arc DO 

encumbrances to secure debt junior to this Pcod of Trust Bnd (li) covenanHng thet there are to be llone 6S oflhe date 
when Ihis Dced Of'TTust be.omcs ohecord, except in elther case encumbTIIllocs having the prior \m\ten approval of 
Benefieilry, Rnd all of Grantor(s)'s right; to enter into any lellie or lease agreement which would crteat. a tenancy thetis 
or may Dccome subordinate in JUly rospeot to 8l1Y mortaag. or deed of tnlst otbcrthm thh D ced ofTnlsl. 

2. Whon and If Oronlor(6) and Beneficiary mall T~pecltvely became tho Dobtor and Secured Party ill my Unlfonn 
Comm"lcitl Code Financing Statement affecting property either referred to or dcscrlhed herein, or In any way 
connected with the uac and enjoyment cf Ihese premiseII, this DeedofTrust shall be deemed a Security AgTeomcnt es 
deilud 11\ seid Uniform Commercial COdD andihe remedies for any violation aftho covmantl, tenns, and conditions of 
the agreem~ts herein contained shall b. (i) II.! ptescn'bed herein, or (iI) by 8.nmll~w, or (Iii) IS to such part of1he 
security which is olio TeReeted in saia Fill8nolng statement by the 5pcclflo 111l(lItory consequenc.,now or horcaft",. 
cnacled end speolfied In the Un/foml Commeroial Cod., all at Beneflcl!ry's sol. election. OrantoT(s) Bnd E!netieillT)' 
agree thet Ihe :filing of such D. Flnanclng Statement in the records normally having to do wilh personal JlToperty shall 
never be construed as In anywise doro~ting:frcm or impairing thll decllration e.nd bereby stated Intention ofthc-parties 
hereto, that everything used In conneotion with the production of income from the property that 1s the subjoct of this 

LPB-20/AII ... hmcnl 
POg,lorr.:::; 
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) D •• rl or Trust andlor adapted for Use Ibonin IIldlor which ir ducn).d or r.flecled In Ihls Deed of Tru,t i! nnd at alt 

ii(ll~l End for all '(lurpese.o and in 811 proceedings both leKa) or eqlli~l, &OElI be, le8uded L! part of Ihe '~al eilate 
Inosp.ctive of whether (1) any such It8m fI physl<:aJly atttehtdtl> Ihe ImprovOlllIl1\S, (H) lelbJ numbera 'r" used fQr Eh • 

. . b'~fT id~n~ficllion of cortain equipment il,ms oep~bl. ofb.inrillu5 Idl5llllIi,d In ! reelt<) <:ont$med In Ine short form 
Deed ofTrustDrin lITlY list filed with the B'n'fi<:iBry, (iiQ lITlY Euch Item l!referred to crull'eted in nny such Financing 
St>tomcnt 60 filed., tn)' tima, 

3, To pey ,II dobts end monl .. ,.cured "",.by, wheM from lilY cluselhe (lm' shell becomo due, To klep Ih. property 
fr.e from .loMary and goy.tmT\.nlllll.n, oi Dny Idnd, Thll the (lrll1101(.) (s/Ilt nized in f.e simple of lhe property 
and owns ourright ey~ry'(l&rt Ihartot, that 111m lIO no liens or .noumbronm against or upon the s.me .nd none suporior 
to Ihi' Deed of nust, will b. cr.ated or suffered 10 bo ctcated by tbe Orarrtor(s) during lh. life aflbl. D.ed of TTUS~ that 
h. 11 .. good right to mIke this n •• d of '!'rust and Ihat ho wm (oloyer Wln.,,1 Ind derend said prop_Tty unto tbe 
nenei\crulY,lt.r aUcces,ors and as.iSllI, .galnsr everyrmun wlronuoover IlwiIJlly claiming or 10 .laim the lime or Iny 
pITt thereat, Tho Orontor(.) upon requ.st hymlil wli :!Umlsh ,written Ilelom •• tduly .eia1a\\·I.dgod af~le lmountdue 
on this Deed o[Tnm md whalker MY a{Uatr or derellSe> exist agnlzllllh~ debt secured her.by, ,1'0 pay to Bmri!alaTY, lraan.nolary sa ,equlte>, tDgelher wIth and In .ddl~on '"' tb. moothly psyment. of prinsJp<ll 
andlht 151 p.yable und.r!he term; at tho Hid note, on the dale lOt forlh Ihor4ill {orlbe m.l:lng ofmonllll)!.pa9fir<ntl 
e •• 1\ mon, n .Rld Tlote iI fuIlYl',;d, ",urn, as .. tlmal.d aythc Bononcl.ry, oqual to thcl1'ound TIIn rirOny, I/Id the 
U:<Of IIId spmlBI 'Q..mEnll Tlext due CIl1 th~ premlsor coven:d by thlx Deed ofnult, plus the urns Ibat will noxt 
hl!Colnl dill> Ind ply.bJe'1lnJ.nsunncc pollcfcllf 1liiY b. requited und:rpuslllpn 10 , Grllllor(r) Dlrnlnillc 
dellverp,omptl~ to ben~nclarY'l!l4lIIlI And nallee.! thereof, 1011111 111m. sl .... dn.i rera" cllvlded by Ilia nUmber of 
months to cllpse btfoTa two monlh • .ptnn..tQ...thc dnlc whon such around TI\t~pr urns, IEXCi, and spc.lalllllBlmllnts 
will become delinquent, .sUch ,urns to b.lt"d'1ly.I~ e.n.nol •• yin tnJ \f'p&y ufd Jnlund nntJ,l'romlum" IIXII, I.l1d 
.~.ci.llI .. nm.nl.. A.1I plymantr mentionea In t~ gnp ,n p'ymontr to b. mlde under rafa nolD .hall b. 
tddcd tOscl1lcr snd the Dggr.,.to Dmount !hlleo! shell b!'p . 111D Oranlales) elch rnonll1ln a slnll. jI.ymcnllo b • 
• ppl\cd by'Ba"ri!cla<y to the foliowlng ItolTll In thyrdfrnlfllrl, :tl.JtOuoannt5, limy, IL~U, ep""lal autrtm'nls, 
!In iII1d otkDr h~"d il1suClno~ prcmhllJ\!Ii m.lntlrut an tha nols lIouriir y; IDa, (3) amortization atlbcl'rincil'ui 
of Did nolc. Any len.leney In 1118 ot.!ll't:Jrt(Of any IliOn ussre!.t. mon1h1Y'P" m111 eanrtftut. III .vent of default 
under Ihls Deed of TTUst ThYII'i!!lstrment provl6ed :far tn thCllDl1IgrBph 4 is lolel)' • h. added plOt.e~Dn af the 
il'neficl"y ond entails lI.!lJ-etponriblllty an th.aonotici.ry'Ep~rtb'l'ond tb. plloll'mg ofdu. It...wUbout IDt~rest, for 
Ih. 'U01S ~clllaUDJ"'~d hy It. Upon 1!Ji'!gnmsnt or thi. D.ad ofTrun DY lit. Benmt(elY, IllYtlmClns,na '1I~1 be 
rumtcl ov'0P-U, •• sslgn ••• nd I.!l)' respon .. "lIity of the If,I8I1OT wilh rc<pcct !bmlo sh.n laminate, Brlc Ifor of 
Ihe ~<flY Inut r. tho iullject of Ihl. Peed of Trust ,h.1I outomsUc.llymn,fe, to tho grant •• ,II rigill' Dftbe Grento (s) 
Ilritn resp.r:t 10 onyfunds D'tllmulaladhel1lunder, 

5;-1"4~a> Ihnt any pn\'lltent or portion Ihereofis not paid wilbln 111\'011 (1") days cemmonclng "'lib lb. ~5 
due, Beneficiary may oollo.t,ond ma OFIII'ItD ( ... )..Lo,pl¥:lllllh·,u.~lal' clierso' of two ctnb (.5.02) 
fa .. o.",,",,~1 , aUa., IqUI at.d d01T1ag1lS rar.h. addidDnal oxp.mc of h.tiiII~lnicii"'l"8R\il~ 

6...Jfthc (01.1 efl •• payments (herein Called TOurns) mad. undlli' pa{Qgr'ph 4 hereDCIII.rlng 10 resmes lor ' 
rcniS;'\J,~peoi£l ossmment" 6TI~ 1"emtam, an !nsur>J\co polioios, sholl .:tc •• d Ih. emDunt of 1'D .Dtu.lly 
made by IlanOilti. roc til 0 Plllpo,., sot !brill In pUllgr.ph 4, '(lilli ilIcn DIllaunls os have been ne y ~ccumulatecl, 
in lllCl1 r .. el'l" lowor .nlS therefrom next to bt""me dut, such OXDOIS rn,y,-provldg.no orault1hon oxlotJ und.r 
!he tcrmr ofthls IlIstrllmentnoT et.lh!> terms of lb. )lTOmJ&5tnyllOlollClaby .e9!JD<t,'tiui nOI olb'mlse, be ercdlted by 
ben,fi<rliry In p~)'1llenl Df tubsequ.nt ngjiag~utllotpatlfal, JlB)'Ill8IIIJJe-1rf'mndo by GnntDrM ee, at tn8 option of 
Ih. Sen.f\QillY, Rl\lnded to Ihe GrantorCa) or hlSllibr. Ir auc .. , ,6interclt umo)' IJlpm upon Ih. rccottls ofth~ 
a.neOotal)', tt, however, tho monthly poymtnt. lCOum ueh Teilln'es rhall 7l0! b: iUffial~nt to PDY tne Illm& 
requlrtd when til ••• mt .hlll bt •• mb due alld ~Irl tho Gronlal. ~ to :eansllDlary nny nmounl neeo51.ryto 
mok. up tho daiial.noy wllhln IlIlrty (l.Ql.AR1f'wrwrltlin ilo~OI to arllll~ "Slit. omount ofths deflolenoy. Tf 
UI~r' 'hell bt 0 default I1l1d'uJlY15i"tlta provfslOll5 of Ihl. Dud 01 Trust and ih. I lila of tho p.aporty 1n 
lCcCITdlnee wllh 1h. pr ',llllli bcreaf, Dr It the SeneflolllYlCqulru tho properly otherwise .fnr c " Il1e13.ntficlltY 
'hall upply, " me of commencement of auult '(lrocndllt" or 't~he "rna the prop"rt)' I. alhcnvirc r.d, 1he 
'oallnc. III rom.lnini In the fund, DCDumul.ttd underp"sgroph 4, lell ,uuh IUm' as will beaome due and pa 
durtrifiir. pDndenc)'ofth~ p,aceedings, 09 ~ cTl'dlta!Dlnstthe amounll mured horeby, 

~ps-laIAIU<hmcnl 
Poll !lc rr '1 

---_._---_._-
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7, To maint,in tho buildingo .na olharimprov'm'nts OD the prop.rtyin k TCAtabj. and 1!m~I.bl. condition and ,1,1. af 
repair, til ncn~'r commit nOT 5lJlrer DRY I'IUI~, to promptly comply wilh oll T.quiT8ITltI\!; oj tho fidl:t.j 5tltt Lnd 
rnuaicjpalluUloti~" md ,11 alber laws, etdln2J1cos, T'gulltiens, tov<!l.nts, coedlnon., E11d ruttiations tesp:cHn~ .lIfd 
ptO]lm"j' or th. Usa tharoof, illiG pay ,1\ f.a; DC charge.s alllt)' kind In ... nneaHan thorowllh, Tha !lanaSaill)' mol' 
"coVer as d.mo.gcs fat" Iny breach onhis "V,"Jnt lb. amounl it would cost 10 l'pt tha proparty In ft" condition cl1l~d 
for her.in. In Ih. avent orb,..on of Bnyn.gunement of this paragr.ph, tho B~oncl.rym'Y, in eddltion to eny other 
rights orTemedles, al any time thl!t!umdeclm 111e whole of "Id principal.rum Immcdiatoly duo ",d payablc. Pnt&Hl-I' 
1m~.b:m""4("","ur.it~~ll-bo.unno .. m~R-Illy..;ul/.4;"1'~_ad",i-Undo<,1l1jG-pal<lgJap~IIlG;(~",b~ 
JHr,F.ioI • .y..ef-IHg~~e-ep~.m!n!ll'-1~e~:1I&-pf""JI~.kt~i;ffiJ<i.r-oHn~~I-teet;Mble 
~",""",,&-!fur-'i'oaian;h)e.no~.e. . 

&, To ,olnplet. or resloe. prompUy .od in gond wtltkm211llkc m""ner Bny buDding OT improvcmmt Which may bt 
cOQstnJelcd, domas.D, or d!llToy.d lher.on, Ind poy w'hen duo ell com inc1tlTcd Ih.refor, and, If tb. loen .eGured 
her.by I1C Bnypart thereo( Is being obtained rOT Ihe purpo,. offlanncing <on,lNcHon otirnptovemm!; en 5al~ properlY. 
Oranlor(» iilr1her aile.(s): 

(a) To commen" construction premptly Gnd in any evenl ,)llhio thirty (30) daya -&om the dala of Ihi. 'o,lnlment, ond 
.comrlel.illna SImi in aceerdlnce with any B!lI"t.Crt1Cnt. rcl.~nll" 10 conllNetion III1d plan • ."d .."cclflclti<mS nrtrfaclC71jl 
to EI,n<ilclll)' lvilhln Dlantmonth, et tho dBte oelhl. 11\(il\Jmonl. 

(b) 'ro allow .Ben,~ci.tl' tl! inspect laid propar!)' at 111 limB! dur/nr eonstnJ,Uen. 

Ce) TDT.pl ... sny lYerlcor m,teriBI. unnllsflclory 10 Ilena!iclary; ","hlo fiA.en (15) calendar alYS eflcrwti~en nolleo 
to Granlor(s) of suoh r.et. 

(d) Lbat IVorl: !hall not CI!ll!e ad the conmueHoo of iUch improvoments for Illy rmon whlltloeVIT for a "pcrlod of 
niteen (IS) conRCUt!VG dlYS, 

,he Thlstae, UpD1 pre&Cnlft~an to it uf In eBid5'~laiJR<d by B.n.fi~IITY ,ettlng fct1h facla inowiTtl • d.f.~1i by 
OAnlar(.) undcrlhlt numbeTed par-graph, is I!UthoDted 10 neclptuuuell1d cone1U5ive.n rftets!nd slatemants therein, 
.nd 10 .tt illereon hcy;ounder. 
Y. No bulldlng ~ albor Improvem.nl on tho property 'hull be &lruoiurally eltorca, ",mo\'.a, or aemollsh.d, withaul1h. 
BcncOduy'll'ri.r wnltcn consent, ner shull lOY fI~tur. or chell.l covlllad by this need afTruSI and adapted to 1he 
ptap'" us. MId enJoymlnt of' the prsmlses be Temoved at any tim. w[lhoutllk. C1In5lnt unlm aotually rop\acc4by an 
artlcie of equal !tlllnblllt)', owned by Ihl 0"nlor(5), free rmd cl.aT cf.nyllan or lCounlyinlarastoltcept Iuch as maybe 
apprevcd In \I-n~ng by Ih~ Ban_ficl tTY. 

10. To .-wc..lJ>.i\;".s'noli~t-l.05~ll-~~~I;:.~Isti"l!-l .. ~~~ m~inl.il1 
\/l","singly, insumnco, with l'T'mlum, prepaid, on .11 of Ihe property Ihal i. UlB subject of tbls n •• d of ']:rust. 0< 
)I!"o/ter bocomlng pori o; •• id propotiy, eseln$\ lou byfiro and ether hDZlfds, c;so,IIi .. , and conllnscmclts, ~ 
·-...l""'._...;olO)'-b""""luir ..... "'"""Ito!I .. "'"Iif1\ .. ~Hl·"~!ioI·IT\,~IItffiIs-!>M.far ... ij.h-p ... "Ii-6f-t:~h 
~~\:le..cloWie:;...{>#ltkOUkGHtFibIJtlon-l-in-fl=r-'lf..JlntLln_foml ... d.u,clo~lw>-aar.:li.i~-t0-6~!l 
r·Iiai<.-le-B"".jj~aro'r"",R1<,"-~.ll"''l'-On.II''BMilMo-ar,...,.oigAR\.IlI-trHi.n.tlAI~"-T''blfI1"i'~ 
rn.' .... o-<;h.ll-blH>.m.d~fI-'i.mplTl;aHlJlP..,...~ ... )'-!il"".;;olll')'r"""B.rtmai"'T1~.r-aHI!H>p~olM'.quii. 13, blltoL{., fo 
",all\\cll\-Sald_~~\rir.z:Q..poIiGl .. -In..aRllltQ~~paBUislGt1-in-l!au-of-GoU .... IIAi-'!'iol.JlIl1J"""'t~.laf'l'l ia wI;!s!l 
'.".n~IQld-pDliGl'Hh.ll.b ... kcpW>,I8n.ibl~~mio;W-o~\l..tilnc.s..for-r'~Im-ll>.l~l>eReiioIlrJY-Or-foT-Imp •• M~ 
B.no;".!er*"{t..'8aRl&-o.y.j"", .. ~.d-sa\d..r~i.-"Rlo;,t.."'ll!'-b.-wIl~dr~",,".~~of1'Jo'l' a- .ny H...,.. In event of 
forool05ll1"0 or lhi. Deed of Trust er alher Irann.r of HUa to thalubJeolprDp<rt)' in ,~tlngulshment of lem. or IIlI ol'lh. 
Indeb12dnm "'I\I"IId hereby, .11 interest of the Or.nlot(.) in enyinsUTlncl poUclal In iorc.e 1'aDIl1'ISI"le Iha 1'un:hescr 
or Onnl.a to")l8y to BenefieiBry I. Beneiioiarym8Y requ{r ... na&ORable fe, to ctr/~co5t, oflubstlllltinSl'oliolas in !he 
evrml \h. OranlorCs) r,pllca(s) any "potio), prior 10 fI! BlIPitllion, Ormlar{s) 'wlil ",lmouTlD Beneficial)' iOT lIny 
ptemlums paid ror Buell inJUmJo, bYlh~ :BenellolBry upon the Granltrr(r)" dlflUft in 10 in,urln,1he buUdlng' or other 
Improvements ordor.ullin Bssilltlin/i and dc1lvDringofluah pallol~ lotha b.nd\rll~so cndelled. 

