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IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS

JENNIFER TEMPFER, I
Petitioner and Appellee,

VS. ! Case No. 20110462-CA

WILLIAM (BILL) PETERSON II
Respondent and Appellant !

BRIEF OF APPELLANT

* K K %k

JURISDICTION OF THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS

1yIn this COA Case No. 20110462-CA, . this Court “NOW?” has appeliant
jurisdiction in this matter pursuant to the provisions of Utah Code Annotated §

78A-4-103(2)(e).

ISSUES PRESENTED AND STANDARDS OF REVIEW

13 No cause of action, ,;Double Jeopardy sitempt,
= In Brief

mWilliam (Bill) D. Peterson and Ruth W. Stevens have been close friends

for over 65 years. +»Now Bill and Ruth are “engaged” to be married. gTheir

‘engagement” is their relationship.,

19)Engaged at Dictionary.com adjective 1. ;5busy or occupied;
involved: deeply engaged in conversation. 2. ;ypledged to be
married; spbetrothed: .3an  engaged couple. 3. . under
engagement; »;pledged).
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Dictionarv.com

26)ln other words, ,7»Ruth and Bill have an agreement and set terms for
seeing each other. ,gTheir right to see each other is protected by the 14t
Amendment.

2gRuth’s granddaughter Jennifer Temper has been somewhat caring for
Ruth for several years. jgJennifer objects to Bill and Ruth getting married.
snShe is intent on breaking up Ruth and Bill's current “engagement” relationship.

s2)A little over a year ago, 33Bill began seeing Ruth again, ssrenewing their
relationship. g5 They got deep into V****PERSONAL**** areas that before,
sbetween them had been only skimpy issues. spFor ****PERSONAL****
reason[s] Ruth does not sleep at night. 34 This is a serious medical condition.
sg)1oday, spat this time, 4yyonly Bill knows Ruth’s underlying problem, 4;but with
Ruth, 43 they have worked out a solution[s], sgand can fix Ruth’s inability to sleep
problem. |

asyNot very long ago Ruth did extensive traveling in Europe and since then
has broken a hip that required a lengthy convalescing recovery. sgdJennifer took
somewhat charge of Ruth’s bill paying during these times. 4;Now she does not
want to give up overseeing Ruth’s money. 4ln Jennifer's overseeing of Ruth’s
money, sg)Ruth’s Social Security payment income is missing. 5qBill has asked
Jennifer to account for Ruth’s S.S., sbut Jennifer has not provided an
accounting for Ruth’s S.S. income. 5;She has not explained where it is going,
530r where it has gone. s4To work on and fix Medical and Money issues, s5Ruth

and Bill agreed to set Bill up with Power of Attorney (POA) for him to be in charge
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of Ruth’s medical-health and money issues. s They revoked any Trustee status
that Jennifer may have. s7Ruth and Bill do not know if Jennifer actually had any.
ssySome time ago, sgpJennifer was entrusted to hold $40,000 for Ruth while Ruth
traveled in Europe. ggSince Ruth’s trim Jennifer has refused to return Ruth’s
$40,000. giyJennifer is not trustworthy and so cannot be Ruth’s guardian. gBill
has learned and knows how and can fix Ruth’s sleep needs. ¢3S0 overseeing
Ruth for her medial problems and money matters are POA functions that Bill has
been doing. g4 They are two things that only Bill can do for Ruth.

e5in @ ***PRIVATE**** matter filed January 4", 2011, ggjin 4™ District Court

Case No 113700001, ¢;before Judge James M. Brady, sgJennifer filed for a

Court ordered guardianship over Ruth, ggin spite of the stipulation by Ruth and
Bill, 7gthat Jennifer is not to have any position of trustee over Ruth. 7yln the
docket of Case No. 11370001 Bill was listed as an “other party”, ,,)but was never
served a complaint in the matter. ;5Bill would have been the defendant.
;aHowever file a petition to intervene not knowing he was apparently listed as the
defendant. 5 The pleadings that Bill did file in the case were stricken March 30,
2011, z50n July 8" 2011, rndudge Brady ordered that Peterson was not a party
in the case. gJune 15, 2011, the docket records ****PRIVATE**** Filed:
Guardian and Conservator Certific. (assume Certificate) 79No record of
distribution of the order of a Jennifer assignment of Guardianship is shown on the
Docket. ggThe case matter is permanently flawed with no defendant, gnyand no
party of controversy, g;yper U.S. Constitution Article Ill, Sect 2. (1).
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8350 done in secret, galennifer has attempted to set herself up with
Guardianship for Ruth. g5To do this, ggand at the same time snkeeping her
control of Ruth, ggwhile trying to make herself a legitimate guardian, ggto make
her locking up of Ruth in the mean time legitimate, ggJennifer has forced and
kept Ruth into lockdown either at Jennifer's home in Salt Lake City, gior Ruth’s
home in Fillmore, g, for the past year. gzJanuary 4, 2011. ¢4y When Bill tried to
obtain Ruth from Jennifer's home Jennifer tried to entrap Bill into a charge of
trespass. ¢50n February 24™ 2011, sspJennifer succeeded to (spyunlawfully ?)

entrapping Bill, ¢gjat Ruth’s home in Fillmore.

s9)in the Fillmore Justice Court, 140)in Case No. 111200013 MO , .4)Bill

was charged with Criminal Trespass, igHe was incarcergted in Jail, sgaand
released after posting bail of about $600. 104On February 25" 2011, 105Bill
appeared before Judge Stanley Robison and asserted him self as having Power
of Attorney (POA) for Ruth g¢and asserted that he was at Ruth’s the day before
in conjunction with her medical issues. 1¢7Bill has never seen any proof that
Jennifer has Guardianship over Ruth. 10glf he had he would have objected.
1ogAnyway, 119POA would trump Ruth’s Guardianship. 111Bill was released.
1120n March 30, 2011, 413 Judge Robison dismissed Case No. 111200013 MO,
1190n a recommendation of the Prosecuting Attorney.

