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CAUSE NO. 2010-C-10977 

JOIN K. MEYER, El AL., 	 § 
§ 

Plaintiffs, 	 § 
§ 

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, NA., 	§ 
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY AND § 
AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH TEXAS 	§ 
SYNDICATE TRUST AND GARY P. 	§ 
AYMES, 	 t~.% § 

Defendants. 	 §  

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF 

225" JUDICIAL DISTpJCT 

BEXAR COUNTY, 

STRIKE AND MOTION FOR CONTINUANCE 

Plaintiffs John K. Meyer ("Meyer") and Emilie Blaze ("Blaze") (collectively "Plaintiffs") 

file this Response to Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank's C'W Morgan") Motion to Abate, 

Motion to Strike and Motion for Continuance on Discovery-Related Matters (collectively 

"Defendant's August 12th Motions")' and would show that the requested abatement, motion for 

continuance and motion to strike should each be denied. 

I. 

Though its August 12th Motions, JP Morgan argues: (1) this case, and particularly 

discovery in this case, should be abated because there are beneficiaries of the STS Trust that are 

not present; (2) allowing discovery at this stage would be wasteful and duplicative; and (3) 

On August 12, 2011, Defendant JP Morgan filed a document titled "Defendant's Motion to Abate/Strike or for 
Continuance of Hearing on Discovery Related [sic] Matters". This is a separate document from Defendants JP 
Morgan and Gary P. Aymes' Plea in Abatement, filed on July 11, 2011. JP Morgan's August 11, 2011 filing 
purports to incorporate Defendants' July II, 2011 Plea in Abatement. Because of the difficulties iF Morgan has 
created by filing separate and inconsistent pleas and motions, Plaintiffs respond separately to Defendants' Plea in 
Abatement and iF Morgan's August 12th Motions. Plaintiffs incorporate their contemporaneously-filed Response 
to Defendants' Plea in Abatement into this Response to Defendant's Motion to Abate, Motion to Strike and Motion 
for Continuance. 
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Plaintiffs' discovery-related hearings should be abated because preparing for them would be 

burdensome due to the strain on its legal resources caused by Defendants' Plea in Abatement. 

The burdens of pleading and proof fall on JP Morgan on each of its motions—and it has wholly 

failed to carry those burdens. 

JP Morgan's August 12th Motions should be denied for the following independently-

dispositive reasons: (1) JP Morgan's current issues were caused by its own extreme, 

obtructionist discovery tactics; (2) Plaintiffs have the right to access to the disputed information 

completely apart from their rights under the TRCP; (3) the abatement JP Morgan seeks is 

improper under Texas law; and (4) there will be no duplication or waste. 

IL 
ARGUMENT AND AUTRORTIES 

A. Applicable Burdens and Legal Standards 

Defendant has the burden to allege and prove the facts that support its Plea in Abatement, 

by a preponderance of the evidence. See Flowers v. Steelcraft Corp., 406 S.W.2d 199, 199 

(Tex. 1966) (defendant's burden to prove facts in plea in abatement); Bernal v. Garrison, 818 

S.W.2d 79, 82 (Tex. App.—Corpus Christi 1991, writ denied) (party who urges a plea in 

abatement has the burden of proving facts by a preponderance of the evidence). 

Similarly, the party seeking a continuance bears the burden of demonstrating sufficient 

cause and proving the facts on which the motion relies through verification and/or affidavit. See 

Thx.R. Civ. P. 251; Taherzadeh v. Ghaleh-Assadi, 108 S.W.3d 927, 928 (Tex. App.—Dallas 

2003, pet. denied). The failure of a litigant to diligently use the rules of civil procedure for 

discovery purposes will not authorize the granting of a continuance. State v. Wood Oil Distrib., 

Inc., 751 S.W.2d 863, 865 (Tex. 1988). 
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Further, Plaintiffs urge—and JP Morgan has provided no authority to the contrary—that 

JP Morgan bears the burdens of pleading and proof on its Motion to Strike. 