l t. To appnr In ~d dofend lOY lull, ectioD, oqlfoc.edlns Ihll ~Igb\ affect the value of thIs SlCUtity inrotnrmont or tht 
... urhy ItulFor Ih. nih1s Dnd pOIVell DC Ben.fi,lnl)' or TttIsi.'1 and shoUld San.Ocl.ry or 'rturte, ~I.el alIa to appelr 

LPl!·lO/Alto1:hm .. t 
~'Iea off tj 
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_ .• _-) In .r daf~nd .nYluabletlcn orpraceedlng, b. mado 'l'arttla &1leh bYrcl.san oi fhl. need of Trust or alocllo prQsecut. 
such I.uan IS EJlpem ncees .. ry to.lIfer.", ... Id valu., lhe Q"nto,(,) will, at III omu, Indemnify ji<m1, 1l1d, on 
demlllu rclmbur •• Bonefiell!!)' or Tnlliea for lillY and .111051, dETTla~, Uprns., Dr cos~ including cost o[ovldence of 
nile .nd Dtlorney'. feO$, ari.lng aut of or Incllmd in call1lect10n wUh tny such suit, Bation, alpro.eadlng, and lb. sum Df 
such IXptndllUru &n.1i be neurad by Iblr Deed D('funl IVIlh hliAro.slll ptovlde61n the note i<cur.d hereby Dnd Eh.11 
~. due and payable on demond, To pay cosls aC .ull, co.t of e\CIaenee or title .nd a rmanabl. atlomey'l tIC in any 
proceeding or suit broutht by :eene5darylc farecl.se Ihls Deed a!ThJSl, 

12,. To pay In 'full ~u~t:r{.w)-Ga!s"before dellnqumt ell rcnls, t4.'<tl, alJe:lsmeo15, I!!1d encumbrances, oharges or 
Hen, with inler",I, (h.1 mol' ITolV or h .... fl~, be levied, ", ••• ".d, or c1oim.d upon tho prop.rty Ihet i&lito iubJool of this 
D.,d of T,mt or 'n)' p8(t thoreo!, .... hich .t eny time appear to beprlor or sup.rior herelo for which pravlrian h"""0l 
been made h,relafore, end upon req.e;;l wUi e~h!blt 10 Benefielory affielal racolpts Iherefor, .nd 10 pay lll -ta>,: •• 
impo;cd upon, reason,ble co.ls, i.c., lno <:<pen." of till. !rUII. On default under this l'orlgT1lph llflleflo(ary may, Ot 

-its opHon. puy, orpay cui cfmer/es .aCUmulalod IInder plngroph 4, any ,uch slim!, Mlhollt WI Iv,! oflnY olher tight 
orll.n.r.,leryDy ro.'oll of ouolt dofault af Grentor(s), ~nd Benefiolary .ball not bailable to Grantcr(s) for ~ f.nUlO 10 
oxorei .. Iny Bucn oplion. ,lAIr') 0'1 • .l.t, 

- . o{1'sY 1>-"" 
11. To repay Immedlololy 00' ft'n oo~ce to G7Inror(s) en .ums exp",ded or odvlIIlccd hereunder by or on behalf of 
B ... tioio'Y or Tnul .. , with In t from tho date of .~eh ,dune, or .~pcndllUn .llho rli. of tIn J>.~.nt (lOY.ll'tr 
annum unill paid, Illd tho Tip' lint IhmQf,hall bo Rcu~d nCleby. Falhm to npl)llucIt .~pcndft\lr. aradvBr\~' ~nd 
intorert th.reon wlrtlln tlOl'(. -41~ Dr lit. mlni"l ofauoll narica \VnI, 01 Bonoffelute aptio1\, constitule .n ovcnt or 
ddwlt hereundor, at, 1i4nlrl<>lory may, 01 Its optlo., caminence In ,dian I.nlnrt G,ontor(J) for tna Tlco\'try af lueh 
expenditure ar Idv.ncc and inlerut thereon, and In IUch DYm! Gr~ntor{&) 0JTee{c) 10 lIa~, in addition to Iha amount of 
such lllptndliure Dr wnnea, IU costsand e~pmJCIIn'~lIed (nillek .e~on, la,.lherWlth ITusonablnltcm.y'rrce, 

I~, Sltould OTIOIaTes) fBil to msko lllY payment or to do lilY let 01 'hmln Jlrovldal. thsn Beneficil!}, or Trustee. but 
without Dl!llptlol\ BO tc do lI1d IVtIlt.ut notlceta or d.I1l1Dd upon GranlOr(l) and. wllhoutTaleaslng- OrantDr("from BIlY 
oblilltion hBtvof, may: Malt. or dc d,. ",nle In lutlt mOMe! and In &UcIr c~lml as alllter-may dnm llCUOlSury 10pru~Cl 

. the .... urll)lnenot; lI87\otlclory Dr Trust .. b.ln,s luthDrixed 10 eofar upon lite lIIop.rtyfor welt purp0505j ecmmmce, 
.pp:ar in lind d.fond any action or p,aaecdll1l purparlhtS to dfeel Ibe reC1lr!ty llDroof or iht ti&hts or pOlvtrr of 
:efll'fielul)' Dr '!\"st<ej poy, purcbos., ecnje~ Of campromfse IlI"J wl/nlbren.a, ellirga, or nen wl1leh In 111& judgmmt 
af eith., ep?c." to b. prior or Ill!",rior borcla, and In exerelslns Iny ,uah "OWII, IocIlr 1liiY Jlabnf1y, ""l'and \VII.I.ver 
amounts In Us .b[olule discretion It mo.y d •• n, nec .... ry Ihal"lfar inclDdlni cost or oviden" cf till., employ counsel, 
il\d payhl./her/lhillr .. e .. on.b It flOCll, 

U. (0) 'Tu fuliyccmp1y wl(h .n Dflhet."ml. condlKans, und ptovlsfonl ofJlllo.~es"on·50id p'operty &0 th,tth, ,amo 
sh.1I not became in derBul( and to do Il1lhnt I. necdfullopmerve.lI uid Imu in (0108. 

(b) To permit no IlSslgnm'nl oi en)' 1eoso, or I!1tY Bublalting Ih,reunder un 1m lherlgh, 10 essll!Sl or sublet Is '''Pressly 
""<Ned by tllel,es .. e undor .~ch I.,DS', 

(0) That .av. end e,o~pt for 10"" Inr! .s .... I1\'n~ p,ovid~d \l:I b. p.ld by (JnarlorCs) IS spccifiod III p"rDS"'ph 12 
htr<of, i3"IOton') will not e""lo ar sunor or pmnlt 10 b, ""nd, ,ubsequent to th. date oOho cx.otu~an ond dtllvcry 
oi Ihis O"d afTrurt 'ny 1100 or encumbrance which m.y be or beoom, !upcriar 10 any 1 .... uficenag 'Bfcll'raperty, 

[d) 'Illi! If any part of Iile automablle parklng .ra.., InQludcd wllhm nJd1""porty is tJI(cn by e~ndemn~tla1\, or b.fara 
raid oroll no Dlnerwln roduc,d, Orantor{s) will provtde p17ldnrlllollHlcsln Idnd, liz., end \o'.~on 10 eamply wfth an 
10"'0$, .nd bera", ma"1ns any contrect for "",h snb.rttulB p.,-Itfn, fa,lIIl1", Gonlar{.) will furnish to BaMllel.." 
utile.afory assurance of complation thsreof ft •• of J1~n' end In tanr.mrUy wllh all gavornmanlal :z:anlna and 
r.JuI16Qn~, 

16, Should the Jlropcr!)' or IOl'pD,1 Dr appurtan~_lhu4a( or tiBbto! Intira,tth,r.tn ba I.~ or dBm.sed Dyreu.n of 
.ny pUbllc ar pr!VIl~ improvem1nt, cond.mlllUan lIroe.cdlng (lnoludlnH cnrngu of grad.). iirc, ol[ll1qUJlk" or othor 
CISUllty, Qrin Iny clher manner, Banefiolary mol', .1 it. option, commence, oppoarin andpro.<cul., In 1ls ownllam., 
.n)' action or proceeding, Dr mllca any eompmmile or saHI,'n.~!, In connection wilh IU.'I ttklng cr dlnll,o, and abttln 
.\1 compensation, B\V4td., or olh.r relief ~\.cefhr, All rueh oarnpenlatlDn, IWlld" dlmD8'" TiGhtl of .cUan end 
proteed., including lhcllrocacd, or lII1yl'ollclB' or InsUlance .floating Ih. plllparly, Ire herclly 155Ian.d lo bcndi~illTY, 

. - ~"--------'-"--- .- ....... _-------._._--_ ... _._-_ .. --._--_ .. ----------
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.) IYhleil m.y, ,cm d,ducting th .... from all il. clCpenses, inc1udlng sttoma)"a Fe .. , Tol.a. an~monles '0 r.calved by I~ or 
'ppIY1h. seme on any Ind.btedness f<ollfod hereby o~ apply Ihe saml to "the .. pllli aT r8StoTa~on of tho proj»rty, t.s It 
m .. y,l,cc ClrJlnto¢}J\J!:!h.o .... IJ!I'.'o B""!jn' .. 'l!..llj!.,.J!,,".p.,."'Ju......,...,jb=f'IO'm.~""~njLi;_9~ 
\Im'1'f-"'~ •• a-;o;-'J!o.blJll&lit..Gf4R..s.n6li~lo-iu!ld~".J4g&lfi.mad~t~;I-IImmn~kl'Hal&.pFOpIK~ 
~1'Tmal"El-<ll;'-aHoU.&4.ld.,.Iu. .... ~>r"'p.l"I1I11I6rJ'lflHld.,..;a .. ~I<:.rfIQ~ 
!!>m...,5~,,~-l;o;oi>r<v'~=uiyll-»lllOn..m·.4'h\.I .... co\leoUQ~-b~.l.I.I!.d.-G;:an\.r{<l-al'''-''!'8'l{&}-l ......... 'l6.iu .. 11 
P.!r1heH<ffi;nmenl:t-6kn)'-Bll.h-.""'p.Il .. Il~I~na8.r,-.... "'.,....p.h~"'o"'~ .... ,.,....."I'.YffieIii~lH>i 
.GliaA",~ ••• Gs.~""""!io~.t!lloIIslt:..ma.p"!jlI'-

17. Tim, J~ of the menC41 horcof In connoc!1on will! all obligations o( the O,onlor(s) herein or In .aJd nete, By 
ac:c.rting p~yment of i!J\y sum .. cured h.reby after I~ duo dlte, l'lcn.nolary do .. not wolve Its nihl either to requlr. 
prompll'aymenl \Yh~ due of all olher suml'o .,ouTed or In d.cllre d,r..ulliorf.nuTC 50 10 pay. 

I S. At eny time upon \\,;\lon "quesl of Benefic lory, jlsymrnl of Its f",s and pre.cnletion of Ihis D.ed SlId s.UI nole Tor 
ondorsan,nt (in C!!S1: of full TOcanveyance, for clIICe\latlOll and tolention), without m.cUns the lIabilll:)r of lI1y person 
ier thol'a)'ITlont of"H1e Indebl.dnm T!U.t .. mio/ (c) ~Mtnl 10 the TllIIldnlJ of 1I1)'1t1Ip Dr pl.t of sald property; (b) join 
in gt&ntln: ony .... 'm.nl Dr .".linr Iny restriction thoroonj (0) join in eny subordination or ol~cr agreem.nt alf.ctlng 
Uli. D.ed Oi til' lien or 01l"~ thorcof: Cd) TOCOnYOY, wl1hout WlrTlUlty, ~11 Dr lIlY jlaTt ofibe proparty. 'Ihe Gnnlae In 
Rny Tceonv.Ydn.,., moy b. do •• riboll Il Ih. "Pmon "r pO<loo.logally 'ntill.d Ihoreto," ~d th. TGotl41. Iberom of nny 
mott.n or facts shal/ b •• oncluclve"))",of oCIh. \nllh!ulneu IhlTeof. Grantor(s) Igr ... ta ply a reason.ble trustu.'6 fe. 
for full or pirtial rl!conv'YDl1e., logoth.nvith s r.eortlln,i,. If7Nstee, It lit oplion, elecls tanaord ;.Id reconveycnee. 

J9. In ce.to oflsal. under tills Doad ofTM~ Iho nld proparty, TId .p'qo •• Lava· ..... cd, tnf.ybe iDld In onepaml, 

20. The Ofl11l0r(s) sha11 not, wHhaut!iTsl oblllnins thaS!TIeOtlary'1 wrttlqn eonsenf, assIsn III1Y or1ha ranb orpro1\ts 
of Ihe p<llpert)l ar collecl Bny rent for more Ibl!ll on. monCh In odvl!lloo or ohlnsolhe S!TI.ral raluns olthl OOQupsnoy D'T 
inili.tl or .cqui ... o.ln any zonln! TIIClasslflc.\lon, or d. or luffer Iny let or tldn, which would Impllr tn. lIoUrit)' fOT 
,Did d,bt oT the BeneficlarY.liea lIpon .ald ~rop.rty or Iha rant! thltlof. In Ibe Ivmtofbre.eeh of lilY Tequlrelller1t of 
Ihl. p"'s"ph, Ihe 1l.n.liei.ryTTlo~, In addl~an to Iny 011,.,. rlghl:! orremcdlu, It lillY tll"" lhlTesfter dDclDTIth. IVbole 
oC .Bld prlnetpol sum Immedrl .. l)' duo Ind p.Ylblb. 

21. M rurihor seeurity for Ibl poymanr or.lI irulcbler!naos ~ro\n m'nllon.d, III Orantnr(.)'s ltnt. Ind profit. af said 
propcny and Ihl nih I, title. and Inlerest oflh. Oronlor(l) in and und.r alll.a.ses now oTlI.rcllfler ufti:ctinlf nldl'''II'trty, 
sr. her.by Isslgned III\d Iron.fsmed to the 13enofiuill11'. So 1011g IS no dcr.UlI shtl1 oxlst in compliJDoe wlU, .ny 
rcquiromtnt hereof or of OIly furll,or lulrumertt .t ony time !IX.outed wilh respect to this noed ofTrusllne Gnutor(s) 
rna)' cOllotl tIS&ipled renl. and "pToflts as tho IBm.iilll due, but Upoll til. O",UITl!ru:b uf my ~ueh d:flul~ or It $l1ch 1.lar 
U11I< ., the Beneficiary In ill 0010 dl=60n mlly:!lit by mltt,a l1o~ee, all righi of nil! OranlO!{a) to calleat or reaalvo 
rents oqllonls 6hsl1wholly termlnat •• Alll.nt& or profit! of OrantOl(I) recelvablo frum O1"in rupaol io &tid )lTOp.rty 
which It ,hull b'l'.rrnl~.d 10 eoll.eth.reundar sholl be T.celved by n In tnis: 10 p~ytl1o usua1 and TGosonsb1. cporating 
~Xp.nm or, snd tho l:tles upon, ,aid property and tile '~nll owing Ih. 'B~&&fjelltY u IhlY become duo and 1'")'11'01. as 
provided in .this D .. d of Tru.t a, in tho •• id nat. orn) allY modlfioslion af.lther. Thl ba1Jnae of such tenl. Ind l'rcf'!cs 
aftor permont of.uch opor,ling eXp,n, ... , taX"", and sums duo ~"Beneltclary, and ,ftert ••• clting astdo of IDO!Uols to 
date of such oXP'Q.<5, tax"" and ,uml, Including amoiliz.Hon, ,h,1I b. Grafllor(.)'J .b.olul.l'ropcr\y. No 1.!!Se oflhe 
wnol. Dr any pArt of fh. property Involving an Inlt.I.llO!m aCmot.tllon IhTI. (~) yo.n !hsli bo modified or l.rminated . 
withoul Ih< wrillen constnt of the BcneficllrY, nOT ;holt lhe sUTtcnder of any suoh lIP .. '00 acaeplsd nor my umtal 
Ih"e'mdcr be collected for more lhln Iwa (1) lTlanln, in odv.ncc without lRlo wrlttaa con·"nl. In lh. ayant of any 
dciilu)t h.rtundor and tho e~arcl5c by ~hc B'nc:!lclor;y oi III right! hC!1!by grAnted, Ollator(a) DST"e{S) Ihat payment> 
mod. by leo.nl, aT occllp.nl. to the B.neficllrY Ihall, II 10 5uoh tenen~, bo eon$ldcrcd a. thougllllUldc to (3r,,"lor(5) 
and in dlschng. of tenanls' obligations 65 .uoh lr> Ollnlor(I}. Nothing bereln oootuined shall b. coMlruad II obliging 
Ihe B.".Ocllry 10 pHfQnn IInY ofOnatol(I)', covtnltln IIml.r 1I1Y lo.s< orrent1i1 Alrlngoment. G~antor(') ;hollax6cul, 
ond deliver to the Beneliolory upon dommd an)' ilU1hoT or lupplemCTTI.1 !LISignm6nli n.empTy to "ffectu,to the 

, .... . ... "~ ., .. . . "' " ... . . . . . .. ~ . . ......... ... _--" ... , . 
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inlmtionsoflnls plragreph end upon failure o(flI. ulOIllor(s) 10 10 comply, B.nelid.rYm~y,ln .ddl~on 10 allY other 
Tight ammedy II has, d.clno the maturity of lh. Irrdebtednoss hmby mOted, 

.lhe eyent of def"tll in cotnpllenc. wHh lIly,..qu!,iIIT\ent Dr 1M. need of '!iUs I or of lilY furtlter [m~Um.n11 li¥' 
nm. em relpeot 10 this Deed of Ttu,~ U1d lhe continuance thereof fot such period 85 • en lie the 
BencfidEl)' to d.olorc s .~e and po.y.ble, odor len (10) dayr tho sueb p.e.dJlll.b tOlble, the BentfloiarY 
may, DI it"< opHon, enler upon and~~!e ,Ion oi the ,nJd ~-"'Id-t~some Dr OllY jlart Ihereof, malting 
thCfeior such ,lter.noM .. It ftnd, nco"",U)', ond m 'tiiAnyllwful lTI"'nor any IcnrnDY aroeclIp.ne), orsaid 
property, t,ercising-wHh teiJ'ccl thrn~ ,or aprion BV C GrGlltm(s), l'rrrrn ITtd I!fter1he oecumnc. 
of my ,ueh d.foult, if ~'~~d "roporty shell oecupy Irld properV/ 0, of, 6uch owner .boll po.y10 1h. 
Bcnefiel.1l!Jn..~n the fi:ral day of •• ch mon~t a r'Honoblo ronlll ior UIO'PICO '0 DC' d upon raliuTS 60 
s-dt11iie1i'enoficiary shoJlh. en\ll1etilo "mOve ,ueb olVner hum ihe prop.rty by Iny opplo»rial< scHon or» din&.. 