150N March 9", 2011, 41¢Bill was requested to attend a hearing in 4"

District Court Case No. 110700059, i;5before Judge James M. Brady.

11sApparently Jennifer attempted to charge Bill with stalking Ruth relative to the
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February 24" 2011, ngjincident in which she charge Bill with trespassing.
1200\With the new charge of Stalking this is/was Double Jeopardy, 121yand unlawful.
12zpdennifer's Guardianship was never perfected, 1,3 at least certainly not
perfected by the time of the February 24, 2011 incident. 124Again, 125Bill has
never seen any proof that Jennifer has Guardianship over Ruth. j6Again, 1o7)f
he had he would have objected. j,gAnyway, 129POA would trump Ruth’s
Guardianship
1sgJenifer did not have legal control of Ruth’s property. ,31)B_ut would
have with his POA. 133Here again, 133Bill has never seen any proof that Jennifer
has Guardianship over Ruth. 134)If he had he would have objected, 135stopping it.
Anyway, 135POA would trump Ruth’s Guardianship. 137)Bil’'s POA for Ruth would
have trumped Jennifer's Guardianship. 135Bill has never stalked Ruth. 13 Their
relationship is defined as “engaged” above. 14gln the hearing Judge Brady
limited the 4" District Court Case No. 110700059 -- THE COURT: 141" | think
I've already ruled that what happened before the guardianship is not
relevant to this hearing”. Ruth on Tape pg 29, Ins 16 & 19; pg 40, In 24
Q  120kay. 143Bill: 14250 - - So what you're saying is that everything
you've said about her (her) being upset then is not relevant. 1a5\NO

GUARDIANSHIP, 14NO CASE by Court’s stipulation.

1a7yNo cause of action, Double Jeopardy attempt |
1ag)ln Detail

149)Bill is not stalking Ruth. 155 The Justice Court accepted Bill's defense

and dismissed the complaint initiated by Jennifer, 151 jthat Bill was wrongfully
Digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, BY U.
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being at Ruth’s and was trespassing. 1s2Still Bill and Ruth are kept from seeing
each other.

159A year ago in mid December Ruth and Bill designated that Bill have
Power of Attorney (POA) for her. ¢s5When they did this, s5in the POA
designation instrument they wrote in that Jennifer was not no longer had any
position of Trustee over Ruth, 15if she had any, and hence forth she was not to

have any Trustee position over Ruth.

1spin a January 2011, ssgdennifer filed case No0.113700001 in the 4™
District Court for a Court ordered Guardianship over Ruth. ¢sgiJennifer listed Bill
an “other party”. 440Ruth’s daughter Roselyn is also named as “other party”.
1s1)Bill was served no pleading[s], is»not even the complaint, ig3nothing.
1smHowever Bill did learn of the case. 4g5And He did file a motion to intervene.
1seyHe did not know that his name was already in the record as “other party.
167)1 he motion[s] he made are not in the Record. 1egAll the pleadings that Bill
filed were stricken from the case files. 149)Bill was deleted as a party. 17gFrom

the Docket it reads:

171,03-03-11 ***PRIVATE**** Filed Order appointing Limited Guardian
17203-30-11 ***PRIVATE™*** Filed Order Striking Pleadings  Judge:
173Bill believes that it was here that his pleadings were struck from Case No.

113700001.
17206-15-11 ****PRIVATE*** Filed: Notice of Right to Object — Jenni & - Rosly,

175,5€e that there was NO Bill. Rosly — (living adopted daughter of Ruth)
412606-15-11 . ***PRIVATE**** Filed: Guardian and Conservator Certifi.

imnCertificate?

17507-08-11 "*PRIVATE™* “William Peterson deleted, he is not a party to the
case”

179)Bill's being deleted left 4" District Case No. 113700001 without a -

defendant. a0 Thigeft, d-nRistrichGase.No-113700001. without a defendant
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and controversy. gWithout a controversy, igzno court could lawfully see the
matter. 1gzRef U.S. Constitution Article 1ll, Sect 2. (1). 1s4Bill moves that 4"
District Case No. 113700001 be declared void and found to be a mistrial.
1g5iOtherwise it needs to be seen in the U.S. District Court, 1g¢)for unconstitutional
treatment of Bill and Ruth per U.S. Constitution Article lll, Sect 2. (1). .

157y90 Bill's actual first personal and legal involvement in these three cases
occurred when he went to Fillmore on February 24, 2011. 1ggHe was met at
Ruth’'s door by Myka Steven, gga 100 pound, 15019 year old mite,
sgngranddaughter of Ruth through her deceased (adopted).son Randy 19Myka
and Jennifer are 1% cousins. 193Ruth and Wally Stevens adopted three children,
jeayRoObin (deceased) was the oldest, 1¢5\Next was Randy (also deceased), 1g)his
wife and children live in Kamas, Utah, 1g7the third child daughter Roslyn lives in
Murray, Utah.

198)Bill was told that he could not see Ruth. 149)Bill explained to the Justice
Court that he has POA for Ruth, ,ygand needed to see her in regards to some
matters. ,1yMyka told Bill that if he did not leave that she would call in the Police,
z0zy@nd Bill agreed that they should be called in. ,05Bill said that if you (Myka)
don’t call them, sl Will. 5g5Ruth lives on 3 acres of ground. Bill waited
beyond the driveway, »70n the corner of Ruth’s property. ,p5He was not told to
that he should not be on the property until a Policeman arrived. ,4qBill did not
know that it was unlawful for him to remain where he was until the police arrived.