Plaintiffs' Response to Defendant's Factual Allegations 

JP Morgan's factual allegations have considerable deficiencies.2  None of JP Morgan's 

numbered sections contain specific factual statements on which this Court can make a decision 

on an abatement or continuance. Alternatively, Plaintiffs deny JP Morgan's factual allegations, 

to the extent there are any. 

Plaintiffs specifically deny the statement that, "[tihis continuance is not sought for delay 

onlybut so justice may be done." 

.1? Morgan's Motions Should Be Denied Because Its Current Issues Were 
Caused by Its Own Extreme, Obstructionist Tactics. 

Providing no authority, JP Morgan continually asserts that discovery in this matter would 

be "premature". See, e.g., Defendant's August 12th Motions at I ("The discovery sought in this 

lawsuit is premature .....). The truth of the matter is that JP Morgan simply refuses to allow the 

beneficiaries of the STS Trust to examine the documents and information that would allow them 

to see how their Trust is being managed and administered. Defendants refused reasonable 

requests for information from the STS Trust beneficiaries before this litigation began, and 

Defendant's August 12th Motions simply represent the most recent refusal by this trustee to 

copply with its duties. 

JP Morgan has had more than ample time to prepare for discovery. The first of these 

eases has been on file for more than a year. And despite this long string of refusals to provide 

discovery, JP Morgan claims that it cannot even prepare for a discovery hearing—let alone 

2 
The July II, 2011 Plea in Abatement only included one paragraph of verified facts. Defendant's August 12th 

Motions are accompanied by a "verification" which fails to state the relevant facts are within its counsel's 
knowledge—but instead merely claims to be true "to his personal knowledge". 
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provide Plaintiffs with the information to which they are entitled by the Texas Trust Code and 

the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure. As detailed more filly in Plaintiffs' Motion to Compel and 

for Sanctions, JP Morgan has wrongfUlly and without cause delayed the discovery process for 

months. See Plaintiffs' Motion to Compel and for Sanctions 1-4. 

As just one example of JP Morgan's obstructionist tactics, JP Morgan's counsel sought 

extensions of time to respond to discovery requests—extensions of time to serve discovery 

responses with absolutely zero substance. See, e.g., Defendants' JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A.'s 

Objections and Responses to Plaintiff Blaze's First Set of Interrogatories at 3-6, attached hereto 

as Attachment 1-to Affidavit of Michael J. Donley. When counsel for Plaintiff Blaze advised. 

that Plaintiff would agree to an extension of time to answer discovery but expected substantive 

responses, JP Morgan's counsel responded with surprise that Plaintiffs expected substantive 

responses to its discovery requests. See Email String between Jim Flegle and Patrick Sheehan, 

attached hereto as Attachment 2 to Affidavit of Michael J. Donley. This exchange is emblematic 

of the obstructions and inactions JP Morgan has improperly chosen to take. 

D. IF Morgan's Motions Should Be Denied Because Plaintiffs Have the Right to 
Access to the Disputed Information Completely Apart from Their Rights Under 
the TRCP. 

Plaintiffs, as beneficiaries of the STS Trust, are entitled to access to the requested 

information completely apart from the rights granted by the Texas discovery process. See, e.g., 

Shannon v. Frost Nat. Bank of San Antonio, 533 S.W.2d 389, 393 (Tex. Civ. App.—San Antonio 

1975, writ ref d n.r.e.) ("[IJt is well settled that a trustee owes a duty to give to the beneficiary 

upon request complete and accurate information as to the administration of the trust."); 

Montgomery v. Kennedy, 669 S.W.2d 309, 313 (Tex. 1984) ("The existence of strained relations 

between the parties did not lessen the fiduciary's duty of full and complete disclosure."). 

El 
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JP Morgan's Motions Should Be Denied Because the Abatement It Seeks Is 
Improper Under Texas Law. 