Z4, The ~\tering upon ond tlldng posslI!sicn of nid propcrty, the ~oUeclian of such rents, (lluer, and Vtofils, at th. 
proceeds of tire and cther InsuraNce pol!c!c.~ or .ompt:tlsation, Dr lWltdS for I1ItY t,klng Dr dlllT\.go oflb.l'TOl'fSTty, and 
the oppliCition or tol .... thcrr:o! 81 'I(o,.,,,ld, ~hall nOI tUre or wliVe Iny der4ull aT nolioo of default li.reunder D\' 

Invalld.to tn1y act dono pUmJllI1 to IUch1lolie., ,; '" ,-J_ 
, . ,vpv! j;f1?"",,y.1 

25. A1llurns',ecured hHCby shall become 1ll1I11ediliely dUe and poyable, at Ihe oplian trf!he Bene!lcloC1J'~ 
demlnd ornotlee, after l,,)' or Iltl1allowlng aeour, Il!l:h trf willoh.lhdl be an IYOnt of deieulli (e) der.utl by Onntat(I) 
In thel'l~\nent of Illy Indebte~nC!s recurod 11mb)' or ;n the pacrormaneo or obsorvsnoe of eny 19reement eonf1lned 
hmln, or (b) ny usirment made by Grantcr(l) cr1bo than owner of nld proplt'ly for tho bmdlt of DroOitall, or (0) 
my tTlnsfer of ~tlc mado by tbo Oranlore!) or tho Ihen OlVnlr oi •• 111 proporly 10 a Clrantee or sue .... onln intoresl 
wllhot« Ihe ISsumpUon of all af1l1. tenns tltld tondl~011' herein contained, or (d) Iny of tho tollowlng mDI/ oeCUt, with 
,e'P eel to the propertY, the Onntor(.) orthe 1h0lt oIYner cflald"property: 0) 1It'lppoln!rnontofL recD!ver, Hquldllor,.or 
Trustt:o; (II) 1h~ edJudlcadon os e banlau-pl or Insolvllllt, (IIQ lite filing of anyhlltion ior BMiQupi~ or rcotpllf?;~on: 
(ivJ the Ins\llUl/on of \lilY pro.eodTni:!Dr d!lSoludon or liqu!d.Kan, (v) if Ot1lllor(s) be IIltlblc, or odmltiu wtinng an 
inlbOily to ply hl.lh.rlihe~ dcbl.! whln dUDj or (vi) a dorBultirt "'Y"ptcvlslon ohny' oCher in,lnJmant whlcll mL)' b. 
h.ld by Benen.let;' &J lOlllldty for .uld nDt .. Inotudlng the loan '8'ument and Toillcd doeunltnu, Ih. l1:nnl and 
.ovenmb ot which .r.lncotporut.~ 'henln 'byref=roneo H 'though !\Illy 101 fodlt h.ralu, No IY1Ilvcr by lIenef!cl.,y of 
• oy d,r.ult on Ih. pa" of Grantor(s) 'hali be eonsbu.d IS • wolver or any $'\IhRquent dcfauli baroUT1dlr. In oven; of 
such d.r-ul! and upon wnnon llI'lue.!t of Bonllliolsry, Tnul1:o slull &QlIlhD trull PfOJ'erty, In Qt~OrdlncB milt tho Dc~d 
of Trusl A.I Di Ill. Stllto ofW!Sltington (RC\l' Chapter 51.2.4!.$ c;d,mrnDw, or hercoftcr &mended) snd the tfulform 
Comrotrtiol Code of the Slot. at W."hlngton where "PplltDbkl, &1 'Public auction to tht hlglte,t blddor, Any penon 
c>;cept TnlSt ... mD)' bid al Trusteo's "la, 'Itulieo shill apply III. jRDtuds Dtlbe ill. OJ follov/s: (0) 10 lIto o:<pense or 
sele, Inclwling B .tuonable Tr .. l .. '8!be and ,Homey'6 fll~j (b) 10 tha obll!Dtion secuted by this D •• a of Trust; and (0) 
lh. alllplu., If Dn)" ahall b. aistrlbuud in _ocords ••• wIlli laid Dud ofTruSl Act. Trust ... 'h.1I dollvcr 10 tho purcbam 
nllh"ol. (I.! deed, wilhoUI warranty, wlll.b s.nIl convey to lb. Jlurchmr thc ir!terasl In Ib.1lfDpcrty which Grantons) 
had orbD<11h.powet to ~on~oy at the time oihls~erJth.IT exetnrt!on ofUtu need .f'l'n1s~ .,d 1ilIch Hsbc TDuyn.vo 
eoquired Olbrelfter. 1'ruslee'& ae.d Iholl leolts/be ftclllhDw;ng Ib.t thl &DIe _ conducted in compllinco IViIh aU Ihe 
Tequh.menls of law IIltd of Ihls Dead of'Il1I.It, wltlelt nellol sbDn be pnrn;.llcle evidence of rud1 compliance lllt! 
conclusive evlden.elheTCofl. favor of bondldBl'UTChesBr. and eaeumbrDnomfarvaluc, TIlo POlYer orSala confmed 
by this need oi'l'rlJrtll\d byjho.ne~d ofTroslAet cilbo Btell orWosbinglan Is not lI1e:tclusive retned)' .nd Wbe. not 
tn:orciud, a.neSollry may foan!a" lids Deed afTru5las. morlg'l', Al Dnytiml llenoliolary mill' app.intln wr\1ing 
• S1JCC8SS0T h1IIloc., or dl6chlTl!o and appoint b noW Trulte. In lhl pID.I of Iny Trust .. named herein, Ind upon 111. 
T •• ardin! of auoh oppolnlment in 1h. mortglse raoord, of tho county In which Ihls nDaa of Trost I, recorded, the 
oue.ClSOI tnJ,I., .haU ba vcsl'c:tl willt all power. ofth, Original Tru,I •• , 'Iho Trull •• Is nol obllgB\.d to l1oHf)' ony pony 
heroto of pending nlo undcT Dny athor Deed o{Trust or of coy octltm or l'roC!~dtni in whlclt Clnnlor(I), TnJII.e, Dr 
13enofioiary ,holl b. o'Porty, IIltle .. sueb ootion oqltoceedlngls Draught by tho '!'Nsloe, 

26, Th. prop'rty whi.h i. tho .ubJect cf Ihls Dud or'l'l.'II.1 Ii nol uted pnnelpallY or prlmmly for ezricultural or 
fBnnln.nll1'Jlo10J, 

27, In til' ,vent of the plllise aftenh. dale of tills D,ed .£Trust oflJlY fade"l, ~ttl., or looullo\'!, aeducting'from the 
"olu. ofre;1 property for tho purposo OtlD;\O~O~ anyll<rt tho"on, .r ahanKins In IIT1Y woy Ih.lalVJnow in foreoIor1.o 
loxoHon of mortgageG, do.d, a1L,.us~ or d.bl .... curodiltereby, ior r<dtrol, stele or local purpo,u, or lhe mlllmor on •• 

LPB·lOiAt",n."nt 
P'ee6 art q 

_____ • _______________ • __ ••• • • _ • • _ ••••••• _. I 
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<oll."tion of any such laXIUD I!J ro aftoQtiho inleresl afBOl\ana!'!)', Ihen and In sucb even~ Oronlor(.) shill bear nnd 
pay Iho full ,mount of lualilUel, provided 1M! Ifinr anyrelSon ')laymenl by Grantor(s) of !illY such lIew or IddlHonal 
ta.~es would be unlQlvtiJl. or Ifih_ l'1I)IllTlm1 thereof would cDnrrttui. utll!)l Dr rander the loan or Indtblednm lOour.d 
hereby wholly or partially UturiOU5 undar any of tha lerms or ptov!ilon. of Ih. nale, or 1hn.Ullln need of 'ITun Dr 
olherwlse, aon*it~rne:;;-a\-ll;;-;l~~'J;!i,,"-e;"1I<I1\o., 8e"'0;. ill- "Ibgl4-0lJ;;I .... """cl .. l;¥ .. n" ... ~ 
T;n' ",ilh ;"'I,poo! .. tha.~ ... jfll",adielillj<-ikIo .. ~~ Bonteel,ry may, at its option. pOl' 111.1 omounl 'or 
pomon ohucn t4.'( .. c.; renders th.lollll ar ind,btedness secured her.by unlaWfUl 0' usurious, in whleh .v'nl Clt<ntor(s) 
,10.11 con curren Ill' Ih .... wllh pay Ih. rOi11alnlng l.wfUi and non-u.uriousl'or1ion orbol.nto ohaid I!!XC!. 

2B. If from any cirtUmSisnm whalev.r fu)i111ment of any provision of this need ofTnm or .. Id ~ote II tha tim
p.oiorm.nt. or mtll l'rovtslcm shtll be due sh411 Involve trwDtndlnr !he llm11 of validity premib.d by Ih'o usury 
n.tut~ or any DUlar law, tho ipso fooia th~ obligation to ba fulfill.d shall b. r.duoed to tho limit of 6uch v.lidily, 10 that 
In nD 'VflTt sh.ll any e~e.tion be possible under !hIs Deed ofTnl'1 or under uid 1\0t: that t, In IJl(Cell of the limit of 
r.ch vllidltyj bul such cbltSIUon sh." be fulfilled lIl1hallmlt or such validity. 'rhe proviJiona cflhis 'Paragraph .11,,11 
control overy Dlber provislon ot Ihls lJeed ofTnl'1 and Slid 1I0te. 

29. In tho evenl.lhlllltli Pled of Trus~ is foreclosed 1.1 111'oOrt~oge DlId tn. proparty ,ole! at I foreolo.UTo salo. the 
pun:hutr ml),. durin, Iny redcmptiD1t period allowed, make sach l'IlP1\r, or iltcnlt10ns on Illd 'Proparty u ma.y b. 
r.uonably netcssltY for tho proper opecotlon, Clra, Jlrl.ler"l~on, protetilon, and InsUring 1hcr:oof. Any sums 10 paId 
IOi"lhar wilh inbortsl Ihoreon !Tom Ihe Ilm~ of .ueh el:llendlltJro At~be hliI\ost 1,,,,flJl TCIa 'hili be odded to Ina betom, 
e part of Ih~ amount required to be pAid far redempHon '110m .uc~ Ill •• 

la...-.Q '$ shall delivor ta tll. BfIIlofieliIIY within 20 dL)" all.r wnU •• demand Ih ... for • d.t.n~ 
<lltcmmt In form .1 I tI!l-lll .. Ju:n.a.ni!Luy cominJ tho lubjaoll"0p.rty lIlld.ce~enll1:t1l~Orantcr($). 
Ora:ntor(;) .11011 permIt Ihe Beneno:lary ar~llya-{~a •• ~il retOfd, pertalnlnli 10 the I~!ll 
propertl'. upon prior ,Yrittln ~.mill1d ct'~.lnlrl"mrt1'O)Qi.Yl. In c!~allO ,b~lI in .cldllinn t. all 
otl1.rTtmedlts~a.op!l~ng!lit Indebtldnu.lIereb)l ncured, !bo Beneficiary .hllll ema 0\ .... 

U'"~l'n onycaindar)'llll' . 

31, B.neficlary ,h.ll hive U,c right nt its opHDn 10 fOllclon ilrls D~.d or Trult sUbJeOI to the righlJ nf MY tonlUll or 
tenants of Ih ... id property II\d Ihe iaUure to milt. any IUth tonant lIT Itnll1U • potlY deCendant It> Iny .uoh lult Dr 
r.cbQn or 10 fOr<clo.e hlsiim/thelr rllllll. will not b. a.sortad by the Cllmtl>l(a) os a deti:nse 1n l!I\y aellon or ault 
In sliMed to collect the ind.btedness .eaured hmby Dr ony-part Ihereof or any deru:leney remaining unpaid mer 
fo,,,,,Io,mo and ulc Df1he Hid pro~.rty, .ny ;tatute orllll. oflaw JI .ny6m. existing loin. conh'arynolwllhrh",din.ll. 

~lll!!!.!!!l' d.raultby Ol'lntDr(') III1d followlnglh. 100.IoraUon ofmoturity u h.roil\ l>",v1dl:d. !. t.nder ofP6J:!)l1l1lt 
crt the .moUiif'li!cc ... ~.t"fy Ihc analC indeblednm i.entad horeby mod. I!.\ till' lim. 'Prior .re1ltIiiii[s sal. 
[intlurlin, rol. llnder po\V.ronvl .. )-~armIQr(I), tis SUoc05!OrT or ~~.... onyonc in behalf of the 
GrDnlor(~), It. 5\lc .... OtS or assigT1S, ,han constltiilGJrr~l'lIjftYiiIlnlilrms of IIld nota and b. dCOlI1Cc1 to 
be ll'olUnla'Yprepoymcmt lhcrtundtr and BIlY.UD ayme1I[iOlh~ ad by law, will, !1U:ruforD. include1l1. 
additlon.I poyment requlrod ~a-. a)lment]1Ji\~I.ga. if any, contalntd in Rid no .• l:.Ibi1.!1mo Ih= bo no 
preplyment II ',' '~h pftymcn~ will to !he extent pennitt.d by lew inclilde on adailiono) ~-I5.v.. 
~.n· oft!)" lhen princIpal baliIDt" 

~Th""liIlIl1afialGI'Y"lhaU-1IlI-5\l\'1"':;ab1d-iGr-furtllcr",caul'i~<h1llc-IIf1!ralll;.l!glH.~e.s.fl.uf .... erm\;1!f-~~1 
mo~mllrillDC9'pDlcI"'llt"1:tf-&lo-pT<1.ee;l.·I>f.Nt<>lomo(e~uP.ld-bi"~.I!d ... f .. 'F!U~, 

Otlnlo*), from tlme to time. within fifteen (l~ da)" O(Temque,t\ly13Dnofic(ar)', .b,lIexeout., aa1cnowl.d~ 
d.llver alary, ,uch .hatlol mort,"=tll, 50curlly esreontcnn, Dr other simflar s.cucit'llnstnnm rI'IDim and 
jUb,lant •• allsCAelor neflollT)', covannl ,11 PTtlporty of any !dnd wltallolvlII' ownl nlDrts, Dr in whith 
GnlOtor!&) hu any Inl.m! It, U 501. Qpbtlon ofllanoftcioTY. I, ",mil . oporltlon oflho nld property 
covered by tnll Deod ot'rnJn. OTin\or s h. rlJIer nom rtmc I, , \Viillin tlfteen (IS) doy. otter T8quut by 
BIOlo11cllr)', .l:5cul., ac\;nowlodae, anci dallver ony I • lilemelli. rO'IOIval, .ffidav1I, .<rtille'le, contlnuilion 
nat.menl, Or other dooumont u BenofiDl,TI.JllI-)' .st in 0 cr .~. prourv •• 'Dntinuo. ClUBrld or maintain tha 
"curily intmst una.r, end lh~ 'PPiy'll'l-;1hii Dud ofThlst and th~ prlorf~ cha~l mortaD&C Dr o(bor secunty 
InstnJment u n tint l!5!>-arAntor{I' funher eSt •• (s) tD pay to beneficllry on aemand III c e:ql=tlltlInCUlTaa by 
E.neficl'.!Y..IA~ction wlLh th' )ltepot'ltian, oxecution, recordlnr, :illlng, ,nd rafillng or any 5 ~unt or 
<wcun1!i1llncludlns the tharg<s ior axam!nlnl -tltI. ond lb. altomey', reo for r.ncoring ill opinion D' 10 ~I. p~ 

L'S·lOrAtI,ehmen\ 
Pnl'1.1'l'1 
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~td of Tmt and of lueh chl«cllllCrlgaJI or oilier ,"aunt» Inmmmr IS • ".lld fir.t !liD sub, • "II. 
!!O\'l.V~~ t fO mld. by BonoHallTY no. tho fl!!U,," Dr :Bane • . (lie requert sholl b. 
oDnstnl.d U Drolmo ohuch pto ~mrt..Ihe~~ 0 conveyance or lin. by this P •• d O(TtQl~ !tbolRg 
undcr.ru.od tnt! t ee .t:.8>i,..~ IlIId aiifinul;cl\a&l.m.artgago, UDUrlt)' I(lUmonl, or otn.r rim/lor .ocurily 
im .lIvered to llensiiciary, ITe aumuli!I1vo and given as ~C!/~ 