210After all, qywhen the police are called into the scene of an accident, )it

would not bg, propar.for. semeqne.nyolyedin.crimea.el.anysort to leave the scene
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before the police arrive? ;13He was accused and he denied, »1s@and he asked for
the police. »15Wouldn'’t it be the same for any fight? ,46)ls not leaving the seen of
a crime unlawful? ;7 The same for an argument? 1550 what is the difference
when someone objects to your being there? ,14,Bill was confronted. ,,0Wouldn’t
it have been improper for him to leave?

2a1)Probably Myka told the Officer and Bill overheard that Jennifer had
Guardianship status over Ruth. gThat was wrong. z.;:Not true. z4in the
hearing, z;sthe Court asked when it was the Jennifer had Guardianship. .gln

the hearing Judge Brady said:

22nAnd towards the bottom, ,,gthe police report indicates that there
was a conversation regarding this matter, ;;g5and it discusses the
guardianship. 30 The officer apparently reported: »34)lt was my
understanding the guardianship wasn't in place until the 1% of
March?, zazSee transcript of trial pg 35, In 16 — 18
2335€e Bill’'s prior pleadings and there attachments. 234)In writings is says
that the date of guardianship for someone is not effective to a person who needs
to know until that person is officially informed of the appointment. .35For
example, 236)if Jennifer's Guardianship were to trump Bil’'s POA (237)but it won't),
samthat change would not be effective to Bill until he is officially notified of the
Guardianship appointment of Jennifer. ,35ln actuality, 240t wouldn’t make any
difference to Bill because his POA trumps Guardianship for things for Ruth.
2aamActually Bill herein now notifies that he and Ruth have objected to Jennifer

ever having any trustee position over Ruth, 24250 he hereby notifies Jenniter’s

that her purported Guardianship is void, ,43if it needs to be done. 2;3And if Bill
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can do it with his POA? ,ssJennifer was excluded by Bill and Ruth for any
position of trustee over Ruth, a4gJennifer is not trustworthy. 2450 her status as
Ruth’s Guardian is void. ,5q)lf necessary, ,syymade void by Bill with POA for Ruth.

2s)At that time, as3it was Bill's understanding that POA trumped
Guardianship. 2s4ln a writing Bill has found that it does. .55Still Bill was taken
into the Fillmore Jail for “Criminal Trespass”. 3s¢Bill put up bail of about $600
bond to be released from jail. ,s5He attended a hearing the next morning where
he explained that he had POA for Ruth, ssgand that he needed to see Ruth for
her medical problem of not being able to sleep at night. ;59)Bill asked that he
have an attorney. »spAn attorney was denied for Bill. ,61)Bill ask for a Jury trial,
sszythat was denied. ,63In time the Judge Robison did dismissed charges against
Bill, 2és@nd his bail money was eventually returned.

265)1 hen, sgsalmost three months later, 267 Bill was requested to be at a
hearing in Fillmore on May 9", 2011. . There Bill was introduced to 4" District
Court Case No. 110700059, ss9again before Judge James Brady. ,70Bill does
not recall being charged with anything wrong. 74)Bill ask if he had done
something wrong and when and what. ;75 This question was never answered.
»aHe was questioned heavily about the February 24" incident already seen by
Judge Robison. 274At that time, ,75@s far as Bill knew, gthe Fillmore Justice
Court matter had not been appealed or transferred to another court, ,77j0r even if
it could have been.

278310 get Bill out of Ruth’s life and gain dominance over Rthh, argpJennifer

has tried todexanreendatiuaroutd Bl PO i 4. Bidtrict Court Case No.

Machine-generati may contain errors.



113700001, z5pand get that Court to assign Guardianship of Ruth to her-Jehnifer.
281)|t’s‘futile, 282)POA trumps guardian.ship. 2s3Judge Brady said that he did not
know if it did.. 234 The Court did know that POA trumps Guardianship. ,g5That is
exactly what 4" District Court Case No. 113700001 was all about. ,sBoth
matters before Judge Brady. s7The Court is prejudice. ,g5The Court lied.
289)1 he Court ‘with Jennifer manufactured a Fraud!

ssppJennifer does not have a cause of action against Bill. ,gqJennifer
claims that Bill's courtship of Ruth is upsetting Ruth. a9 That is wrong, ,93Ruth
and Bill like being together. ,94They want to be together. 65 They are engaged
to be together g4t is Jennifer's taking Ruth away from Bill and locking Ruth up
and controlling the telephone so that Bill and Ruth cannot see each other or talk
is what is upsetting Ruth.

ssnCourtship and marriage is a U.S. Constitutional right per the 14"
Amendment. ,gg The right to talk to each other is 7" Amendment issue. 209)lf
Jennifer is upset abo}ut Ruth and Bill's courtship and wants to intervene she will
have to do that in Federal Court, spand try to get around the 14™ Amendment.