JP Morgan seeks abatement of this suit in its entirety. See Defendants' Plea in 

Abatement at 1 ("This trust ease should be abated because all beneficiaries receiving 

distributions from the trust are necessary parties and yet Plaintiffé have not joined them as 

parties."); see also Defendant's August 12th Motions at 1. However, a trial court lacks authority 

to abate a suit in its entirety where part of the requested relief may be granted in the absence of 

persons who were thought to be indispensable parties. See, e.g., City of Dallas v. Brice, 12 

S.W.2d 541, 543 ('rex. Comrn'n App. 1929) ("A trial court lacks authority to abate a suit in 

whole, where part of the relief prayed for may be granted in the absence of persons who were 

thought to be indispensable parties, the effect of their absence being preclusive of only a part of 

the relief sought."). 

JP Morgan's Motions Should Be Denied Because There Will Be No Duplication 
or Waste. 

JP Morgan provides no factual support for its contention that allowing discovery at this 

stage of this litigation would amount to "wasteful duplication of effort". See Defendant's 

August 12th Motions at 4. JP Morgan has failed carry its burden to explain why discovery 

would be wasteful and duplicative. The documents, information, and written discovery 

responses that JP Morgan must provide now will be the same now as those it would provide afier 

the Court has made its determinations related to joinder. 
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In. 
CONCLUSION 

For the reasons described in this Response and Plaintiffs' Response to Defendants' Plea 

in Abatement, Plaintiffs resectfu1ly request that .the Court deny JP Morgan's August 12th 

Motions and grant Plaintiffs all relief to which the Court determines they are entitled. 
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DATE: August 17, 2011. 
Respectfully submitted, 

CLEMENS & SPENCER 

State Bar No. 18921001 
112£. Pecan St., Suite 1300 
San Antonio, Texas 78205 
Telephone: 	(210) 227-7121 
Facsimile: 	(210) 227-0732 

RICHARD TINS MAN 
State Bar No. 20064000 
TINSMAN & SCIANO, INC. 
10107 McAllister Freeway 
San Antonio, Texas 78205 
Telephone: 	(210) 225-3121 
Facsimile: 	(210) 225-6235 

JAMES L. DROUGHT 
State Bar No. 06135000 
DROUGHT DROUGHT & BOBBIn, LLP 
112 E. Pecan St., Suite 2900 
San Antonio, Texas 78205 
Telephone: 	(210) 225-4031 
Facsimi.... 	(210) 222-0586 

AITORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF 
JOHN K. MEYER 

LOEWINSOHN FLEGLE DEARY, L.L.P. 

DAVS 
State Bar No. 05624900 
JIM L. FLEGLE 
State Bar No. 07118600 
MICHAEL J. DONLEY 
State Bar No. 24045795 
12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900 
Dallas, Texas 75251 
Telephone: 	(214) 572-1700 
Facsimile: 	(214) 572-1717 

AFFORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF. 
EMILIE BLAZE 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing instrument has 
been served on the below listed counsel of record via the method indicated, this 17th day of 
August2011: 

Patrick K. Sheehan 	 Via Facsimile 
David Jed Williams 
Mark A. Randolph 
Kevin M. Beiter 
Homberger Sheehan Fuller 
&Beiter Inc. 
The Quarry Heights Building 
7373 Broadway, Suite 300 
San Antonio, TX 78209 

Michael J. 
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EXHIBIT A 
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CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977 

JOHN K. MEYER, ET AL., § 	IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF 
§ 

Plaintiff, § 
§ 

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A., § 
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY AND § 	225'  JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH TEXAS § 
SYNDICATE TRUST AND GARY P. § 
AYMES, § 

§ 
Defendants. § 	BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS 

AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL J. DONLEY IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFFS' RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO ABATE, 

MOTION TO STRIKE AND MOTION FOR CONTINUANCE 

STATE OF TEXAS 	§ 
§ 

COUNTY OF DALLAS § 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this day personally appeared Michael J. 

Donley, who swore on oath as follows: 

"My name is Michael J. Donley. I am over the age of 21 and fully competent to 

make this affidavit. The facts stated in this affidavit are true and correct and are within my 

personal knowledge. 