35. AlI.Bondiainry'6 ngbtl and romedlea herain specified etC in!6T1ded to be CAJITJllaijv8 Illd not in lubstilutiDn fDr any 
tight orTOmta~ Dlherwis. "vall"blc md 110 JUlu!rem~t l'Ihetsoev.nlla.y bl w!lved at any tim •• );Cept by e \I'linn! 
siJlled ,by Iho BeRefi.iety, lIOT shall BOY wnlvn b. opur,ti~o upon olber 611n .. .singl. occaslDn. This n .. d of TtUst 
t5nnol b. chonged or tannlnBltd orally, This Deell oi't'rust'l'l'lI .. la, Inurel to the benefit of, lnd Is binding not only 
on lh. partl •• herelo, but on 'hiBlhstftheir blliri, dovi"IIi, legalee., .dmlnlstTelorf, o~ecutDt'S, [IlCCe610T4, and enlgns, 
All eblill.llen .. of Orenlat{.) her.und" B<C joint end ICV.nII, n'l term ''!len.iicloT}'" snail moon flIe holder md owner, 
incillding plldgetl, rrf the not~ .. ceuTed hr:reby, whither or n~t TlDmed as BIDeBclBlY horam, Wllboul affocnng the 
liobility of 'I\Y olhorp ... on fot the paym.n! of any obllg.~on bmln mentioned (iDeluding umnlllr(l) mDUld he Donvoy 
Slid prcpect)l) .nd without meotlng \h.1hm h .. oof upon tny p",p"ty not 1olmed, :a.ndic!..." moy, wilhou! Tlotl •• , 
r~I"" Bny person 10 1I0ble, c1='ond tIle mltmityor modify tile t= or IlIIYluch oblt;adon, or annt otherindulgrnees, 
r.I .... , Of reconvey, or cDuse to b. ralemd or r.conve)'lld at .ny tim. III o"l"rt of the did proporty dtron'be.d hinln, 
LIlt, or releu. illY other (aeurHy Dr mila! aomposlUani or omar IIrT'BIIsemrnl' Wllh debLOts. B."aficlalY moy also 

, GCc'pt lddirionalsccurity, Dither COMuTTontly h .... 'vill! or Ihoreoilor, Dnd •• n .. m. or Dlh<nvi.o ••• 1b:eth ... oll, elmor 
b<foro, ,anCllrnnllywJth, or o.l'rer .01. horeullder, This n •• d of'lTust sbtll b. ED con.trued !hal \Vu.\'lIvor applicable, th. 
II .. of lhe !lngular numb.r .nall In.lud. the plllrel ~umbcr, UlO usc of Ih. plllall numb ... ,h." include !hI sln,llulu 
num'btr, Iho U{O of my gender 51ul1 b. epplico'clo to III sond.,.. md ,hall IIbwis. b. 10 con.slNcd II! applicable to lind 
including a rarpornl101\. The wanl "TIolo" mall Inclwk III notes o~rdcnc:ing tho indeblcdllm muted hereby, If any or 
th. provlsloM 1\=0£ iblD bo dolctminell to oonlmnno or be invalid under Iho 10WI of tho Sisle of Wash!ngton, aueb 
.onlroYrn~an crmveUc1lty Illall not !n"alldata any othtr provillonl ofthl. , .. "menl,.u\ II shalt bb .onmulld ulf nOl 
con!.llnlng the :partloular provln01l orl'rDYIsionr hold to be f1I.valici, Ind ,n nghb and Qblig~ans of tho 1'111105 ,h.ll be 
cOl1smJed IIld enforced "cordillI'll'. AI\YIIDtlGca \0 bo alvan to Grantar(s) by Blnefiaiary haroundor .holl b. sufliDlenl 
If mailed pa,tallollTopafd, to HID IddrllS of 1110 Grlll1loT(s). staled In 111. Shalt :om P.ed of 'l'rul~ DT to sucb other 
Ddck ... as OrAnIDr(') hulhav! ",quested In IV\iHnllo Ike Banofiolary, that llUlh ROHeN b. nnl, Any time prriod 
provided In ilia ~v\n.!l afanYllontl"ereunde"blll .ommCIID' upon ilIu d.tuucb lion .. ;. dcpatitod In IhOln.(l. 

Lrll·1DIAtbetuncnL 
rOle 8 .f,8"9 

. . .... . . -""-"'-" -._---_.-... _--_.-_. __ .--_. __ ._----------------_._---------_._-
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RIDER TO MAsTER FORM DEED OF TRUST 

GRANTOR shell not allow the Property to be used for any aotlvltles Involving the 
lISS, generation, storage, or disposal of any hazardous material, exoept as suoh 
material Is stored and used in aocordanoe with normal occupancy and use of this 
type of project. GRANTOR shall IndemnIfy and hold BENEFICIARY and 
TRUSTEE harmless frotn and against any and all losses, aotlons, damages, 
olalms, and expenses, Inoludlng, without llmltalioh, reasonable attorneys' fees 
Inourred by or asserted against BENEFICIARY andlor TRUSTEE by reason of 
the failure of GRANTOR, Its Bgents, employees, partnsrs, officers, dlreotors, or 
other representatives, to perform any of Its obligations pursuant to any federal, 
stats, or looal envlronmsntal protectloll laws andJor regulations. The provlsJon~ 
.of this paragraph shall survive any transfer of the Property, Inoludlng a transfer 
after a foreclosure of this Deed Oi Trust aM delivery of the Deed effecting such 
transfer, 

~ ••• , ., t ••• , ,... , ,., ... _ ...... _._. • .. "...... " • .. ... _._ ..... 
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AFTER RECORDING MAIL TO: 

NAME: Janet A. George 
ADDRESS: Janet A. George, Inc., P.S. 

701 Fifth Avenue, Suite #4550 
Seattle, WA 98104 

SHORT FORM DEED OF TRUST 

THIS DEED OF TRUST, made this __ day of ______ , 2012, between 
Christopher Ross Larson as GRANTOR, and as 
TRUSTEE, and Julia Larson Calhoun as BENEFICIARY. 

GRANTOR hereby irrevocably grants, bargains, selis, and conv'eys to TRUSTEE in trust, 
with power of sale, the following described property in King Qounty, Washington: 

The property whose address· Is 95 NW Park Drive, Shoreline, 
Washington 98177 

Assessor's Property Tax Parcel/Account Number: 330470-0400-08 

Legal Description: See attached EXHIBIT A 

TOGETHER WITH all the tenements hereditaments and appurtenances, now or 
hereafter thereunto belonging or in anywise appertaining, and the rents, Issues, and 
profits thereof and ali other property or rights of any kind or nature whatsoever further 
set forth in the Master Form Deed Of Trust hereinafter referred to, SUBJECT, 
HOWEVER, to the right, power and authority hereinafter given to and conferred upon 
Senefi ciary to collect and apply such rents, issues and profits. 

THIS DEED IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF SECURING PERFORMANCE of Grantor's 
obligations incorporated by reference or contained herein and payment of the sum of 
TEN MILLION DOLLARS ($10,000,000.00) on 01/02/2013; the payment of the sum of 
FIVE MILLION DOLLARS ($5,000,000.00) on 01(02/2014; all with interest thereon in 
case of default according to the terms of the Decree Of Dissolution, payable to 
BENEFICIARY or order and made by Grantor. 

T-Mls deed is tor tho purpose of seeuriMg peffel'!'rnlnee-ef-6raRt-eFs-ebli~eFls-t!nderlhe 
Beel as of Dissolution entered In King County, Cause #10'3-0#)77 7 SE,o, OR ' ; 
r~qulrlng the Grantor to pay the sum or FIFTE:E:IIJ IvIILLlOJII DOLLARS $15, OO&,B9Et:OO 
WHA- interest thereoA in case of defabllt. 
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By executing and delivering this Deed Of Trust secured hereby, the parties agree that all 
provisions of Paragraphs 1 through 35 Inclusive of the Master Form Deed Of Trust 
hereinafter referred to and attached, except as stricken by interlineations, together with 
the attached Rider, are hereby incorporated herein by reference and made an integral 
part hereof for all purposes the same as If set forth herein at length, and the Grantor 
hereby makes said convenants and agrees to fully periorm all of said provisions. The 
Master Form Oeed Of Trust above referred to was recorded on the 25th day of July 1968 
in the Official Records of the offices of the County Auditors of the following counties In 
Washington in the book, and at the page deSignated after the name of each county, to
wit: King County, Book 5690 of Mtgs, Page 436--439, Auditor's #6382309. 

Iff 
III 
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REQUEST FOR FULL RECONVEYANCE 

To be used only when al/ obligations have been paid under this Deed of Trust and the 
Decree Of Dissolution in King County Cause #10-3-04077-7 SEA 

TO: TRUSTEE 

The undersigned is the legal owner and holder of all indebtedness secured by the within 
Deed Df Trust. Said indebtedness secured by said Deed of Trllst has been fully paid 
and satisfied; and you are hereby requested and directed, on payment to you of any 
sums owing to YDU under the terms of said Deed of Trust and the Decree of Dissolution 
referenced above, to cancel all evidences of indebtedness secured by said Deed of 
Trust delivered to you herewith, together with the said Deed of Trust, and to reconvey, 
without warranty, to the parties designated by the terms of said Deed of Trust, all the 
estate now held by you thereunder. 

DATED: ____________________ __ 

By ________ ~--------------

Mall reconveyance to: _____________________ _ 

Do not lose or destroy this Deed of Trust, said Deed must be delivered to the Trustee 
before cancellation will be made. . 

STATE OF WASHINGTON ) 
) 55. 

COUNTY OF KING ) 

On this ___ day of January, 20_, before me a notary public in and for the state of 
Washington. duly commissioned and sworn, personally appeared 
__ -:--:-:-:-_--:-:-:-_-:--:--_-,---:--:-__ ' to me known to be the individual who 
executed the within and foregoing Instrument, and acknowledged to me that he/she 
signed the same as his/her free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and 
purposes mentioned in this instrument. 

DATED: ____________________ _ 

Printed Name: _________ _ 
NOTARY PUBLIC in and for the 
State of Washington 
residing at --:-__ -;--_______ _ 
My Commission expires: _______ _ 
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95 NW Park Dr. (Gatehouse) 
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MASTER FORlY! DEED OF TRUST 

Recorded by We.shlngton Mortgage COrIespondence AssocIation, e Wuhington corporation, pursuant 10 C. 148 L. 
1967 . 

The Grantor(s) covenants and egr~es es follows: 

1. The following described estate, property end tights of Gruntor(s) ere also included as a securtty for lhe 
periormance of each covenant nnd agreemenl of Gtentor(s) contalmd herein or in the Short Form Deed of Trust and Ihe 
payment of all sum! ofmon~y secured hereby: 

(a) All the estate and rignts of O;Bn tor (s) in and to said property and In and to land lying in streets and roads edjoinln .. 
soid premises, and 1111 access, rights, end ell.l6ment. appertaining therelo. .. 

(b) All buOdings, stnlctlJres, Improvemenls, fixtures, end Bliiclcs of property now or hereafu:r attached to, or used or 
adapted for usc in the operation of, the Slid ~remlses, b'lcluding bLJ! without being limited to, all heating and incinerating 
apparatus and eq uipment IVhatsoev~~, all bolters, en gilles, moton:, dynamos, genera ling- equipment, piping nnd plumbing 
fi);tlJees, rangas, cooking apparattls and mechanical1dt~ken-equl~ment, letiigerltors, cooling, vrnt1lating, sptinldlng and 
"acullm "Ic.ning systems, fire elttingul!hlng spparalua, gas and electric fixtures, carpeting, underpQdding, elevators, 
esc.lalon, panltion!, m8l1te1s, built-in mIrrors, lvindow shad", blinds, Bceeens, storm s8sh, aWninp, fi:mtis~. 
~k<:~&.-1taIlrI'mH"bbiff, and ~hrubbery snd plllll~; and including also all interest of any owner of the saCd 
premises in my 0 f such ItllTl1s hereafter at MY timo acquired undor condl~oo'&\ se.l.e cantBt:!. ohattal mortgage or other 
title Tctnininlr or security instrutCent, all of which property mentioned In this pBl'llgraph shall be deemed plITt of the realty 
." d not sevecable wholl¥ or iit 'Pftrt wlthoutrnateri~l injury to lI\e freshold. 

(e) All nnd singular the lands, tcnomentl, privileges, water rights, hereditaments, DIld appUrI!!nanaes !hera to belonging 
or in nnywise appertaining, and the r8Y8T6ion and l'IIYemonl, remainder III\cl 1emaind~rs, rents, fssues, II1Id profits 
thereof, Bnd all the estatll, rights, 1itls, claim, Intol'llit and demand wbnlsoever of the Grantor(s), ollhor In law or equity, 
of, ill and to the bargained premises. TO HA VB AND TO HOLD sdld premises batgllined and described, together IYlth 
all Dnd sIngular the lands, tenements, privileges, water rlghts, hcrcdltamenu, Bnd IIIJpurtenonces thereto bclon,gina or In 
anywise nppenoining, and the reversion and RvomODs, romainder and n:maindm, TeIlts, issue:;, Dnd profits thereof, and 
all oflhe estate. light, title, claim, ODd demands whatsoever cfth. Clrantor(s), either in IBW orin eqUity, of, in and to the 
above bnrgnined premises, forcyer as security for ill. faithful performance of tIl. promissory·note secured hereby and as 
securily for tbe faIthful pemrIllnnca of each and all of the covenants, agreemen~, tenus, and conditions of this Deed of 
Trust. SUBJECT, HOWEVER, to tbl!. rigbt. pOIYer, 8Ild authoritY hereinmer given to nnd conielTed upon Beneficiary to 
collect and apply such rents, issues, and profits. 

(d) All or GrBnlor{s)'s rights further to encumber said pTopertyfor debl except by such encumbrance w"hich by its aotua.1 
terms Bnd.lpeciiica1ly o:(prcssed In lent s11811 be snd at all times .Temain 5ubject and subordinate to (I) ll11y and all 
tenancies in e"i,tence when such encumbrance bccomt:6 effectfvo and (II) any tenaocies thereafter created; Cranlor(,) 
her<by (0 representing as a specIal inducemenl to Beneficiary to rnah this loan that as of the date l\erDofthere are DO 

encumbrances to sceuro dobt junior to this need of Trust and (Ii) coven8l1~ng thel Ih~r' are to be none PS of tile date 
when this Daed of Trust becomes of record, except in either case encumbrances having the prior ,vrilten apprcval of 
Beneficiary, ~nd all of Onmtor (s) 's rishts to ~nter into any loaso or la85. e.greement which IVould oteato a tenancy tnat is 
or may bce'Jmc ,ubordtnate in any respect 10·I111Y mona,ge or deed of trust other than thil Deed ofTrllst. 

2. When and if Grontor(s) end Boneliciery shell tC3pec~lvaly becom. tho Deblor !T\d Secured Perty in any Uniform 
Cornmen:iI) Code Financing Statement affecting property either referred to or dmtlbed herein, 01' In any way 
connected with the use snd enjoyment of these promises, this Deed oCTrost shall b. deomed Ii SeclITity Asrcomont 1!.5 

defined In saidUnifoTm CommcrchJ Code and the ramedlesfor lII1yvloJation oftne covrclilll$, jemu, end conditions of 
the asreemrnts herein cOlltained shaH b. (I) as presctlbed herein, or (Ii) by general law, or (iii) BS to suoh part of1l1e 
security whloh Is also reflected in said FlllBnoitlg Staternmt by tha specilic statutory consequenoe, no~ or hcraaftCT 
enacted nnd ;specified jn lhe UnlforIll Commerolal Code, all at BcnaficlBty's solo election. Grantor(s) and Eanofioleljl 
agree that th~ filing of such!!. Financing Btatement in tlle records l10nually having to do with personal property shall 
nev~r be oonstnJed as in anywiso derogating from or Impal'ring this deol8T8tion and hereby &tllt~d intention ofille partir:s 
hereto, thai ~verythlng u!ed iil oonneoHon with Ihe -production of Income itom the property that js the .ubJect of this 

.... _ .. _. __ .... _ .. _-----_.-._-------.-._-----
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D«d DC fu,1 ,ndior adapted for U5< lhereln and/or whlDh II dmnl"d or reilecled in thl> n~.d of Tnal i&, &.I1d at alt 
~mes and for &11 purposes and In all pTo~eedinB' botllleg.l 01 equiW>l. ,h.U be, rtgud.d '" port of Ihe ;'.1 .flato 
Irr .. pcclive ofwhclher (I) sny such lI.m II phy~l,aJiY sltlchba to the Ifnprovlrnmls, (it) sorial n\lll1bott oro u •• d for the 

.. bell" idenUnCiatloD of .orleln equipmant Itami o.p~bl. ofb.inrihuf Id:nliiiod in 'r.ol~1 oontained in th.lhortfonn 
D •• d of Trust orin my lislfiled with tho B'nefioio!J', (lin ""Y Juob ftcm I, re~lT.d 10 C1T r<f\.c(ed in lIllY such:FInmcll1g 
Statement so filed at my limo. 