sonAt the beginning of the hearing Judge Brady gave a questioner about
stalking to Bill and told him to fill it out, i.e. ssz@answer the form. 503Bill did as the
Court asked. 304 Then reading it, 505Bil's answers made it conclusive that Bill
was not a stalker. 3ggDuring the trial Bill inquired about the conclusions of the
questioner. o7 Judge Brady ignored or dodged Bill's question. g The
questioner is now missing from the file. s0g)lt was not in the file when it was

delivered to the GoutwhhAppealsufeom, ot arltaisa9ki0. the file back in
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Fillmore now. 311yThe missing evidence requires that Case No 110700059 to be
ordered to be a mistrial.
a123NO prosecuting attorney conducted the trial. 343Bill was not afforded
an attorney, 31sas he requested. ;y5Judge Brady asked meandering questions.
311 he Judge did not answer Peterson’s questions, siplike, 31gwhat did he (Bill)
do wrong? s19And when did he do something wrong? sgDoes not POA trump |
Guardianship. z,4)Bill was not afforded any witness in his behalf. 3,,Bill did have
many recorded messages from Ruth that clearly indicated that Ruth wanted Bill
to come to her. 323And Bill had a recorded message from Ruth’s Doctor which
clearly showed that he did not know what was causing Ruth not to be able to
sleep.
324)Judge Brady was clearly prejudiced against Bill, 5,5in both cases
113700001 and 110700059. 3, Bill asserts for RICO. 37 in the trial, 34 Bill
should have been afforded a jury, syg9and witnesses in his behalf. 330He should at
least have been allowed to present the evidence that he did have: s3qthe tape of

phone calls from Ruth and 33;)phone message from her Doctor.

239 TATEMENT OF THE CASE

sagRuth’s Granddaughter has Ruth confined to keep her and Bill from
getting married.  s3gJennifer wants’ Ruth’s money. 33Ruth and Bill want
freedom from Jennifer. 337Ruth has given Bill Power of Attorney (POA) for her to
Bill. 335Only Bill knows the root of Ruth’s 50 year old medical problem that keeps
her from sleeping at night. s3g)lt is very ***PRIVATE™** and Ruth has only

shared the prablegnwith.Bill Hueuo Bill has thisspsablamceantvolled.
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aaryThere are a lot of unexplained and uncontrolled funds that have gone
out of Ruth’s Zion’s checking account. 34,Bill initiated switching control from
Jennifer back to Ruth. aszJennifer has resisted this and has tried to make an
end-run around Bill's POA and become assigned to be Ruth’s Guardian. 344 The
4™ District Court wrongly overstepped Bill’s POA. sa5)1he Court has sided
with Jennifer to try to separate Bill and Ruth and destroy their relationship.'

sssRuth and Bill's assignment of POA is an issue between only them, 34750
per U.S. Constitution Article Ill, Sect 2. (1) s4g)it cannot be seen by 4™ District
Court Judge James Brady. s34 T0 establish a controversy Jennifer is blaming Bill

for up-setting Ruth. 350yt is Jennifer that is upsetting Ruth, s5¢not Bill. 355With

Bill's fix, 3s3yRuth upset problem will be gone. 354With Bill, 355Ruth will be sleeping
soundly at night.

156)Bill and Ruth are “engaged” to be married. ss7Accusing Bill of stalking
Ruth is a phony excuse to try to separate them. 355y “ENGAGED” defines Bill and
Ruth’s relationship, 35y they do not threaten each other.

ssoyFor removing Bil’'s answered questionnaire in the 110700039 case,
ssnyand for the Court’s striking Peterson’s pleadings in the 113700001 Case after
the case began with Peterson listed as an “other party”, ssthat makes any
judgment relative to Bill biased. s Judge Brady shows a clear prejudice
against Bill in both case matters, 35450 both of those cases must be declared

a mistrial.
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se5)At issue is Bill and Ruth’s right to be engaged to be married, s¢5which is
a 14" Amendment privilege. ssn)At issue is Bill and Ruth’s rights to court each
other, segbe together, sggyand be able to talk to each other directly in person and
on the telephone. 37p)At issue is Bill’s right to attend to Ruth, 374yto help her with
her medical issues, s79and to help her with anything else Ruth or Bill see or say
that Ruth might need or want. 373Bill and Ruth have always been very good |
friends. 372y They are very compatible. 375 Put together they are as happy as love

birds. szgApart they bawl like a couple of new calves lost from their mothers.

S TATEMENT OF FACTS

a7g)Bill and Ruth are committed to each other, 3;qand committed to have a
marriage. as T heir relationship goes back 65+ years. s3¢)Bill wants to give Ruth
what she needs and wants. zg;They have always had a fondness for each other
that was not realizeable before. 343Bill and Ruth share rightful POA of Bill for
Ruth. 3s4The U.S. 14" Amendment allows them to be together being married.

3g5)10 fix things Ruth has given POA to Bill. sgeJennifer wants Ruth’s
assets and so does not want to yield over control of Ruth’s finances. sgnJennifer
is trying to go around Bill's POA with an attempt to get Guardianship of Ruth.
1sg)Bill has POA, aggpJennifer’s attempt to get Guardianship is not perfected.
ss0)Before coming here, gonthree courts have been trying to see this matter.
sezFeb 24", 2011, 544Bill tried to see Ruth at her home.

394)Bill’'s POA was challenged by Jennifer’ unperfected Guardianship. ze5In

4™ District Court Cased No. 110700059 the Court has several fatal issues.

q%)The counlgi demlareedma(wmutfammpfty p)gwlda@c:lerklmw’édn))ol what happened before
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guardianship is not relevant®, ;snand the court further said (see transcript pg

52 — In 9) a95“She (Jennifer) was not the quardian, even though she had

filed for it and had requested it and thought it was pending.”