I am an attorney with Loewinsohn Flegle Deary LLP ("LFD"). LFD represents 

Plaintiff Emilie Blaze ("Blaze") in the above-styled action. Together with Jim L. Flegle and 

David R. Deary, I represent Plaintiff Blaze in this lawsuit. 

Attached to this Affidavit as Attachment 1 is a true and correct copy JP Morgan 

Chase Bank, N.A.'s Objections and Responses to Plaintiff Blaze's First Set of Interrogatories. 
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4. 	Attached to this Affidavit as Attachment 2 is a true and correct copy of an email 

string between Jim Flegle and Patrick Sheehan. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT." 

11ichae1 J. Donley 

Subscribed and sworn to before me on this J7day  of August 2011. 

&ldhc4ca44C 

Ili)%
NC(EAI$3%AJn.0 1} 	Notary Public, State of Texas 

Stther8M1a 	 My commission expires: ep*. 3 , 201, 
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A TTACHMENT I 
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CAUSE NO. 201 1-CI-04747 

EMILIE BLAZE, 	 § 	IN THE DISTRICT COURT 

PlaintiiZ 

225TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

JPMORGAN CHASE BANK. N.A., 
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY AND AS 
TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH TEXAS 
SYNDICATE TRUST AND GARY P. AYMES 

Defendants BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS 

Defendant, JPMorgan Chase Bank, NA., Individually/Corporately and as Trustee of the 

South Texas Syndicate Trust ("J.P. Morgan") submits these Objections and Responses to 

P1 	ft's First SetofJnterrogatories. . 

Respectthlly submitted, 

HO1UBERGER SHEERAN FULLER 
& BEITER INCORPORATED 

The Quarry Heights Building 
7373 Broadway, Suite 300 
San Antonio, Texas 78209 

BY-.= 

StØ Bar No. 18175500 
KèvinM.Beitek 
State Bar No. 02059065 
David Jed Williams 
State Bar No. 21518050 
Mark A. Randolph 
State Bar No. 00791484 

AIOR]NEYS FOR DEFENDANTS 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document was served upon 
thefollowing by the method indicated: 

Mr. David R. Dcary 	 CERTiFIED MAIL R1 
Mr. Jim L. Flegle 
Mr. JeveuR. Sloan 
Loewinsohn Flegle Deary, L.L.P. 
12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900 
Dallas, Texas75251 

on this Zäay of lime, 2011. 

P 	heifilm  
Jed Williams 

A. Randolph 

F,' 

DOCUMENT SCANNED AS FILED 



DEFENDANT'S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO 
PLAINTIFF'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES 

L GENERAL OBJECTION AND REQUEST FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 

These interrogatories in some instances seek the production of information that is 
personal, private and confidential to J.P. Morgan; the STS beneficiaries, and others. 
Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order, which Motion is incorporated 
herein by reference in its entirety, and J.P. Morgan objects to these discovery requests (where 
applicable) on each and all of the bases set forth in the Motion for Protective Order (and as 
provided below). 

Subject to this objection and following the eniry of an appropriate agreed order and/or the 
Court's ruling on Defendant's Motion for Protective Order (and protections requested 
hereinabove on the general objection and requests for protective order incorporated herein), 
Defendant will fhrther respond and/or supplement as appropriate or required. 

INThRROGATORYNO. 1: 

identify each entity or person that previously acted as trustee of the South Texas 
Syndicate, and the date that each assumed the trusteeship, and the manner, methanism or reason 
each trustee assumed the trusteesirip. Include in your response to this Interrogatory, the date 
when JP Morgan and/or each of its predecessors in interest became a trustee of the Trust 
Include in your response to this Interrogatory, all persons or entities that held title to the 
pmperties and/or mineral rights that constitute the trust estate and the dates upon which they 
acquired and relinquished such title. 

OBJECTIONS: -. 

1.. 	This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to this proceeding and is 
not calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

This Interrogatory is overly broad, harassthg, undefined (e.g. "reason that each 
trustee assumed the trusteeship"), unduly burdensome and not limited in time. 