3. To pay ,1\ debts and monle .... ured h"",by, when fum I!I\Y •• ~!.1h. ema shaJl became dUe. To l",p the property 
me from slattJtOl)' and lov'mmenh1Uens of Iny kind, Th'I th. lli61110T(r.llsJare ,.i.ea in fe. &lmpls oi Ih6 property 
antiolY"! ou!rignt svetyp.rt tllaraD~ thai t1m&ar&no lteOJ or enoun'lbToUlc •• >.!lahUlar upon lh ... mc and. 'IIOlle superior 
10 this med oflTUsI, will be ~el1W~ ar sufj'er~d to b. created by the Clnntor(s) dDring th.llfe ofllll, Deed ot'Trus~ thaI 
he Ius good tight to make this De.d of Trust and that ho wm forever wamnt ana daftnd said plopatty Unto the 
Beneficiary, Its Su .. cS!ors and assigns. ogeinst .vcrypcrson whanuoavc; luwfully claiming ar to olaim!be same Dr on}' 
pm lhoreot The Orantor(4) uponro,!u"'bymall will fumllh a.wnlt1sn ,tateman! duly •• knoll'l.dicO of til. lIlTlounl due 
on Ibis Deed qf1'rust and whelher MJI offsm or derense ... ~11t quIcItth~ doht secored hereby. 
~ 1'0 pay 10 Bc:litfioilTl', rrBenen.ls!J'so requires, tog.lIm with 8Ild In addl~on lD the monthly pO)'ll1011t. of p"n.sl;pal 
;ncllnt4c!;1 poyobla under Ihe I.nn; of tho .. Id note, Oil the dale !etiorlil Ulerom for tn. mAidng of monlhiy_p~""ts 
.. ell monili0mtl\ uld nolG is IUIIYl'ald,l'um, ... sl!maled by lh.llen.n.llry, oquol to Ih. rround ro'!!J~lnIny, and tht 
tUel end sp:cIB\))s'l.!..menls noxt d ue an lhe l'remlm aay.rad by !hIs n •• a Of!Ns\'SIUS the mTiims that will next 
b eto",' duo ~nd Jl.~~bIO'l>~J!1,ufl""" policies IS m.y be requiTed undo:r l'untpph 10 , Ormror(;) Iilo.lng 10 
dell vcr promptly fo b<nenclsryatl-bll1. l1T1d noH.os Ihmot, 1m III sums alroldyp.~ rerar, divided bylha ~umb.r of 
monlh; to clap5. before two monills ~lQ..th. dot. when auch ground renls I'ltmiumS, tDXt.!, ~nd special u .. nnm>~ 
\\'111 become d.llnqu.n~ ;u.m Bum. to b. hol~)'oIil. Bon.Oolnl)'!n tnI ?p;y lutd ground ronll, premium., laXII, Ind 
.p ecial mmm.nts. All pl)'l1lonl$ tll.nnllTl_d In liIIl-p arap an plym.nll to b. mod. under sold nota .hall be 
ldded to,elher end UI __ gar_Blu amaunllhercof ,holl b. tho Oranl.I(5) eaoh month In D sln,l. ?aymrnt to be> 
.ppllod by Bl1T1eflcl.tY to lha follawlng itOrni 1n thy r set ,;U amuod "ttnta, li'lIIY, \A.'tel, speCial U'unnlrtls, 
fir. and other h'llI~ In,uronoe pr.",I",",i (2jJn!fie.st em IlulllCt •• ~curIII'"lltQ'bYi J.Ild, (3) amortiutllm ofthel'rinoip!!l 
of Slid no,,", Any deficiency In tll. atyullfOf any ,ual\ ogarog.1t monllOy pD~~'U conslllUl. 111 avont of dlfautr 
under this necd of 'FrUst The T\1!llaement )llOviaad fur in In. l'anCl'lph 4 II lol.l}7'iot.lb •• ddcd prot •• Hon of the 
'Beneficiary ond cntlilS11 onslblllty on tlloBenoficlalY'r part bo),,,nd Ih. aHOIling ofdutCft:dl!...wllnout inte".~ ior 
lbo 'Un1~ eclUaUyt ild by It, 1Jponwlgnmant Drlhli Daed of1'ruEtbyth. Bcnafjglery, anyi!Jntn-a nwad Jnell be 
TUrned overJP-Ilo ISlIgn •• Dnd any n:$ponilbmty of tho mll1ll"T \VitO r01poet 111 ... 10 ,h.lt lerminale. EI. .for o:f 
the ~l!lY tII.t Illh. ;ubj.ct at tbls Deed ufTrun.nalt aulomall •• lly1ransfer to Ibe srlnl .. ll\ rlgb15 Dflke C3rant E') 
\!II1'n respecl III lOy funds aoeumulllled bo",unaer, 

i..Jf lh. lotal ofthel'")'II1enls (hareln Caned te.erve.) mlde onder porDiT')Jh 4- hlraoCrel&dng 10 r ... rv., fur 
I"on i5;Llr~pl!11lol DSsc.slmcnu, lIl1d premiums on m5llTill1cc jlollcles, shull ox ••• d Ill •• mount of 'P" lually 
1l1llde by BenOilti. ror Ill. pUlpa'" JOt forth In pltoj!l1ph 4, plu. Euch amounts os b.,'O bern ru y u:cumu\ated 
i" $11.1, r .. ervos lowor onts therefrom nett to beooll\!l due, luch o)Ctoss may, "rovld irflult then .xisll under 
tho terms oftnl. Instrumentnor u 0t.l@ll-nns oflbc promiasorynole hocoby s.~ , U\ 1101 otllenyl". be .r.dited by 
b,nenclat)' ;l1l"ymtnt of iubsequant elM,buhlotplTllll, pU)'mJll~1tOmado by Granlor(6) 01, at lh~ optloP of 
Ihe !l.n~fitiary, r./lmd.d to Ihe I3rlllltol(o) Dr hlS7lilr r .u.~ tf1f1m~it u roay .ppelT upon Ib~ rocord. of lhe 
e.n.lioiery, If, how.ver, tho monthly paymlnt. ,ocuml ucll Teserv ... hlll 1101 ba .ufifcli>ll' to po)' lho sum" 
roqut"d When IIt.um. sh,1I becomo due Ina ~b\ \h. Orlntor 8 oyto Balloftol'ryany amounln.cosslryto 
mDk. uplh. dl!licienoy w.thln Ihlrty (3.Q.l.dt1f"mor ,milan lIoticalD Gmtor )'tl ng th. amounl afille dollolmo>', rf 
tIme sit. II \" • defAult undcc.JlW"6flh. ")1rovlslon. of thll De.d 01 Trust and 1h. •• s.l. of \h. PTOPOcty in 
.et""dance with the PTO .hSnsh=reof, or Ie the B.nancluy lO<JullU 1ha plop:ny olh.rwls~ smr 0 I, IhellenoficlBry 
shall 'pply, .t me of ,ommc\\cament of ,uob l'rocnd"'ss or .~tlta lima tho propltt)' la Dlhen";l • 'Tad, the 
b'l.nc~~ Illmalnine- in tho fund, ",cumuiliod under pallE11lpn 4, 1m sueh sum. Ii NIII becom. dUD and pa 
dlJrti!fl"na pond.ncy Dillie pcoc .. dlngl, os A credit SIOlnsltho ,mounts seoulod hBleby • 
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7, To nleinlain tho bulldingl ono olh.rimpravcments 00 th_ pr~p.rtyin a r,nllbl. and tcn~hlblo condition and sllia of 
To?lr. 10 nellh'I' cammll nor s~fCer no)' wart., tc "promptly comply Min 011 requiremmls of Ibo fedml 5COto nnd 
mUdlclpnlaulhorlH .. rod all oth.r law,. ardlnillce •• raguledans, cov""on!!, ooudl~on., EIId reslrlolions T11~eoHn~ .Ald 
property or the use Cheroof, and pay all f.a. or chllfg<$ Dt Illy !dnd In tonnecHon Chsruwilh, '!he BtnaftolllT)' mol' 
TO<OYC<" domng .. for Iny broach of -tid. cDvmanl Ibe .moun!il would cost III p~t the properly In the condUion c.ned 
iar herein, In the Byent oibrooon of BnYlequl"merrt of Ihts pong,..?n. the llll!1.0clarym.y, in eddltlon to enyolher 
ri9h~ or rem'dl .... at any tim. Ihmdiu deel.re Il\e whol, of said Jlrlnr.ipal Nm fnunedlatoly due end p')'1Ible, Pfnfa.F 
""Pi""' .. t..G~ .. uP.Ij4I1all-bIl-Uo'no ••••• '3'-l""''')'1ull-or-p'(g..JInU-uM.f4hl~p05l18''1'b,...J;K"m •• (4-ibllll-j>a~11 
Jl.<,n .. ,.lt"....r-ilM>r.l!lt-~ppe~ilT1~.et.~p~.kJei~ ... illkFl.r-*-.~~Iie~ 
~HItB ...... Il5flIlf,.l1.ti.... ' 

!. To compl,te 01' restore promplly and in good wor\an!JI1l1(. minner Iny buDding or improvement which mty b. 
construct.d. dOCl1i1s,d, or d .. lroyed thereon, and pay When duo ell calts mcumd Ihcrefor, III\d, If tho loan .,cnred 
horab), onnY]llrt thoroaf I. belna obtained icr the ]lllTpon arlinoncl., conllNcllon ofimprov.m.nt. on said l'rop:rty, 
Ol~ntor(~) furlher oif'.(J): 

(tl To comlllence conrnuction promptly Bnd in lI1yevenl l'Iilnin talny (JO) dl)lll iTom Iha dlle of 11113 inltmmcnl, and 
,camplo11J tho SImI In !ecardano. willi any olTeamonl ... lltinlla conllnleHon and plans and ~elfiOl~1Il11 .. 6mcl.".y 
to BCl1.fici.ry within alslitmonllu orlb. data oflhlJ Instrumsnt, 

(b) 'So .Ilaw BencftcllT)' to Inlpect uld propel'l)llt [II Hml!l during constructio". 

(c) To repl ... any work OnTlalenl\' unsifisfaclo;y 10 Bcn.Llclar)'; \II Khin 'fill.en (\5) cal,ndu dey. o.!Icrwrltlcn notle. 
10 (3r."lor(I) of luol1 r.ot, 

(d) That IVorl: 'hall not e'oS! on Iho can5trutHon of luch Improvcm.nLs for any rouon whatsoDver for a'P:riod of 
fmc.n (15) ,on"tu~vod.y •. 

Th. Thlll.e, UJlon p!ucnlRtion to It oi an ofIid.v1t &isn.!l by Bcneaellry .~ltIng forlh ilcl, &hDlvlM! • d.f.~ll by 
Onmlor(!) IInderlhis numbered pllrDgropli, r. autnorlt.d to .cceptlSuu, and conclu~v. au filet. BJld .I.tommls lhll'oin, 
",d Ie •• tthereon h.l11und.r. 
9, ND building Dr alhe, Improvam.nl on tho propcrt)' shull b. Itruoturilly allor_d, ramov,a, or demollsh.a, Wit110U\ inc 
Bon.r"I.,y, prlDt written aallunt, nar 61u1n any ft:uure or che"el eavorod by this noell of'I'nl.l and odap~d to the 
prop,r Ul~ ond .nJoym.nt of iii. pramls .. b. removed at '0)' lima wlthoulllko oan.,nt unl ... s ~Dtua\1y replaced by en 
.ellde at equDI.ultDlJl1It)', owned by tho Orenlor(_). fT., Ind el,or of .ny lion or ,ecurlly int.rest o;;:c.pt luch .. nuyoe 
approved III 11.n6ng by Ihelleneticllry, 

10. To p<G'IWc-lll-\r~.nDfi~.a'~1~~~I~"Ii<>. of 'xbHI4l-mtllhlIlClr"AAl maintain 
un •• aslngly, in5IJllmct, win, premlunu. prepaid, on all of \he property that is ala lubJecl af Ihle Dud of Trust. or 
1ICr •• fierbocommgp"rl of laid proporly, "!1'IIlStloli by:!l7a IUId olh ... bazards, cllU.lfi.,. II1d conllngencies, \ncIudi1lii 
r...~'~""lIJ4>""'~i~~"t;J.t\'RI~~""fi&lo"l"I .. ,.uob.amll\l!llooaM.!Gr-ouol,.i'.;jod.of-1ln~h 
~po;o!I'oIu'\ausec-{:.t/oItnoUk&ntrilwtlaG)..\R..:iIU!OT .... -e..all.u.,"fo~Hmolarr~a.m.r;a~~-ll 
i'31~t._1I0A.fjal&l?'r-","";l;..d.\.i"'.l;4h.11_n~lI-I55illl'lI\ant-t&-»oRliiolD~"-1lII\rRl-i'_~ 
~\lR1n.""h.II..uIl-O.mBII-~Gmpanl ..... ppr""'od4l)"8ene§c~~.ncfieitl1Y'1'llo.y-aI-lII-O\'I1.n"'.~ 
",i>InIaI_ld_n~ni;od''PO«Gt.;.jn..Q;BJ1lo~.~QlJo .. iDII-IR-I~oIi.1/OIiA~~pgllaia;-to-<leAoII.I'I3'' ia '''',,151 
e~Rt'I.(d"pollcrl'5-iRall~ ... loopWlJ,tDUnbl~Rlo~II..tIm~=lllrn.toJne.~.!iolaro!<-o.,;lbr.4n5JIa.~~ 
1Hnol\el6<'.,.,..\l500o~''''''&'''''''''''l'fr''Ind..lold-'''I''k:oRlfl\t.lII~'IlfA4r(l\''''.~R.flc!'J'' .. en!, H"1e. 111 ovont Qf 
fOflclolllTo afthls D.od ofTNst or ot1u:rtransfer of HUe to IhoaubJecl prcpsrtybl elUinsuishrnent ahoma or lin of the 
Indebt:dnm l.e~1Ted h:roby, all Inltrll~ of the (3rlnlol(;) In 1/1)' Insuranco pDM alii In fOlc, shol1l'lSS 10 Ihe purChnJlT 
Dr Onnl •• to"p"y to Benof1clory as :a,net\cl&r)'may r!.!Julro I rlnonlbll ro. to COVlrc.sI, of;ub.t{l\llIng polloi .. In lite 
oveni the OnntoT(s) rcplac.(a) any polioy prior 10 il. B:tplration, Qrlnlar(r) will Tcimbullo l3elloficln1)l for Bny 
premium> plid for luc1, Insurente by the Bene1lciary Up0!11h. GJ'Z!Itor(sl'li d!fl~H in 10 inluring the building' or othor 
improvements or dar.ull in ... Igoin&, In d dellverin" 0 f luoh polloleato 1111 banaliolor)' so endorsed, 

It. To ICJIP,or In ';'d dof.od any lull, action, 01 proeocding 111.t might affect Ih. vclu. of lhli Ii.aurity insltumeRt or th 
5eCUr1'Y Its, lf or Ihe riglll' Dnd pow." of Ben.fiel,ry Qr Trus' .. : 11110 Inould B.nB/iol.1Y or 'rtllstoe olce\ Ilia to 'ppolr 

l.'ll·lDlAI~,hm.nl 
p'I,~orr1 
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In 01 deicnd any .uch Iction arprooecdins, b. made 11'lrt;Jio ouch byrcuert o{lhlsDo.d of Trust or elect 10 pro"tul. 
such aolion !S '1'1'''11 neces60lY to pre,m ... id VBlu., In. Otlolor(.) lViII, II III timC$, indemnIfy nom, Bnd, an 
dem!Jld reimburse BenoOtln), or 'l'nisleo for lIDy and ell loss, demlJC, txprnse, or cos~ mcludlng cost ofovldenet of 
lIll. and atlomey'. i •• s, atimng outofodne.lTed in connec~on with lI\ysuch .ult, Bolion, orprcce.dlng, Bod Ihe sum of 
such ellpendltllres sn",! b. secund by Ihls ne.d ofTrusl \vlli! h1!Aml u provided In the nol. secured her.by Dnd .h.1I 
~e due lnd -p.yabl. on domand, To ply 00,16 of lulll co,l of .~Idenco oi Htl. end a t'lsonabl. a!lorn.y', fe. in eny 
proce.ding or.uit brou&1It by Benoficiarylo fote.los. l1,f. n •• d cfTUlS!. 

12 . . To pny in 'full ol-~6~}<lo;s·b.rotB dellnqucut all lenU, taxts,1ISsDSSmeQU, and rneumbranm, ch'fgu or 
liEns wilh intDmt, thnt moy noW orh.,lIrter be leVIed, llSJ!6sed, or olnllllid upon tho property 111.11. Ihe ;ubJaotorlh!s 
Deor! of Tru,t or on)' pltl thee.ot, which ot any timo oppeBr \0 be prior or superior herelo for which provision 1115 not 
been mlde h.r.(ofore, .nd opoo r.quast will .,iJlbit 10 Benoiiti.<y afficlBI rr.cclpt; Inmfor, and 10 pay 011 l1JIes 
imposed upon, rOlson,bl. c03ls, fees, dod .""cnstS of !hI, Trust On default under lids 'Plragrapb Bencffol'rylllay, ot 

. its option, PII)', or )lly out of resorves accumolaled uadar pll1lgraph 4, l!I\y lueh lum., wlll10ul \Ys\v~t of any olh., right 
or Benafitlary 'ely roo5Dn of 6uch dorault of orentot(s), and J3enefl.hTYshaU nol 'elelfable 10 Gcanlot(s) for a iofluIe (0 
n.,oISt any .""h option," ~¥t, . . 
I J. To repay imrnedlntaJy on wrlltin noHto to GRolor(>) ell sums D.\1lended or .cl,..need hereunder by or an bennlf of 
Blna!lC(Lty or TnlIW, Wlthitnhlh:.st from ~UI dl~ of ;uell Idv.nce ar ~pendllur •• t Ik. rll. of tan 1' .. "'1\1 (\0%) pOT 
annum un~1 paId, ond Ihl rapa 1ant Iherlof ,h.1\ be mUred hereby. l'Gilure Ie repay I'1IcI! rnpendltUra or advlIIee nnd 
interest thereon wllhln t-fRof l\lf Dr 0,. mamnl af 11101, noH~, wnt at :e,naSall1)"a optian, constitule an avant of 
dlf:wlt hereunder, or, Elln.flelary may, Dt Itl apticD, commaneJ an action a,alnn IltAl1lar(I) for Ibl TlSCo\'ery of aueh 
expenditure or .dYaneo Ind InlerG!I thereon, and In IUeb ovent C3fDnlor(l) IJte4(l) 10 p'y, tn addition to fila amount of 
ru.h .:cpendllura Dr .1I'1anCB,.ncosts and .~penmincutred In IIIcb .elian, \J)goIl,orwllh lTwonz~l. attomzys f<c. 