399)4‘h Dist. Ct. case No. 113700001 was done as a **"PRIVATE****
matter. 400When that Case was filed, 401\Bill was listed as “other party” the
defendant ? 7 42 But then he was never served a complaint. 453However he did
file pleadings but they got stricken and removed. 404S0 even 3 months after the
Feb 24 incident no guardianship was yet finalized by the Court. 405With Bill not
perfected as the defendant in 113700001, s¢that case had no defendant 407)30‘
the court activity was not a Constitutional court matter per U.S.
Constitution Article I‘II, Sect 2. (1). 405A guardianship does not become
effective until affected parties are notified. 49According to the docket, no
notification of any guardianship was ever made, no notice was made to Peterson.
noWhere its certificate was not recorded in the court matter until mid June of
2011, Jennifer assertion of being Ruth’s Guardian back in February was untrue,
at best a mistake. 4 Their relationship was that they were “engaged” not

stalking, ref. Dictionary meaning, the word “engaged” described their relationship,

a1 SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

1zCourtships  and marital relationships are protected by the 14"
Amendment. 445Who has POA for Ruth and who is her Guardian is ultimately
Ruth’s decision. 414)lf Ruth and Bill marry, 415the decision will be made. 416)A
Guardian cannot be someone who has a monetary interest in Ruth. 47)lt cannot

be someone whdigvatishdirwen there atoibpyoteetedamengtaryvinterest such as
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someone who expects her inheritance. 415lf a court is going to be involved in

making a trustee appointment, 41gthe court must know and consider Ruth’s

wishes.

woAfter Bill’'s attempt to see Ruth Feb 24"™ 2011, snafter Jennifer had
Fillmore City incarcerate Bill, 429)Bill was then put before Justice Stanley Robison,
sgyafter Bill pleaded rights of being there to see Ruth by reasons of his POA, |
sayafter the Justice Court dismissed its charges, s5Judge Brady and Jennifer
cannot see the matter again in another name “stalking”. 4,)It's futile as well

as being Double Jeopardy, 4,7Bill’'s POA trumps Guardianship,

azgyThere is nothing in the law that should keep Ruth and Bill apart.
Freedom to court each other, sg9)communicate, sagfall in love, 431and marriage is
afforded by the U.S. Constitution 14™ Amendment. aszAnything to discourage it
and stop it is Unconstitutional. 433Ruth and Bill agreed and assigned Power of
Attorney (POA) for Bill to ihitiate and fix two situations:

a3qyRuth’s inability to sleep and night, s3sand Jennifer overseeing of Ruth’s
checking account[é]. sspRuth has a "™ *PRIVATE**** Vsituation that has been
troubling her for 50 years. sy That will no longer be a problem. 434 Bill has a fix
for that, 43gand Jennifer would not be able to do that.

40700 much money is leaving Ruth’s Zion’s Checking account, -
241y$40,000 in just three months. 442 That is a rate of $160,000 per year and that

can’t possibly be sustained. 443)In the future, 44qn0 payments will go out of Ruth’s

account thaj,she, HORS.NPLSIN., e, cheskishder swmBill and Ruth will work
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together to oversee their expenses. 44 Ruth and Bill have some very special
things they intend to do. 447 They are in love. sgdennifer is interfering with these
arrangements. s49She has been trying to go around Ruth and Bill (with POA for
Ruth) and ssgtheir stipulation that Jennifer is not to have for now and the

foreseeable future any position of Trustee over Ruth.

»snARGUMENT

452POA trumps Guardianship for medical situations. 4s3Double Jeopardy is a
U.S. Constitution Article lll, Sect 2. (1) vioIatioh, asaSubject to damages per Title
42 U.S.C. "' 1983

ss5Ruth and Bill have no issues between them. 4s6Neither 6ne has ever
threatened the other, 457 0r hurt the other, 4sThere is no fear of each other
between them. 4s5A charge that Bill stalks Ruth is a phony invention of a non-
existing issue. 450 The bottom line is Bill and Ruth are in “love” and “engaged”
\ and those two words are the right words that describe their relationship. 41)Not
Judge Brady not Jennifer, sgor anyone else including any Court has any

standing to come between Ruth and Bill.

%ENTRAPMENT

sspAbout a year ago when Jennifer had Ruth confined to Jennifer's home
in Salt Lake. 4¢5For a while Ruth tried to call Bill and left the following messages:
a66)lt was several weeks before Bill saw the messages. 467)Ruth is a sweet and
very feminine loving woman, sgenjoy her words.

asoyThursday 8:01, PM, (Ruth) Bill I am just calling to check on you, to see how you are.
Call me if you get a minute, thank you.

. Hunter Law Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, BY U.
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arpyFriday 4:21, PM, (Ruth) A, this is Ruth, T will be here the rest of the day, I got stuck
getting down, so call me please, thank you.

sryFriday, 9:34, PM, (Ruth), Trying to get a hold of you, can you call me, I'li be
home the rest of the day. Sorry, by-by.

s7zMonday, 5:20 PM, (Ruth), If you get a minute, call me, good by

473y Tuesday, 6:12, P.M. Ruth Stevens, I am calling you, I don’t how to leave a phone no.
I'm  atJenny’s place, Love, you, Thank you, By-By.

s7aFriday, 7:13 PM, (Ruth) I’m just trying to find ya,

s7sSaturday  4:34:PM (Ruth) O hope you’re having a very good day. I'm Just taking
it easy, thinking, by-by

szgMonday 2::47 PM This is Ruth I am getting ready to go to dinner, I have been
balling all morning longing to see you good by.

srnTuesday 3:36 PM This is Ruth, I’m having a hard time making connection with
ya, so call me, if I can just by-by.