The requested information would be ascertained from J.P. Morgan's business 
records and the burden of ascertaining such information would be substantially 	 F 
the same for Plaintiff. See TRCP 197.2(c).- 	 F: 

RESPONSE: 

Subject to the foregoing objections and without waiving same and without waiving same, 
J.P. Morgan responds as follows: 

By order dated February 12, 1951, the 73"' Judicial District, Bexar County, Texas in Fred 
W. Shield et at v. Eva M. Barrington. et  aL, No. P.62,656, appointed Alamo National Bank as 



Trustee. On October 15, 1984, Alamo National Bank changed its name to MBank Alamo 
National Association. Effective January 1, 1988, MTrust Corp. National Association was 
substituted for MBank Alamo, National Association as the named fiduciary. On February 27, 
1990, MTrust Corp, National Association changed its name to Aniaitrust Texas, National. 
Association. On September 15, 1993, Ameritrust Texas, National Association changed its name 
to Texas Commerce Trust Company, National Association. On December 17, 1993, Texas 
Commerce Trust Company, National Association merged into Texas Commerce Bank, National 
Association. On January 20, 1998, Texas Commerce Bank, National Association changed its 
name to Chase Bank of Texas, National Association. On August 1, 2000, Chase Bank of Texas, 
National Association merged into The Chase Manhattan Bank. On November 10, 2001, The 
Chase Manhattan Bank and Morgan Guaranty Trust Company of New York merged, with the 
resulting bank named JPMorgan Chase Bank. Effective November 12, 2004, JPMorgan Chase 
Bank converted to a national banking association doing business as JPMorgan Chase Bank, 
National Association. 

ThflERROGATORYNO.2: 

Identi' and describe the expenses, fees and/or other amounts charged by the Trustee to 
the Trust, detailing the following: (1) the time period, if applicable, the amount covered; (2) the 
date upon which the amount was paid; (3) type or characterization of the charge; (4) the amount 
charged; (5) the calculation method for the amount charged; and (0 the specific portion of the 
trust instrument that provided authorization for the charge. 

OBJECTIONS: 

I. 	This Interrogatory is overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome in the scope 
of information requested. The interrogatory also places no limitation on the time 
period for whiáh the information is requested. 

2. 	J.P. Morgan objects to providing this information in response to an Interrogatory 
because the information reasonably requested is available to Plaintiff from a 
review of the trust accounting records and statements previously provided. See 
TRCP 197.2(c). 	 . 

3. 	This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information 
pertaining to the South Texas Syndicate Trust and Defendant. Accordingly, J.P. 
Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order and objects to further responding 
to this discovery request until such Motion has been determined and protections 	• 
granted as requested therein. 

• INTERROGATORYNO.3: 

Identi& all leases, contracts and/or agreements that the Trustee has entered into on behalf 
of the Trust and/or beneficiaries of the Trust. Specifically include the dates, subject matter, and 
parties for each lease, contract or agreement. 



This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information 
pertaining to the South Texas Syndicate Trust and third parties. Accordingly, J.P. 
Morgan has filed a Motion for -Protective Order and objects to further responding 
to this discovery request until such Motion has been determined and protections 
granted as requested therein. 

This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to this proceeding and is 
not calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

This Interrogatory is overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome regarding 
the scope and detail of information being requested. In addition, the Interrogatory 
places no scope on the time period for which the information is being requested. 

INTERROGATORY NO.4: 

Identi& the factual and legal basis for the Trustee to alter the primary goal of the 
management of the Trust from liquidation of Trust asspts to the operation of an ordinary trust. 

OBJECflONS: 

This Interrogatory is vague, ambiguous and incapable of reasonable interpretation 
by J.P. Morgan. In addition, J.P. Morgan objects to this Interrogatory as it 
contains undefined terms and makes unsubstantiated conclusions of fact -and/or 
law. 

2. 	This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of 
this case for purposes of discovery and as beyond the scope of discovery as 

- 	confined by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1. 