14, Shauld Onmlor(s) filII to maiGe ."y pL)'fI1ent or 10 do BnY let II hereIn plIIY/ded, thin Bene6cla;y or rrulte., but 
wiU,cut obIlB.~on 10 to do and Iv!tbollt naUce10 at dBll\&IId Upon 0I1lnlllr(3) and. wi,hout r.leuln, Oruntor(a) fra", airy 
obligation ilercof, may. Mlle. or do 1110 ;lIIl.ln lOch tnlllnermd IolUcb oxlmt.., nllh.rmlY d,arnn.ocncry 10 protecl 

. Ih ••• eu,ily'haraof, !lenellclory or '!'rUstea bllTII: autb.orlxed to aatar U]lI!n Ih6 'J!I'opmyfDr .uah purp"'..; commence, 
'"pear in and dof.nd any ection or pro •• <ulns pU'1'ortlng 10 .ili:al the Jlounty hOllof Dr th~ tlshll or powers of 
nenoncioTY or Trustee: pay, pUfChue, cont.sf, or c:on'P'omlso .n)! enoumbrancD, DhlTg" or lien which in IhoJudgment 
of, Ith,r eppcars tu b. prior or .Up.riof heroto, II\Id In eMrelslas .ny Iuah pawar, !Dellr any \lability, ....-plnd \vba~vcr 
amounts In lIs ab.olule di.cretion it may doe", n .. e ... ry Iherefor inolu~ing ODst of .viden" of tltI., omploy counul, 
and payhi.!her/lhelrrcuoneble r .... 

15. ra) To fu Ill' comply with all or lb. t .. m" <cndIHQn., ood previsions of oUI ... " on said prop.rty '0 Ihlrtn, rum= 
sh.11 not beoome in defnull.nd to do .11 Ihut" ne.dfllilo pr .. """. ,II .aid leam in foro •. 

(b) To permit no asslgnmenl ohny 1 .... , orlmy .u~\.ltin1! th.",undor unlm t.e-rlghl to .. sign or sublet is ""prOssly 
roserved by Iha 1 ....... undor 51!ch I~QS'. 

(c) Thai rove and except for laxas snd mmm.ois ~lOvid.<l 10 be p.dd by Oranlor(5) as spcclfled in paragrl)Jh 17. 
beccof, GAnlor(.) will not cr •• le Dr sumr or pmnltto bt orcmd, snbseqUtnt to the dala orlh~ eltOout{on end d.lIvary 
ofthi. Deed oFTrurt ony ll.n Dr encumbrance \'Iltlell m.ybc Dr b .... 1ml .up~rlor 10 any leue aff."l\ng saltl property. 

(d) 11m If any Pllrt of 11" automobll. 'Parking treas Includ.d wllhi~ said prOP4~ Is taken by condemnniion, orb.fore 
uld ar,"s aro olhorwlsueducod, Orlll1tor(s) win provide p.OdniJ'Bclllll •• In kind, &tIO, and 1000tfon to CIImply "lth .11 
leBO!, lnd berore mll..-Jng any c.nntct for luon snb,tltut. ptncln, liollllles, C3rmlor{.) !VIII fuml." to BcnafiolalY 
"tI'faolory u!Uran •• of .omple~on !hIT.of!'tea of lIenl IJId 1n confotmiLy \vllh 11\ gonmmcntsl zoning (nd 
rosulartons, 

16. Should the Proll'rty or Inyplrt ar appUnDn!na. thU4Q( Dr Tighl orln~relttha~1n be liken or damaged "oYTe!lon of 
any public or PO'Y1te improvement, tand_mntHan lIcoeladlni (molutllnr Ollill!!'G of itada), fire, olrlhqU4k~ or olher 
... ually, arin any oOlCr tntnner, :BonDftolulj' rn'Y, ,\ Its aptian, comnllOCQ, appurin and 'ProStou! .. In ill O\Yn nlme, 
ony Dctlon or pToceeding, or rnllet ony comproml .. or Je"lem.n~ In .onnGC~on with luel, bldnll" or dIn""" Ind obtain 
all camp'nSltion, IlVord., or olner reller Iha~OT, All iuen ·aomp.nullon, aWllds, dam ",,,, 71lihts of action Bnd 
pIa teeds, including 111. pTOotcd. of Knypollcle; or Insurlll1.e IffeGHl1llhol'lIIporly, ere hereby as.isned 10 bmeficiary, 
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which may, ofter dedutting therep"m all ils tX'plnns, inoludml Bl!Dm~)"! f.es, Tel ... e any monies so recelvad b~ I~ OT 
opplyih. Slme an lIl1yindebtcdnm secllTed hereby or opply 1De lime 10 the tepolr or ,asloranon of tka propmy, AS It 
m~y tleel. (k .. ntoz:{5.).:!uffAe~'s1gr" to Eme5nl'~lIJO\.{'t!.ll\IulD5.llw"'=JIlIl"l!or.ladJpo .... q~fI>Ilt~ 
{~'i;l."'li;r-t1;<-;""~}jt.:>f4R ... JilAn~elalo/rl~&o.,"",,hale;.llI.dc4.I~D~&!CO&,,"~c..e~u\ll.~~~ 
lffi;c!ie!ol'Y'lIial"e\-a\f'tilil.-<lono .... Bhl.T~1um1'J'l'llll\l(;l~p"l'ffitr;\l5,-RIfllrwIl,.:r ... ..,...~"14Ih.l-;ldi~;; b~ 
.IIIm.,.".~/~d-hE;a~UJ>...>IIIIGII.ou·h-r.i1i1lt.to.ooll~&a..bil-aSsoRed.-Gr~r{4-ol.Q.tpo(.<) .. :-o.ot ..... 'H11 
r.rt!t.H'*"n'ffi~n'1-au~h~.ollipelmll!IT~t~-eai6r1'4bI\o~"'fiH)r-jl,Oi'!1ltlm5r-<<ljIel'ffiilA{~f 
~"''i<;n,.at;&;>''' ... d .... ..sIll'.Gli''~"h!);usIU.'''''*''''qu~ .. 

17. Time Is of tne meneo hereonn connecHon with nil obllsation, of the O,onlol(.) her.ln or in sold not<. By 
accepting payment of any .urn Iccured h"l1lby 8fter Us due dal6, Bc:ncllolary dot! "at lYalv.lts DSnt .ith.r to requiTe 
prompl paymenl wh~ due ohll olhor .um!.o 6!cured or to declEft deraultfo( fDllura sow poy. 

I S. At an~ nme upon \\;itton request orllene5cl.ry, payment.!il; foes ~nd presenta~on ofinis Daed BI1d sold nale for 
'ndors<rn'nl (in cos. of full ,econv.yaDce, for ,ancellatlon ond .elenHon), wilhoul affectlng the Uabnlty oC Illy p'rEon 
for thel'lymcnt of the Indebtedn •• , Tru,t!14 may (a) cansont to 1l1. maldng of any mop or plat of.aJdl'roperty; (b)join 
In rnnnllg .ny .uemant or cr.ating Iny rlsmen,," th .... an; (0) join In Iny subDldlnoHon or olher "",.ement Bfi.cltni 
Ihl. need or the lien DC aherae thereor: (<l) .ctalTV.Y. without WIllen!)" 1111 Dr anyPllTt of1ne praperty. The Oronl .. In 
any r".an'.i'lln ... mar b. d",.rlb.d .. Iha ".Por •• n or plrlon' 1.S"lly .rrt1llocllherota,· Bad tho rcoil.l$ ther.a. of ony 
m.he,. or F,ah 'holl be IlOnoluriVII"pcoof orllle trulhfulness \here or. Oranlor(.) aST.ol to pay a r ... son.bl. tnJlt .. ~ feD 
ror full or pirtfal reconv.yon .... logclhtrwith • rocordm,feelfTl'IIstec, at III ClpHon, elect! tOTiconIuld recon"aY4T1ce, 

19. In!>Us oCuale underthls lla.d orTru,~ Ih~ said ploperty, ~"Qp.Legd.mJ,;r,ojl, mayb180ld In onep.roel. 

20. 'the Onlltor(s) shill not, without flTst oblalnlT\! lIIeJ3l111oflctllY" written COnsGllt, ulIgn lillY offhe Tlnls orprofUD 
ofthepcopen;y or collect my cant!or more thll1 onl T\lonll! In advtrlca OrCI\U1p Ihe .cn~ral nltlreD ofth. oooupinay or 
initiate Dr Qcqulualln Iny zan!ns reolusl!\aQl\on, or do or .uu.r my ael or I1lln, which would !mpur the a1aurlly tor 
l'Oili debt or the Ben.limotY' IIln upon saId propmy or 1118 renl5ihereaf. In ill. Dyent ofbnocll of any~equlremar11 of 
thl, pwsraph, 1h.1Ie.llI.llry mny, in Jlddlt!cn to any .ther-rights Dr ,.modles, at III1)IliJne tb ..... fur declate the whole 
DC sD!6prtncfpol.um immediately du> and pnyable. 

22. As further leclIrlty for tile poyrnonl of all indcblodnOlS It_,ein manlioncd, all Omntorts)'. rents and p,ants of nJd 
properry .nd Ihe right, till" and InLeroslofUlo Grantor(6) in and under ,1\ I ... es new orn<ttnft" sffectinQ"sald propotty, 
ETC h,reby asslgn~d ,nd transferred 10 !he Benoficil<TJ', So long TIS no defawl '11~11 axisl in campllrnce wlln .ny 
n:quln:n'tnt hcrca; or of eny further i •• lT1Jmont .1 Iny tim. execut,d IYiIh respect to 1111& Deed of'I11Ist tho Gnntor(l) 
mil)' coll,cl BSOi3T'ed ronl, and profits lIS tha 10m' iall dua, but upon Ike OCCUlTCn •• of .uy such d.r.ul~ I>T al such later 
Llm~ os lk, Beneficiary in III 1010 discretion mo.y:fi.~ by written notiae, all tight of nlO Granlor(.) to collect or re •• h·, 
ronts orprofit.; ,hall ·wholly tormlnatn. All Tenll or profit! of Oranlor(s) rocolvablc frvm crin aipcctlo .~id proporty 
Which II shall bc permltt,d to colleellla,.under shall be received by !lIn Inist 10 ply the u£lllllnd rDoionabl. OPDILtmg 
~xp'nies of, end Ihe ja,CIS upon, ~~Id proporty.nd tb. 'Uo15 owing thell",efi.llry IS Ihoy become du~ and pa)'lbla a. 
provided In .thll De,d cf'l'ru.1 at In lh ... id nota aril1anymodlii'.~on of ellhCl', Th. b.lan" of 'U~I unta and profits 
aiUrplymanl orDuch opora~nr; 0XJ>,n,es, tell"., and.aum, duo KID E",an,I.TY, nod afterlh_ .otting I6ld. ofaocru,l. to 
dot. of .uch a~pan ••• , lax •• , and Gum"~ Inoluding amartinl/on, shall he uIIMo.(s)'. ~1,,01.le property. No lease o!the 
whole or eny jllrr oftl,o proplrl¥ InYolvbrgln Inl~al tll1l1 ofmDR t~ln ihm (3) YIlIr' l!lal! b~ modified Dr terminated' 
without tho wrl~.n •• nson( of thD Bcn.Bcluy, nor shall Iha sUTtender of DDY lucb ltnr~ b~ IDoeplld nDr any _to.l 
lhareunder bo collected (Or mClfC then two (2) months In IdYDnce widloUt IOle wdtlttn cons.nl, III the evant or any 
a_cOlIn heround,r Dnd tho ,xlrclsa by the BanOliclary of III rlahu hcnsby Innltd, Gllntol(l) asrae{s) 1hBt'P1)lmonts 
mad, by tenlnt> or octUp"nl, to the Beneft.lar}' shan, lS to luch tlllllOll, be considered II thouII, m~de 10 (3tanlor(s) 
and in dlscharg. ofteRlnls' oblllaMoni a5 such to Orallor(s). NolhlnS bmfn ooQtafned shall be construed II abllglng 
tllB J3EunolalY 10 perform any of Ol1lnlor(s)', caven.nls under lilY 10 ... orrontal mangomlnt. Orantor(s) IlI~lI oxecute 
Dnd d.lfv'r 10 tho 13cnlfi.huy upon dcrnBlld on)' fMhCII or ,upplcmenl.l uslgnmenls necenary to .'fiectuala the 
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InlrnUO"' oflhls par>gnpn !J\d uJlon fDllura cfthe Clt1!ntcrr(s) 10 10 comply, Bcnollci.;ymty, In add!llan 10 aoy Dther 
light on.mody II hu, clo.\_re lb. m.turily of Iholnd;bhdnoss hmby ,.,;ured, 

M.Jn /he Bvent of default in compHane. wilh anyraquJrement Df !hI. Deed oETnal or of any further instrament!l.An;t , 
time ~ ",speol 10 Ihls Deed Df Trus~ tI1d lhe CO"HOllln.e thereof for such pcrl~~. !he 
Benefici!!), (0 declare II e'ot..@. and pay!bh; or for ten (10) day.; if nc lIIob JI.moJ1.lwlIlljilioible, tho Bma601.ry 
may, at itr op«on, .ntar upon and~Dll Ion or llIe sold JlI'CIJI~..Il1I<Ha1tiB5.Tm Dr Dny lIatl Ihlleor, mlitinJ: 
InC/.(ars.en .llcrationuo tt nnds n.emery, on m I Il!"lfi'Oilylawrulm_ar BIll' tenDna), or occup'ncyarsaid 
prop'rty, .~OTo{Sing wilh Tctpect thcr~ . aT cpdan IIVal a e OIJ!Dlar(s), Fram ond afterlh. occumnce 
of eny such default, if '!!JX.Ill!'iI~1'rop.rty sh.lI occupy ;aId proporty or af,6Uo" alYner 'hall poyto 1h. 
Benefiei.~~on 1he fusl dayof~aeb monllt a tl!Bsoo.bls renlal for lbespDttI ID acc' d Upoa flilurs (0 
~Benaficiory .ha.II •• tt111~ed to IlImovD$uc'11 owntO'rom1h. pTopertyby any IrPprapnate Icnall OT~ din&.. 

2.1, The elltering upon and toldng possmlon of said property, the colleoKcn of such l'OlIts, fuues. rnd proflts, or the 
proceed, of tire unu olher InsuAhee pcl!<lcs or ctmtptronKon, or ~Wartls for DI!Y laldng or d8ll11iC cflhll>roparty, snd 
tnc spplication 01 rclcu. Ihe,eor " afot~aJd, fhaU nol .ure or wolvo lny derlult or nohoe of aerlull Har.und.r DT 
Invalid ala Iny ~ct don~ pUrJuantto such nonce. p~4t?r;;&z,y.s' 

~5. All ,urns ,ecured heTeby Ihall become Jrrunedlal.ly due and p"yablo, al Iho option of Ihe BenafiolU}J'~ 
d.mond or nonce, Ifter on)' of the fellowln, oeour. lOch 01 whl,h .hell b. an ovent of default: (l) dofbult by <Jranlllr($) 
In Ih. p&)'illent of auy lnd.btedMss sl!CIIred hSTeby or In the perf<>rmane. or a'bS\IT'V8I1C8 of Iny Blnement contoln.d 
iI.ralll, or (b) Iny Il$slgnmonl mud. by GlBnIDt(l) arftJelhm OWI1Q( D' .. 103 praprrty for1h1 benefit oj' 'milon, or (0) 
Iny transfer or title mads by'\ho Orancar(.) or1n~ Ihen ownsr of .ltd proporty 10 a Oronlce or Nae_150ft In Inlo,oot 
wllhont the .. sumpllan of III of the lama mId .o,dISon.lteram aanlDlned, ot (d) anY af thD [oUoWlns shoU oCCUr, wIth 
respeel to tkc property, tll~ Grlntor(.) or th. tis,," DlVoer of .. rd l'lDportyl (I) thllJlPofntmcnt oh reeolvor, liquldslo".or 
TNlI~J (II) the .djudicaliDn .s I banlCTU)lt 0' in&olv'lIt. (Ill) th. ffilnroflnyP&tition forBI!I11auptcy orreol'8l11iZlliol1J 
(Iv) tb.lnsdlUUon of lJIy proo.lamS for dilloluHon or liquldl~on, (V) if Omlo,(s) b. unable, or admit in IVrl~nr in 
in~biJI\y 10 pay hlslherltbelt debh wkUl dUll or (vi) It dwult In mnravUiDn cloy olber instnlmcnl wIIlelt mey bo 
held by Beneficlar,y a, .!curl\;\, for l!!.Id not •• lnoludln, Iba loan agrlsm,,"1 BIId rollted documenls, the terms and 
coVcninl> or ~'lllc'h \!fO In<o'l'arotrd 111nin bynilrm.o Is'lltOUgh fully ret tbrth hmln, No wahler by lhndl;luy of 
.ny dDr.ult on th" lion of Orontor«) .'11&11 b. construed as & waiver of any lubsequcntaoitult han:undo,. In ovenl of 
such d,rlUlr Ind Upon wrlncn fOltUc:st of 11 onefiollry, trum •• hallaoll tho trusl proplrty, in oecordll1ca willi Iho De!d 
ofTrult Acl of the Still_ ofW .. blnglan (R(J'I'I Chapter 61.24 as wstin.JlIOIV, or hereafter amandd)lOl1d Ihe Uniform 
Commercial Code of tne Slate of W!!6ningion whtra applicable, al publl< .ucHon to th. highest bidder. A~'I pmon 
Ol:oop~Tru'le. mRl' bid III TnlslI:e'$ ule, Tnutcc ahlll apply the prooeed, oflhc •• Ie II (ollows: (.) 10 tho IlCpensB of 
sal., Including a nuonable TrUlI.e~ fee and atlomO)"r fee; (b) 10 the Dbllgnlicn 5ftcuud by Ihi. need of Trust; and te) 
lh. IUlJllus, if ony, ahal I bn distribuled in a.cordononvilh uld Dttd aCTNst Act. Trusl .. S""11 d.liver 10 tho purchaser 
ollhe .al. Its dced, withoul WOrTont)', which shall COPyoy-to tI1el>UTchssorth. u,lercSl In tho PTopertyVlhlcb I3tanl~r(') 
had or hed lhe pown 10 COI\V"l' at Ihe ~m' Dthlslherllhalr e~ .. lltion of thl' Deed efTrus!, Dnd such IS 'nelDlY ha.ve 
auquired Ihoreofter, Trust •• '; cl •• d .hall nclte Ih. ia.l. ,halVing that tno •• 1. WD> conducled in oompllllTlco wilh ,II (h. 
rcquircmcnl5 oi low nnd or thl, ne.d of Trusl, which Rcilolillon b. prima fade evidence of iIIeh eompliBIIC<l end 
conclush. evidence thareofin f,vor Dfbondid. purchl!Sera IIld BncumbrlnolT"i io,v61u •. Tho POWOT afS.le Cilnf.rred 
by Ihlr Docd ci'l'rust Emd by 1h. D,w ofT"I1l!IAct oflha Bllt< afWll5hlngton" net an .~clusiv. rem.dy IDd wlron not 
e~OIci,ed, )leneiiol.ry mil' faroolos. thlo D •• d of Trust II. marlgaso, At any I{m. :S.neficllry m~y .pPQinlln writtoS 
... «Clior \nIola." or dl.cl,.rgo and oppolnt I .aW Trull .. In Ih' ploca of any 'Irusl,e named h,reln, and upon <0, 
",oDrding of luoh Ippolnhnenl in tne merts'" re,ord, of1h. counly In whleh this De.d of Trust I. (Ctorded, Il!o 
.uoc.,.a,tru~lee .hell be vDst.d with all POWllri oflh. Orlgln.1 Tru.toa. Tho 'frullsa Is nol obligated to nD~f)' anYl'Brty 
haralD of pan ding sol. under Dny other Potd of Trust or of ony oc~on or protOedlni in whJc\\ Oranlor(,), '!nIsteo, or 
ll!n.lIal'r:Y&hall b. 0 party, unle.; such o.tiDn OlpTDc •• dln~ Is bToughl by Ih~ TtUltQo. 