a75yOver a period of 13 days Ruth called for Bill leaving 9 messages in part,
a7gysaying:

aso)Thursday, 8:01, PM, Call me if you get a minute,

ssnFriday, 4:21, PM, so call me please,

asp)Friday, 9:34, PM, can you call me,

18 yMonday, 5:20, PM,, call me,

assyTuesday, 6:12, P.M. Love, you,

sssyFriday, 7:13, PM, trying to find va,

435)Saturday, 4:34, PM, thinking,

ssnMonday, 2::47, PM, I have been balling all morning longing to see you
sgsyTuesday, 3:36, PM, I’'m having a hard time making connection with ya, so

call me,

ss9When Bill tried to call back his calls were either intercepted by an answering

machine. obigepdpRnidaiand.tom weulckoet @allow Bithand Ruth to talk to each
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other. 49 There is a pattern here in Ruth’s calls. 4g5In the first four calls over just
five days, 493 Ruth asked Bill to call her. 494Then she gave up on having Bill call
her. g5The next her message was Love, you. sggThen next, sonthree days

latter the next she said, sggtrying to find ya. 499 The next day she called saying

thinking, s07wo day later she said | have been balling all morning longing

to see you soqyThen the following in the last call Ruth said I’'m having a hard

time making connection with va, so call me,

sozyNotice that she did not call on Sunday, sealikely she did not try to call
when the family was around. sogTom and Jennifer have “The [Fred} Conley
Company” selling plumbing and stuff targeting swimming pool builders and
owners. 50550 during the day, segboth parents work side by side, s7and the
children are in school and care facilities. s07Bill did not discover the answering

machine calls for several weeks after they occurred

0 ENTRAPMENT of Bill by Jennifer

s09)A short time after the phone calls above, seqRuth got a phone call thru
to Bill and told him that it had been along day, sigthat they had been traveling
around in Southern Utah. 511)S‘he said that Jennifer and Tom where finally
getting some sense and where finally yielding, sizand that they would allow Bill
to come to their home and get her. s43She told Bill that she was too tired tonight,
519S0 come in the morning. si5Notice that the timing fits with just after when
Jennifer filed 4™ District Case No. 113700001 for Guardianship.

5161 N next morning af 9:00 AM, sizwhen Bill went the front door of the

Tempfer home, 515 3&fHHET BTSN EE e TR0t BEM a5 eI Bill that he was



not welcome and that he had to leave. 50Or else, spqjJennifer said that she
would call the police. s Bill said please do call them, sz30r else Bill said that he
would call them. sz4Then Bill re-parked at the curb, s25South of the Tempfer
yard, sp;sand waited there, so7)in the car, sgfor the Police.

s209)ff he had waited in the car in the driveway where he first parked,
ssoJennifer would have charged Bill for trespassing. s3yylt was just a stroke of
luck that Bill‘ was off Jennifer's property. sazlf it had not been as cold as it was,
sagif the ground had not been covered with a foot or so of snow, ssghalf that
much on the Tempfer driveway, sa3t Was very likely that Bill would have been
waiting for the police somewhere in the yard. s36lt was just a stroke of luck that
he waited in his car, s37at the curb, ssgprobably with the motor running to keep
warm. |

sag)Ruth waé Jennifer’s bait to get Bill on the Tempfer property to charge
Bill with trespassiﬁg. s4)Bill had knocked on thé door, sanyask for Ruth, ssptold
Jennifer that Ruth had instructed Bill to pick her up there at 9:00 A.M. ssthat
morning. ssyRuth came out of the Tempfer house dressed up to the hilt,
sasy@xpecting to go away with Bill, ssspJennifer and Tom had waited until Ruth was
outside ‘walking to Bill before they interceded, ssnthen they told Ruth that they
were not going to allow her to leave. 545 They were cruel to Keep Ruth locked up.
sagy ney have kept Ruth confined, ssglocked-up in the Tempfer home, ss0r
locked up in her home in Fillmore for a year now.

NOW LOOKING BACK, st must have been the evening of

January 3"dhetButhiealiedand dald-Bill that theyahadbeen traveling in southern
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Utah. ss3yThey must have been traveling around getting Jennifer's petition for
Guardianship filed. ssgWhatever they did, sssJennifer thought that she had
acquired Guardianship over Ruth. ss5But there were a lot of hoops and hurdles,
including informing Bill, ss7before Guardianship would have been usable.

ssgyRuth said that Jennifer and Tom had apparently finally come to their
senses, ssgthat they would allow her to go. 550)They~ were just baiting Ruth to call
Bill, and tell him to come and get her. s41,)So Ruth told Bill to come in the morning
at 9:00 AM and pick her up. ss2What Bill did not know that Jennifer was listening
to Ruth and Bill's conversation. sg3ySo when Bill came in the morning, seqJennifer
and Tom planned to snare him and it was only luck for dumb Bill that they didn’t.

s65)90 Bill now asserts that when Tempfers told Ruth that she was allowed
to leave with Bill, s¢7Ruth was being used as a decoy to set up a snare for Bill,
sse)@s was later done February 24, 2011, segat Ruth’s home in Fillmore. 57¢,0n
the morning of January. 4, 2011, s;4yRuth was dressed very nice to greet Bill.
5727 7om and Jennifer had both stayed home from work. s573Bill had already been
to the door and asked for Ruth. s74The nig\ht before she had been told that she
could leave. 575/t was probably an hour or so after Bill had been at that door that
Ruth came out of the house expecting to leave. s5;She was very sharply
dressed. s77)She looked very nice. s75When Ruth was part way down the front
yard concrete walk, s799Tom came out of the‘house rushed around Ruth and got
in front of her, sgpispread his arms full wide and waived them to force back into

the house. sgy)From the Curb Bill shouted “Ruth” but she did not hear him.
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saz)For almost a year now they have not seen each other or talked. sg3S0
from the time of Ruth’s phone call the night before, sgguntil Ruth was outside
leaving the house, sgs)leaving to go with Bill, sggpJennifer and Tom knew that Bill
had been called to come for Ruth, sgnbut Jennifer and Tom did not tell Ruth that
she would not be allowed to leave until she had dressed and prepared to leave,
segyand was on her way, sggout of Jennifer's house, segto be with Bill. sq4)lf Bill
had come back onto the Tempfer property to try to intercede and take Ruth,
sozpJennifer would have charge Bill with Criminal Trespass as he did in Fillmore.