INTERROGATORY NO.5: 

For each of Your consulting experts whose opinions and/or mental impressions have been 
reviewed or relied upon by a testi'ing other witness, please set forth: (1) the expert's name, 
address, and-telephone numbcr, (2) the facts aown by the expert that relate to or form the basis 
of the expert's mental impressions and opinions formed or made in connection with this case, 
regardless of when and how the thctual information was acquired; (4) the expert's mental 
impressions and opinions formed or made in connection with this case, and any methods used to 
derive them; (5) any bias of the witness; (6) all documents, tangible things, reports, models, or 
data compilations that have been provided to, reviewed by, or prepared by or for the censuRing 
expert; and (7) the expert's current resume, curriculum vitae, and bibliography. - - 
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OBJECTIONS: 

This Interrogatory (and its scope) is not permitted under the TRCP and it is overly 
broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome. It requests information regarding 
consulting experts that is beyond that required to be disclosed under the TRCP. 

This Interrogatory also seeks the production of documents from Defendant which 
is not permitted under this form of discovery. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 6: 

Identi' each witness You intend to call to tèsti& at trial. In responding to this 
Interrogatory include the name, address, and telephone number of any person who Defendants 
reasonably anticipate calling at trial, including all such witnesses You intend to call for rebuttal 
and/or impeachment purposes. 	 - 

1. 	This Interrogatory requests information regaMing rebuttal and impeachment 
witnesses that is beyond the scope of discovery permitted under the TRCP. 

Subject to and without waiving its objection, J.P. Morgan has not yet determined the 
witnesses it intends to call to teslif3 at tiial. 
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Monica Johnson 

From: Jim Flegle 
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 9:30 PM 
To: 'Pat Sheehan' 
Cc: Jed Williams; David Deary; Michael Donley; Janet Bailey 
Subject: RE: Blaze-JPM at. at. 

Pat, 

Since it is our expectation that the Trustee will fulfill its obligations of disclosure to the trust beneficiaries under the 
Trust Act, we will agree to this extension until July 13. 

We fully expect that the Trustee will abide by its statutory obligations and produce the information requested, in light of 
the additional time that is being allotted. 

I do not presume that we will need to have Court involvement, butt want you to know that if we need to have a compel 
hearing, we will be asking for attorneys' fees and expenses. This is particularly relevant in light of the extension that we 
are agreeing to at your request. 

Regards, 

Jim l. FIegle.i Partner I l.oewlnsohn Flegie Deàry,LLP. 
0 214572170111 214372  17171 C iumftWlSDIaw corn 

wMv.LFDlaw.cbrn 
Thiscommunication maycontãln confidential or privlldgid1nforhiatin. 

From: Pat Sheehan fmailto:psheehanhsThlpw.com1 
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 4:44 PM 
To: Jim Flegle 
Cc: Jed Williams 
Subject: Blaze-JPM et. al. 

Jim, please let me know if you will agree to grant our clients an extension of time in which to file and serve 
motions/responses and/or objections/claims of privilege etc. to the document requests and Interrogatories served on 
us by plaintiff by fax on May 27. 

We will be in Dallas all next week in an arbitration that is scheduled to last all week and thereafter, the 0 of July 
holiday intervenes etc. 

As such, I would ask for an extension until Wednesday, July13 at 5p.m. in which to serve and/or file any of our 
motions/ replies/objections etc. (as are allowed under the TRCP). 

If this extension is ok by you, pis confirm to me by reply email and you and I will also thereby have agreed that such 
email constitutes a valid Rule 11 TRCP agreement as concerns this extension. Thx, pat 

E HORNRERGER SHI!El-IAN FULLER & BElIER 
INCORPORATED  
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Patrick K. Sheehan 
Homberger Sheehan Fuller & Beiter Incorporated 
The Quarry Heights Building 
7373 Broadway, Suite 300 
San Antonio, Texas 78209 
(210) 271:1700 
Fax No. (210) 271-1730 
psheehanhsthlaw.com  
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