26. no proporty whlcb I. tho ,ubjact oC this need of 'It;u,ll. ltol und ;>rinclpilly or primerily for agrl.ulblrBl or 
rarmlnnurpous, 

17. In the event,of the pmeg. ~j'!.rthe dale afthl~ Deed annlll of auYfadarnl, ,taI8, or 10CQII~\v, dedu.Hog from th. 
Vllu, ofT •• ll'raperty for Ibe purpolO of1.~a~on any 11m 1hareon, or com"ng In any w.y Ute l.w, now in foreliar lh. 
la:t-man DC mortgage., d •• ds of lTU5~ Qr debts lecured iheT!by, for l'adaral, ltat. or local pU'l'''''os, or Ina mum" of tn. 
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colltoHon of any .uen hXes ~o OJ 10 lfieet Ina inlmsl ciBroaO.I,,,,, th.n and In such evrn~ Ounlcr{s) s"h,n belr nnd 
pey Ih. full emount of suah 1i~0$, provided Ihat lffur any rCl.Son payment by Grlllior(s) of my such new or addlnonal 
I"~.l would bo u,lol'lrul or iith. paymenl tb", •• fwould conrltiute \Lllll)' or randar lhe 'loan or Indebtedn.s. nourod 
hereby Ivholly or l'.rffally ulurious under .ny of tho Ianni or provisiou oflhe nott, or tire wilhtn De.d of 'J'ru5t OT 

.Ihemlsc . .9aTh.~'i~m~~t~amllll'l-er-J;;!~6G~l ... IM ... w!lelf-lVll\-la~l\4..~ 
'h.i ,Ill, In:.fi!i!-!l><tEa"-lo4".-i;"'m"lkl~rlI!t~~ !leneOel.t)' may, It its .ption, p~y thai Omounl or 
porticn of such iD:tes as renders Ih.l.Ul Dr indebtedlless ,ecuTid ber.byunlawtUlor usurlous, In whleh ovenl Oranlae(.) 
shtll conculTenlly IhDI1II.I:h pay Ih. r<l1\eln Ing law!lJi and non·wtJl;cus 'Pomoll or bolmoo of.sid laxes. 

28, If fTam any oircumstances wll1ll!var Jultlilmenl of lillY provisioa Df ibla Deed of 'I\'u51 or Slid note at tbe time 
p'rfol'll1~n<e of sucll provision shell b. oue s\toU Involve transc.ndlng Ih. lImit of validity 'PT"oribod by In'o usury 
lrt"ahIt!; or aa)' cti,cr I&w, lh. ipso [eelo tho obligUion 10 b. fulfill.d shall b. raduced to 1h.llrn1t of &uch vruidlty. 50 thal 
In no .vont snDllany .~.ction b. ]>oulbl. under liIis Deed of'1\'Ust or uuUr s.id nate Ihat i& In IIX""" of Ihc limit of 
ruch vlliaity; but lUch ablilltion sball be fulllll~ 10 in. limit of IUch ';'lIdlty, 'The provisionl of this 1'IClIgroph shall 
control ovoryalncr provision of Ihls Peed of Tru5t and Jdld note. 

29. In tho .vanl Ihat this Ooed DC Trust is foreclosed., a mortgog" .nd Ihc property sola at a faroolo~ saiD, the 
plll'ch .. er ~lay, durin, .ny redcmption period ollow~, milia such Tepail'l or 11I'rolloos on Slid propetty o. m.y bc 
Te ... onably nec.".ry for 'nol'roper op"ollon, C&t1l, preservation, pralee~on, end in.uMS inmof, Any 5Urru (a paId 
Icgelhor \\1lh IntortSt thereon tram Ihb Hme ofsucn expendll1lro atihe higllcst lawful ",III shall b. add.dt. and becDl11e 
a part oflha emount required 10 b. p~ld iornd.mprion from .uch .11., 

}9,.....,Q , shall deliver 10 Ib, l'Imeficllr)' wllhln 20 d~ya aflar l'Iri"en demlnd fumCor I da\I~~ 
stalemrnl in fol'll1 8B ~"8~1l)I cov.nnilin •• ubj.otproPlrty enc! cnltll5!UIS-OBl.ut:I"\lY'fIiBGrenlor(l). 
Clr1llltor(.) 5h~11 permll IhI: Beneflclary D~l!lJa-tyxa!!!l!!e ... l~ r.tord, pertaining 10 I)oe said 
vroporty, apon priOTwritlen domlnd ofn.llili,iJlolll-h:lr~-a.y" III dlfiuUtrtmaflal hill, In uddftlon t •• 11 
oth.r r'm<ldtu, v o-ep~T1i IliD Indeblodnol' hereby secureo, The Bonof)olary rhal oman """"'" 
U.. "'cmon! In auyealend., yw, 

31. Btn,nerat)' Ihall nave Ul' riSlll otits opHon 10 fOl1lclo'" this Ded of Trull &ubJ.tl 10 tho 'lisbls of alY t.n1!ll~ or 
tlonanLs of Iho said prDperty and the flilure to mdeD IlI1Y luch tenant 01' l<manl ... party d.Cendllll ID Iny suc:h suit or 
.cDan oe 1D for .. !". hlslherlthelr Tignta will 'I1ot b. assartld by tbo 0111DIllt{i) os • defense In any IlItton or sult 
IIllIi~Jted to collecl lb. IndeblCdnlll .ocured iueeby or any·part tbetegf or any deficiency rcmalnlna unpaid mer 
{oreclc.sl1rc lJld nle Df11tc Slid property, lny"latutc ort\ll~ of law at .nyt!m. oidstingtglhe eantrlt}'notwllhstanding. 

H.--U~' der~ultby 01l1lllDt(S) tnd {onowlng Iha lCOllllTRlIon ofmll1Jrityu hrnin provided, a tender ofl'~ 
at tho umouli!'iilc"".~tlsfy lh~ entire Indeblalnon neured hmoy made .t Uly time p~fgrec1Os'Ule &ala 
Cin~ludlnlr 601. under pOlYeror-n~)... • Orrnlol(i), lis iucceSSDll or ~"""f"byiilyon. In behalf of the 
Granlor(i), Ii. aua".SSou ar ."igm, Ihall CDIU . tu 0 TreI'<!5i~~nll.rms of •• id nolo and b. deomiUI Ie 
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~.d oi TfllSt illd of lu~h chattol mortgage or oOm .eourity Insltummt ~I • valid Iirst IIld lub".HD;rllon. 
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1I.bl1lty of Illy olher per50n far tn. poym.nt 01""y obllgaUon hmlu 1I1Oilrionod (including Ot6Jltor(s) shoUld no convey 
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reI .... o"l' person Ie liable, .~1and tbnnaturlty or mnd~ the tmnI of any lu~h obllptlon, or pent other indulsen ... , 
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cDnsnued and mtotua accordingly, AnYlIo~OCI to b. given 10 Oranl1lr(l) by BanotilllTY naraundlT &bo\l be 5IJfficienl 
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RIDER TO MASTER FORM DEED OF TRUST 

GRANTOR shall not allow the Properly to be used for any aotlvltles Involving the 
Lise, generation, storage, or disposal of any hazardous material, except as suah 
material Is stored and, used in acoordance with normal occupanoy and use of this 
type of project. GRANTOR shall Indemnify and hold BENEFICIARY and 
TRUSTEE holrmless from and against any and all 105s9s, aotlons, damages, 
claims, and expenses, inoludlng, without limitation, reasonable attorneys' fees 
Incurred by or asserted against BENEFICIARY and/or TRUSTEE by reason of 
the failure oj GRANTOR, Its agents, employees, partners, officers, directors, or 
other representatives, to perform any of Its obligations pursuant to any federal, 
siais, or looal environmental protectloll laws and/or reglilations. The provisIons 
·of this paragraph shall survive any transfer of the Property, Inoludlng a transier 
after a foreclosure of this Deed Of Trust and delivery of the Deed effecting such 
transfer. 

,. " "-' ...... .. . ........ _--.- ....... _._ .................. . I "',' I •••• - •• I · .· •••• ~ ........ " _, • _0 , ••••• ,. _, " ....... _ •• _" 
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THE HONORABLE WILLIAM DOWNING 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON 
FOR KING COUNTY 

8 ~IN~R~E~T~H=E~M~A~R=R=I~A~G~E~O~F~:--~~~~ 

NO. 10·3·04077·7 SEA· 
9 CHRISTOPHER ROSS LARSON 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

PETITIONER, 
VS. 

JULIA LARSON CALHOUN 

RESPONDENT. 

AMENDED FINDINGS AND 
CONCLUSIONS AND ADDITIONAL 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

This matter came on before the Honorable William Downing on petltioners motion 

to amend and supplement the court's Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law at Trial 

dated December 22, 2011 ("12/22/11 Findings"). The court considered the submissions of 

the parties and. the court finds good cause to enter the following order: 

20 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the 12/22/11 Findings are amended as follows: 

21 32. Future Cash Payments Due Dates, The future cash payments from 

22 petitioner to respondent in 2013 and 2014 are due on January 2nd of each year. 

23 33. Agreement on Microsoft Stock. The parties entered into an agreement 

24 aHached to the Decree as APPENDIX A with respect to the 2011 individual income tax 

25 return and the 800 ,000 shares of Microsoft stock awarded to Respondent as follows: 
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6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

a, The parties will file a joint individual income tax return for 2011 , 

b. 

c. 

d. 

The 800,000 shares of Microsoft stock awarded to Respondent will 

be sold prior to December 31, 2011. 

Petitioner will pay the tax due on the 2011 Joint income tax return, 

including tax on the sale of the 800,000 shares of Microsoft stock .. 

In exchange for the concessions in sub-paragraphs (b) and (c) 

above, and as long as he complies with all provisions in the 

aweement attached to the Decree as APPENDIX A, Petitioner will 

be awarded the one-third interest In Swauk Valley Ranch LLC, and 

Petitioner will receive any future tax credits or refunds associated 

with the 2011 joint income tax return. 

12 34. Maintenance. Respondent does not have a need for maintenance. 

13 35, Attorney's Fees. Each party received awards of temporary attorney's fees 

14 and costs totaling $950,000, The temporary awards were paid in paJi from community 

] 5 property (Goldman #8395) and in part from Petitioner's separate property (Goldman 

J 6 #0478), Respondent does not have the need for attorney fees. 

17 

IS 

19 

20 

2l 

22 

23 

24 

25 

36. Bank Accounts Attached To Assets. 

a. Bank of Hawaii account #5080 should be awarded to the 

Respondent as she was awarded the Hawaii property; and 

b. The 2 Laurel Group US Bank accounts #9430 and #9448 should be 

awarded to the Respondent as the payroll for the employees, many 

of whom will remain employed by the Respondent, are paid out of 

these accounts. She created the Laurel name and the building she 

was awarded is entitled The Laurel Building, She has always 
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managed these accounts and written the checks. 

2 37. The Laurel Group, LLC. This entity should be awarded to Respondent at 

J no value as many of the employees will remain employed by her and the entity has no 

4 value. This entity provides benefits to the employees and the family. 

5 38. Thistledown, LLC. This entity should be awarded to the Respondent at 

6 no value. 

7 39. Respondent's Occupancy of Norcliffe and Payment of Norcliffe 

8 expenses during Respondent's occupancy and Respondent's vacate date. The 

9 Petitioner has been awarded NorcHffe. The parties agreed that the Respondent may stay 

10 at Nordiffe through April 30, 2012. From February 2012 through the time she vacates, the 

11 Respondent should pay the household staff (housekeeping) expenses. The Petitioner 

12 should pay the remaining expenses for said properties, Including but not limited to utilities, 

) 3 dues, taxes, insurance, capital/necessary repairs, landscaping and other grounds 

14 expenses. Said amounts shall not be considered maintenance. The gardeners at the 

15 Norcliffe property may continue to occupy the Jacob house until the Respondent vacates 

16 Norcliffe and the Gatehouse. During that time, the gardeners shall continue to do work 

17 they would normally do at the Jacob and Allen/Holmes houses. During Respondent's 

18 occupancy, she shall not cause or permit any damage to Norcliffe or the grounds 

19 (reasonable wear and tear excepted) and she shall reimburse the Petitioner for any such 

20 damage that is not covered by any insurance. 

21 

22 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Conclusions of Law are amended as follows: 

23 

24 8. Cash Payments. The Decree shall provide that Petitioner shall pay to Respondent 

25 cash payments as follows: 
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12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

IS 

19 

. 20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Four tax-free cash payments from the Petitioner totaling 

$47,770,480.27paid as follows: 

1. $12,000,000 paid prior to er.1try of this Decree of Dissolution on 

February 3, 2012 (" Immediate Transfer Payment") 

2. $20,770,480.27 which are the net proceeds of the December 3D, 2011 

sale of 800,000 shares of Microsoft stock and shall be paid to the wife 

on February 3,2012 pursuant to the agreement attached to the Decree 

as Appendix A ("Microsoft Stock Proceeds"); 

3. Transfer payment of $10,000,000 paid on January 2, 2013 ("Future 

Cash Payment"); and 

4. Transfer payment of $5,000,000 paid on January 2,2014 ("Future Cash 

Payment"). 

The Immediate Transfer Payment and the Microsoft Stock Proceeds 

shall not be a judgment or accrue interest if timely paid pursuant to #1 and #2 

above. In the event that either one or both of the payments mentioned in the 

preceding sentence are not timely paid, the court shalJ enter an immediate 

judgment for the unpaid payment(s) which shall accrue interest at 12% per 

annum from default until principal and interest are fully paid. 

The Future Cash Payments shalJ not be a judgment. The Future Cash 

Payments shall not accrue interest If timely paid because the Petitioner will need 

to sell assets to make the Future Cash Payments and will incur costs of sale in 

doing so. The court cbliid have awarded additional assets to the wife in lieu of 

the Future Cash Payments, in which case she would have borne the costs of 

sale. In the ev.ent that either one or both of the Future Cash Payments Is not 
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timely paid, past due payment(s) shall accrue interest at 12% per annum from 

default until the default Is cured or principal and interest are fully paid, 

Petitioner shall be in default under the terms as set forth in this Decree if 

he (a) fai ls to make any payment when and as due under the terms of this 

Decree; or (b) fails to perform or comply with, in full , any of the terms of the 

Deeds of Trust described below, 

Upon default, Petitioner shall pay all reasonable costs of collection incurred by 

Respondent hereunder (including, but not limited to, reasona?le attorney's fees, 

accounting fees, expert fees, and deposition costs) , 

If the Petitioner defaults on either of the Future Cash Payments, there 

shall be a 3D-day "cure period" from his receipt of notice of default before the 

Deed Of Trust foreclosure process can begin to give the Petitioner time to cure 

the default. 

If the Petitioner defaults on the first Futur~ Cash Payment and does not 

cure his default within the 30-day cure period, the Respondent may at her option 

declare both Future Cash Payments due and payable under the terms of this 

Decree by giving notice of such declaration to the Petitioner, 

Petitioner shall have no claim for offset or credit against the cash 

payments herein and he shall have no claim for forgiveness of the cash 

payments, The Future Cash Payments under the terms of this Decree shall be 

secured by Deeds Of Trust upon improved real estate at 97 Olympic Drive NW, 

Shorel ine, WA 98177 and 95 NW Park Drive, Shoreline , WA 98177, executed 

simultaneously with this Decree, The form of said Deeds Of Trust Is attached to 

the Decree as Appendix B, including the Master Form Deed Of Trust, except as 
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2 

3 

4 

stricken by interlineations, as provided for In RCW 65.08.160 (as edited in 

Appendix B). The Petitioner may cancel the $30 Million life insurance policy 

benefitting the Respondent when the Deeds Of Trust are signed by the 

Petitioner and recorded. Any and all costs incurred by Respondent in 

5 connection with recognizing upon the above security shall be included in the 

6 costs of collection hereunder for purposes of attorneys' Fees and Collection 

7 Costs. 

8 9. Distribution of Artwork. The Decree shall provide as fo~lows: 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

l8 

19 

20 

21 

'22 

23 

24 

25 

a. The community property appraised artwork Is defined as follows: 

Total artwork appraised by Debra Force = $115,105,500.00 
(the "appraised fine art" listed in the Stipulation 
re: Various Asset Values) 

Plus "Nude with a Parasol" by louis Rltman +$ 850,000.00 
(which the parties agree was inadvertently omitted 
from the Stipulation re: Various Asset Values) 

Less Petitioner's separate pieces -$4,800,000.00 
(The Baseball Player; Chicago, Bird Catchers 
which were awarded to Petitioner) 

Less Pan of Rohallion awarded to Petitioner -$4,500,000.00 

Less pieces awarded to Respondent .$4,452,000.00 
(Sunny Window; Undine; Wood Nymph, 
Morning Sunshine, Play Days, La Frileuse X 2, Diana) 

The values of the community property appraised artwork shall be 

determined by the Stipulation re: Various Asset Values, except for the value of 

"Nude with a Parasol" by Ritman, which the parties agree shall be $850,000.00. 
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10. 