s93) 1 Wice Tempfers set Bill up in situations of entrapment. 594,The second
time they got him. s5¢4But it was entrapment, so7yand double jeopardy, sggieach
are grounds for dismissal.

s09)/t's been over a year now that the Tehpfers have had Ruth locked away
from Bill. g They have been depriving both Bill and Ruth of their 14"
scyAmendment rights, gozand others rights. go3 Their forced confinement of Ruth
is deprivation of her freedom and a criminal action against her.
so4Bill did not know that Jennifer had filed for Guardianship of Ruth in the 4"
District Court in Fillmore back around the 2™ of January, 2011, gosuntil the May
gt sophearing in Case No. 110700059.case. go7All this time, ggsurely, gogthe
Court knew that Bil’'s POA would trump Jennifer's Guardianship. m)Thé Court

was in on the entrapment of Bill. ¢y)In January, gizJennifer had only applied

for Guardianship. g13Bill did not know that Jennifer had filed for Guardianship of
Ruth in the 4™ District Court in Fillmore back around the 2™ of January, 2011,

simuntil the dvla Qe HoreyARaINgLIN L aserNe. ki 07000b80ase. ¢15All this time,
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ginysurely the Court knew that Bill’'s POA would trump Jennifer's Guardianship.
s1g 1 ne Court was in on the entrapment of Bill. ggln January, ggJennifer had
only applied for Guardianship. gqAll this time, sxzsurely the Court knew that
Bil's POA would trump Jennifer's Guardianship. g23The Court should have not
allowed Jennifer Guardianship, g2s\Where the appointment instrument giving POA
for Ruth to Bill contained a stipulation, gsthat Jennifer was not to have any
position of Trustee over Ruth.

s26)AlS0, g27\DY law, g29)if Jennifer was in control of Ruth’s money, ggand
taking any of it for herself, g3q)Jennifer can’t be a Guardian. ;5 The fact is that
Jennifer has taken $40,000 from Ruth, ¢33up front, ¢sthat was supposed to
be returned to Ruth, ¢;35but she has kept it, s35by law, g7 Jennifer is a thief,
samand has robbed Ruth. g3gJennifer is still robbing Ruth. ggJennifer is
not frustworthy. sanylt is not right that the Court allow a person known to
have stolen from Ruth to be Ruth’s Guardian. ¢Bill and Ruth will not,
sapydo not allow Jennifer to be Ruth’s Guardian. g44And they rightfully
petition that the Court not allow it. sss5Jennifer can not be Ruth’s Guardian.
sas)/f Jennifer did not tell the Court that Bill had POA for Ruth, g47)her application
for Guardianship was fraudulent. s4)lf the Court knew that Bill had POA, gagthen
the Court was in on the entrapment and the fraud. gsqThe Court had to know of
Bil's interest and the situation of Bill's POA and “engagement” with Ruth.
ss1\Where Bill was listed as the “other party”, gspthe defendant, gs3in Case No.
113700001, gsqhe would have been the person in controversy with Jennifer;

sss0therwise, gsqyJenmfer wnddhe. Conrbwere itrvislatiormotpertd.S. Constitution
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Article IIl, Sect 2. (1), s57) (conducting a trial without a controversy) and both
would be subject to damages per Title 42 U.S.C. ' 1983

658/50 in January, gseyWhen Jennifer tried to get Bill arrested for trespassing
at Jennifer's home, 47 the Court had told Jennifer that at that time she had
control of Ruth, gqthat Jennifer had guardianship of Ruth, g7that her
guardianship trumped Bill's POA, g73that would have been a lie g74)Either ‘was,
s7sthe Court was in on the details of entrapping Bill, g76without guardianship,
srnyWithout power of Ruth over Bill's POA, gzg0r both. s79No matter what, ggg)it
appears that the court had to be orchestrating in illegal procedure.

ssyNeither Jennifer nor the Court had any way of knowing, sszand possibly
the Court nor Jennifer did not contemplate Bill’s going to Fillmore, ggzand make a
situation, ggsin the same pattern as the Salt Lake set up. gg5In the second
situation, gggthis time Bill being arrested, gg7in Fillmore, gggbut this time Biil
ended up before Judge Stanley Robison in the Fillmore City Justice Cour,
ssyywhere Judge Robison listened to Bill, gggand heard Bill make a plea for having
POA for Ruth, gg1yand heard Bill's assertion that his POA over Ruth trumped
Jennifer's Guardianship of Ruth, ggz)if she had it..

se3) 1 Ne Fillmore Justice court matter went to Court first, ggqbefore Jennifer
charged Bill for Stalking Ruth in the same situation. gg5The City of Fillmore took
on the matter. g4 Fillmore became the plaintiff. 97 Fillmore accepted Bill’s pleas.
segpJudge Robison dismissed the complaint for the February 24" situation against

Bill, s09the complaint situation that Jennifer initiated.
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qopThat put Jennifer out of any situation for complaining for Ruth,
roninstead Fillmore City was complaining for Ruth. zg2That put Jennifer out of the
matter and left Jennifer dead i—n the water without a Cause of Action. ;3She
never had a cause of action anyway where POA trumps Guardianship. zg4And
actually Jennifer did not have Guardianship on March 9, 2011.