The parties shal l attempt to agree to an equal division of the value of the 

community property appraised artwork by February 3, 2012. If they cannot 

reach agreement, each party shall submit to the court on February 8, 2012 a list 

of community property appraised artwork he or she would like to be awarded in 

order of prior~y and the reason therefor. The court will then issue a 

supplemental order dividing the community property appraised artwork equally 

between the parties, if possible. If an equal division is not possible, then the 

court will divide the community property appraIsed artwork so the totals awarded 

to each party are less than $1 Million apart. 

If the court's division of community property appraised artwork results in 

one party receiving artwork of greater value than the other, the former shall pay 

the latter one-half of the difference within 5 (five) days; provided, however, the 

Respondent's obligation, if any, to pay the difference shall mature wit~in 5 (five) 

days or upon receipt of the $12 Million referred to in Conclusion 8, whichever is 

last. 

If the Respondent is awarded one or more pieces of artwork currently 

pledged to JP Morgan for the $45 million line of credit, the Petitioner shall use· 

his best efforts to obtain a release of her artwork from the pledge agreement 

within 60 days of the date of the court ordered award to the Respondent. In 

any event, the wife shall not be required to sign a renewal or extension of the 

JP Morgan pledge agreement when the pledge agreement expires at the end 

of July 2012. 

LIABILITIES. The Decree shall provide as follows: 

A. Liabilities Under Temporary Order. Petitioner and Respondent 
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B, 

c, 

shall assume and pay any debts and obligations of the parties 

that are due prior to the entry of the Decree pursuant to the 

provisions of the Temporary Order entered herein· on 

09/30/2010, 

Petitioner's Liabilities, Petitioner shall assume and pay any 

unpaid indebtedness incurred by the Petitioner subsequent to 

the entry of the Decree. Except as othelWlse provided for in this 

Decree, Petiti9ner shall assunJe and pay any .. and all · 

indebtedness, liabilities, guarantees, and obligations incident to 

any asset awarded to the Petitioner, The Petitioner shall 

assume and pay any and all Indebtedness due and owing to 

Goldman Sachs and JP Morgan, Petitioner shall assume and 

pay the charitable pledges of the parties in the amounts listed in 

the Stipulation re: Various Asset Values to Children'S, Evergreen 

School, Solid Ground, University Prep, and Lakeside School. 

Petitioner shall assume and pay cash payments to the 

Respondent in the amount of $47,770,480.27 as set forth in 

Conclusion 8 above, Petitioner's liabilities are subject to the 

Duty to Defend, Hold Harmless and Indemnification provisions of 

Sub-paragraph 10(0) below, 

Respondent's liabilities. Respondent shall assume and pay 

any unpaid indebtedness incurred by the Respondent 

subsequent to the entry of the decree. Except as otherwise 

provided for in this Decree, Respondent shall assume and pay 
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any and all indebtedness, liabilities, guarantees, and obligations 

incident to any asset awarded to the Respondent (including any 

amount due to the Antique Cupboard). Respondent's 

Obligations are subject to the Duty to Defend, Hold Harmless 

and Indemnification provisions of Conclusion 10(0) below. 

Duty to Defend,Hold Harmless and Indemnify. Petitioner and 

Respondent shall indemnify, defend, hold harmless, protect and 

. reim~ur.se each other for, from, and against any and all legal 

proceedings, claims, losses, demands, damages, liabilities, 

costs and expenses (Including, without limitation, reasonable 

attorneys' fees and costs), fines, judgments, mediator costs, 

arbitrator costs, court costs, legal fees incurred on appeal of a 

collection aclion and a/l interest thereon related to or arising from 

i. Either's obligations as set forth in this 

Decree; 

Ii. Claims pertaining to any property 

awarded to either; 

iii. Claims caused by the negligence or willful 

act of either; and/or 

iv. Claims related to or arising from the death 

or bodily injury to persons or injury or 

damage to any property, caused by either 

or agents or employees of any business 

property interest awarded to either under 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

J 1 

12 

13 

J4 

15 

16 

17 

J8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

11. 

this decree (collectively, "Claims"). 

E. Petitioner's and Respondent's duty to defend the other shall arise 

immediately upon either party providing written notice of a Claim 

to the other, and applies whether or not the issue of either's 

liability or other obligation or fault has been determined. The 

duty to indemnify, defend and hol~ harmless shall survive the 

satisfaction and payment of either party's obligations under this 

decree. 

F, Release of Respondent. No later than March 31, 2012, 

Petitioner shall close the joint Goldman Sachs margin loan 

account and trar.lsfer the margin debt to an account in his name 

solely. In addition, prior to March 31, 2012, the Petitioner shall 

ask JP Morgan for a written statement that the Respondent is not 

liable on the husband's JP Morgan line of credit. 

Income Tax Liabilities. The Decree shall provide as follows: 

The parties shall file a joint individual income tax return for 2011 (the "2011 

return"). Pursuant to Appendix A attached to the Decree, the Petitioner shall pay 

100% of any tax due on the 2011 return and any later deficiency including tax 

penalty and interest. The Petitioner shall receive 100% of any refund or tax 

overpayment on the 2011 return. In addition, the Petitioner is awarded 100% of 

any credit relating to the 2011 return. 

If there is later determined to be a deficiency (including tax, penalty and 

interest) on a joint income tax return for a year prior to 2011, the responsibility for 

paying the deficiency shall be divided between the marital community and the 
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12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

12. 

Petitioner's separate estate in the same proportion as the community and separate 

adjusted gross income for that tax year. Each party shall pay 50% of the 

community portion of the deficiency. The Petitioner shall pay 100% of the separate 

portion of the deficiency. 

The Petitioner shall report the Video Networks loss carry forward on future 

income tax returns. 

For any audit, assessment or other action by the IRS relating to a joint 

incofTIe tax return filed by the parties, the Respondent shall sign a power of 

attorney authorizing the Petitioner to act on her behalf. The Petitioner shall select 

and pay for any professional he deems necessary to assist him in responding to 

the audit, assessment or other action. 

The liabilities of the parties under this subparagraph shall be subject to the 

Duty To Defend, Hold Harmless, and Indemnify provisions of Conclusion 10(0) 

above. 

Laurel Group, LLC, The Decree shall provide as follows: Laurel Group, LLC, 

shall be awarded to the Respondent at no value. 

13. Thistledown, LLC. The Decree shall provide the following: Thistledown, LLC shall 

be awarded to the Respondent at no value. 

14. Petitioner's vacate date. The Decree shaH provide the following: The Petitioner 

shall vacate the "911 Building" by 04/30/2012 and the Holmes house by 02/15/2012: 
21 

22 15. Payment of Norcllffe. Expenses DurIng Respondent's Occupancy and 

23 Respondenfs Vacate Date, The Decree shall provide the following: The Respondent 

24 may have until April 30, 2012 to vacate Norcliffe and the Gate house. From February 

25 2012 through the time she vacates, the Respondent shall pay the household staff 
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(housekeeping) expenses. The Petitioner shall pay the remaining expenses for said 

properties, including but not limited to utilities, dues, taxes, insurance, capital/necessary 
2 

3 repairs, landscaping and other grounds expenses. Said amounts shall not be considered 

4 maintenance. 

S 16. The Decree shall provide the following: The Petitioner shall be awarded the 

6 Kubota R420 SIN 10686; 2000 Chevrolet truck, license #B71712C; Isuzu flatbed truck, 

7 license #A55330W; the garden equipment located at Jacob House that is used on the 

8 Norcllffe house grounds; cash in the amount of $51,182 for the balance remaining in 

9 Laurel Group accounts as of 10/31/2011 and Bank of Hawaii account as of 10/31/2011 

10 less the stipulated value of the two trucks awarded to him that were allocated to the 

11 Respondent in the Findings (2000 Chevrolet truck at $2,600 and 1996 Isuzu flatbed truck 

12 at $400): 

13 
The Petitioner may have excess construction materials of his choice that are 

14 
necessary or potentially valuable for specific application at the Norcliffe house (paving 

15 
stone, roof tile, bricks, etc.). The excess construction materials are currently stored at a 

16 
property owned by Thistledown LLC. The Petitioner must take possession of the excess 

17 
construction materials of his choice within 30 days of entry of the Decree. If the P,etitioner 

J 8 
takes possession of the excess construction materials, the Respondent shall be awarded 

19 

the two stone dogs, 
20 

21 
17. The Decree shall provide the following: The Respondent shall receive the Mid-

:22 Pacific Country Club membership; and the loan receivable from the parties' daughter, 

23 Shauna. 

24 18. Confirmation of Agreement Re: Sale of Microsoft Stock, The Decree shall 

25 include the agreement between the parties dated 12/29/2011 attached as APPENDIX A to 
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the Decree and award the one-third interest in Swauk Valley Ranch, LLC, to the 

Petit ioner, on the condition that he transfers the proceeds of $20,770,480.27 from the 
2 

3 sale of the Microsoft stocks to the Respondent on or before 02/03/2012. 

<I 19. Transfer of Assets and Execution of Necessary Documents. The Decree shall 

5 provide the following: Each party shall promptly perform any act reasonably requested by 

6 the other party that is necessary to effectuate the terms of this Decree, including but not 

7 limited to the execution of documents to transfer assets as provided for in this Decree. 

8 20. The Decree shall provide the following: The parties' obligations under th~ Decree 

9 including the transfer of assets as provided for therein, shall sUNlve the obligor's death 

10 and shall be a lien on his/her estate. 

11 21. The Decree shall provide the following: The Respondent shall be awarded the 

12 household goods, fLlrnishings and other personal property located at the real property 

13 
awarded to her (except for those items specifically awarded to the Petitioner) located at 91 

14 
Olympic Drive NW (Jacob) and 96 Olympic Drive NW (Allen/Holmes), Lake Armstrong, all 

15 
3 parcels located at 510 N. Kalaheo Avenue, 510 "N N. Kalaheo Avenue, and 510 N. 

[6 
Kalaheo Avenue, 10 Earls Terrace, London, and all real estate located in Thistledown LLC 

17 
excluding 15733 Palatine Avenue N. 

18 

19 

22. The Decree shall provide the following: The Petitioner shall be awarded the 
20 

household goods, furnishings. and other personal property located in the real property 
21 

22 awarded to him (Norcliffe, the Gatehouse, Teltof!, and 15733 Palatine Avenue N.), except 

23 for those items specifically awarded to the Respondent. 

24 23. Promptu Systems Corporation (Promptu). The Decree shall provide the 

25 following: Any funds the Petitioner receives from Prcimptu in the future will be disbursed 
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in the following order: 

2 
A. The Petitioner shall receive the first $9,757,200, which is two times the 

J current value of his investment. 

<+ 
B. . The Petitioner shall next receive two times the amount of any additional 

5 funds he puts into Promptu after January 1, 2012. 

6 c. The remaining funds the Petitioner receives from Promptu (if any) shall be 

7 divided as follows: The Petitioner shall pay the Respondent a tax-free payment equal to 

8 one~haJf of the remaining funds minus actual taxes paid by the Petitioner. The Petitioner 

9 shall receive any remaining funds not paid to the Respondent. 

j 0 The Petitioner shall initially pay the wife one-half of the remaining funds minus the 

11 then-current percentage income tax rate on long term capital gains, The amount 

12 subtracted by the Petitioner from the Initial payment Is referred to In this paragraph as 

13 
"Petitioner's tax estimate". Within 30 days of the Petitioner filing the income tax return that 

14 
reports the remaining funds, he shall provide to the Respondent a calculation of 

15 
·petitioner's actual tax" on Respondent's one-half of the remaining funds. The calculation 

16 
of "Respondent's actual tax" on wife's one-half of the remaining funds shall be prepared 

J7 
by the accounting firm that prepares the Petitioner's income tax retum. "Petitioners 

18 
actual tax" on Respondent's one-half of the remaining funds shall be calculated by taking 

19 
the total tax paid on husband's income tax return that reports the remaining funds, and 

20 
subtracting the total tax the Petitioner would have paid if he had not reported 

21 

22 Respondent's one-half of the remaining funds. If "Petitioner's tax estimate" is less than 

23 "Petitioner's actual tax", the Respondent shall pay the different to Petitioner within 10 days 

24 of Respondent's receipt of the accountant's calcLllation. If "Petitioners tax estimate" is 

25 more than "Petitioner's actual tax", the Petitioner shall pay the difference to the wife within 
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10 days of Respondent's receipt of the accountant's calculation. 

2 
The Petitioner shall provide the Respondent with documentation of any funds he 

3 receives from Promptu in the future within 10 days of his receipt of such funds or upon the 

4 Respondent's reasonable request; the Petitioner shall provide an accounting of the funds 

5 he has paid into Promptu after January 1, 2012 within 30 days of the Respondent's 

6 reasonable request. 

7 24. Video Networks International Ltd (VNIL). The Decree shall provide the 

.8 following: Any funds the Petitioner receives from VNIL in the future shall be disbursed In 

9 the following order: 

10 A. The Petitioner shall receive the first $2,569,248, which is two times the 

11 current value of his investment. 

12 B. The Petitioner shall next receive two times the amount of any additional 

13 funds he puts into VN I L after January 1, 2012. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

c. The remaining funds the Petitioner receives from VNIL (iF any) will be 

divided as follows: The Petitioner shall pay the Respondent a tax-free payment equal to 

one-half of the remaining funds minus actual taxes paid by the husband on said one-half 

of the remaining funds. The Petitioner shall receive any remaining funds not paid to the 

Respondent. 

The Petitioner shall initially pay the Respondent one-half of the remaining funds 

minus the then-current percentage income tax rate on long term capital gains. The 
2] 

22 amount subtracted by the Petitioner from initial payment is referred to in his paragraph as 

23 "Petitioner's tax estimate". Within 30 days of the Petitioner filing the income tax return that 

24 reports the remaining funds, he shall provide to the Respondent a calculation of 

25 "Petitioner's actual tax" on Respondent's one-half of the remaining funds. The calculation 

AMENDED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS & 
ADDITIONAL FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
PAGE 15 OF 16 

JANET A. GEORGE, INC., P.S. 
ATTORNEY AT L.AW 

SUITE 4550,70 I FIFTH AVENUE 
'SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 9810~ 

PHONE 205.447.0717 FAX 206 . 447.1716 
. loojag@ix.netcom.com 

275 



of "Petitioner's actual tax" on Respondent's one-half of the remaining funds shall be 

prepared by the accounting firm that prepares the Petitioner's income tax return, 
2 

3 "Petitioner's actual tax" on Respondent's one-half of the remaining funds shall be 

4 calculated by taking the total tax paid on Petitioner's income tax return that reports the 

5 remaining funds, and subtracting the total tax the Petitioner would have paid if he had not 

6 reported Respondent's one-half of the remaining funds, If "Petitioner's tax estimate" is 

7 less than "Petitioner's actual tax", the Respondent shall pay the diFference to the Petitioner 

8 within 10 days of Respondent's receipt of the accountant's calculation, If "Petitioner's tax 

9 estimate" is more than "Petitioners actual tax", the Petitioner shall pay the different to the 

10 Respondent within 10 days of Respondent's receipt of the accountant's calCUlation, 

11 The Petitioner shall provide the Respondent with documentation of any funds he 

12 receives from VNIL in the future within 10 days of his receipt of such funds or upon the 

13 Respondent's reasonable request; the Petitioner shall provide an accounting of the funds 

14 
he has put into VNIL after January 1, 2012, within 30 days of the wffe's reasonable 

15 
16 request. r /. 

DONE IN OPEN COURT this ~ day of February, 2012. 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE 

On said day below I emailed a courtesy copy and deposited with the U.S. 
Postal Service for service a true and accurate copy of the Brief of Respondent in 
Supreme Court Cause No. 87085-3 to the following parties: 

Catherine W. Smith 
Smith Goodfriend, p.s. 
500 Watermark Tower 
1109 First Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Thomas G. Hamerlinck 
Lynn Stanley 
Thomas G. Hamerlinck PS 
10900 NE 4th Street, Suite 2300 
Bellevue, W A 98004-5882 

Janet A. George 
Janet A. George, Inc. P.S. 
701 5th Avenue, Suite 4550 
Seattle, W A 98104 

Original efiled with: 

Washington Supreme Court 
Clerk's Office 
415 12th Street West 
Olympia, W A 98504 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 
Washington and the United States that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Dated: October 16, 20~ ~,,_jlkwila, Washingto . 
;-- " 

ilia Chapler, Legal Assi 
Talmadge/Fitzpatrick 
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OFFICE RECEPTIONIST, CLERK 

To: Paula Chapler 
Subject: RE: Larson v. Calhoun, Cause No. 87085-3 

Rec'd 10/16 

Please note that any pleading filed as an attachment to e-mail will be treated as the original. 
Therefore, if a filing is bye-mail attachment, it is not necessary to mail to the court the 
original of the document. 

From: Paula Chapler [mailto:paula@tal-fitzlaw.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 16, 2012 11 :42 AM 
To: OFFICE RECEPTIONIST, CLERK 
Subject: Larson v. Calhoun, Cause No. 87085-3 

Per Mr. Talmadge's request, attached is the Brief of Respondent for filing in the following case: 

Case Name: Christopher R. Larson v. Julia Calhoun 

Cause No. 87085-3 
Attorney: Philip A. Talmadge, WSBA #6973 
Tal madge/Fitzpatrick 
18010 Southcenter Parkway 
Tukwila, WA 98188 
(206) 574-6661 

Sincerely, 

Paula Chapler 
Legal Assistant 

Talmadge/Fitzpatrick 

(206) 574-6661 
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