7051 he situation was somewhat the same at Ruth’s in Fillmore on February
o 706)@S at Jennifer's house in Salt Lake in January, 7g7except Bill not knowing
any better stayed west of the driveway in the corner of Ruth’s three acre lot,
70spetween the driveway and the street.

7091 he second situation, 710)Bill made. 744y That time Jennifer entrapped Bill.
712y wice Jennifer attempted to entrap Bill, ;13 January in Salt Lake and February

in Fillmore. g4gyTWice is racketeering, RICO so Peterson complains for RICO.

sanENTRAPMENT of Court

sazyT he District Court’s Case No. 110700059 screening of Bill from the
111200013 MO matter in the City Court is blaintent double jeopardy,
smentrapment, and gigan infringement of Ruth and Bil’s Constitutional First
Amendment right of freedom of speech.

sasyin 4" District court Case No. 113700001, s45)in the Docket, g47Bill was
as “other party”. gt does not make sense for Jennifer to seek Guardianship for
Ruth in ****PRIVATE™* matter, ggexcept that Jennifer and the Court did not
want Bill to know what was going on. gs)Bill already had POA for Ruth, ss1and

his POA trumped Guardianship. gs5Both Jennifer and the Court knew this.
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ss3 1 hat is what the 4™ Dist Ct. Case 11300001 was all about. 65450 When Judge
Brady said that he did not know. ¢s5He was not being truthful.

sseyFor Judge Brady to accuse Bill of Stalking Ruth is idiotic. 457|f Bill were
in a stalking mode with Ruth, ¢sg)lf Ruth feared Bill, gsgyRuth would not have made
the Phone calls to Bill that she did. gg0But the Judge would not listen to Bill's
tape. gs1yHe would only allow in his court what would make his case. gg)lf Bill
had not been as close to Ruth as he has been for the past 60+ years, gszhow
would he know more than anyone else knows about Ruth. g4 Ruth very closest
friend is “Bill” and he is not stalking her. g5 Bill knows things about Ruth that she
does not know about herself. gAnd surely vice-versa too.

ss7)RuUth’s Dad and Governor Maw knew that Ruth was being humiliated
ssgpbut they are now both deceased. gggBut back then those men were mad
enough to kill. 7g)Very close to Ruth were Bill's Mom and Dad. g7y They were not
aware of the problem, g7,)if they had been, g73they would have killed. g74Ruth
has had the biggest problem a woman can ever have. g5Bar none. g7And
when Bill told the Judge that he needed to talk to him in private, g77yhe would not
give Bill 10 minutes. s7gyNeither Judge Brady or Dr. Wayne Brown knows enough
about Ruth and Bill to make any judgment of either of them. ¢74)Period !

ssnyRemember, ggywhen Bill came before Judge Brady on that day, gsyBill
had not been charged with anything wrong. 4g,Bill asked the Court “What am |
here for?” ss4The Court did not tell Bill that the court was snooping into the lower
court “screening” Case No 111200013 MO seeking to entrap Bill, having Bill in

court witholtod etveifefe e Sorviet Hind o1 sFetmferwithSlie titt having Miranda.
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ss5 1 he Court dodged Bill’s assertion that POA trumps Guardianship for
handling Ruth’s medical problem of not sleeping at night. ggAnd fixing that
problem is the most crucial issue for Ruth’s sanity and her life. |

sspy1he Court and Jennifer had to have known that Bil’'s POA trumps
anyone’s guardianship of Ruth. g7 That is what the 4™ Dist Ct. Case 11300001
was all about. gsWhen the Judge The Court should have known this POA v
Guardianship is root question in the 4™ District Court 11300001 matter. sogyln
Case No. 110700059 assertion he Court was in on the entrapment of Bill.
. gonfFor the case, s93ithey needed a defendant and Jennifer and the Court knew

the defendant had to be Bill. 9350 they brought a suit against Bill and tried

to see it through without Bill knowing it. g4 That is a federal offense. go5But

Bill learned of Case No. 113700001 and tried to intervene. g9 This frustrated
Jennifer and the Court. gg7in their frustrations they failed to notify anyone,
sosythey particularly failed to notify Bill. g9 They did their case in **"PRIVATE™™.
zop)What did they expect? ;41,50 when Bill was arrested for trespassing, 7o0)it was
not a valid complaint, zzwhere Bill did not know anything of Jennifer's
*PRIVATE*™ attempt to obtain Guardianship.  73Bill’'s POA for Ruth could
not be refuted, 70450 the charge had to be dismisged. ;

susin 4" District court Case No. 113700001, 7in the Docket, 707)Bill was
as “other party”. 7gglt doeé not make sense for Jennifer to seek Guardianship for
Ruth in ****PRIVATE**** except Jennifer and the Court did not want Bill to know

what was going down. 749Bill already had POA for Ruth and POA trumped

Guardianship. ;pddethy denmiter. rand $h el oskbknewathiss, svuysyFor the case,
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rzthey needed a defendant and y1zJennifer and the Court knew the defendant
had to be Bill. ;43S0 they brought a suit against Bill 714and tried to see it throughv
without Bill knowing it. 715But Bill learned of Case No. 113700001 71gand tried to
intervene. 47 This frustrated Jennifer and the Court. ;g their frustrations they
failed to notify anyone. 1g)In particular, they failed to notify Bill. 7,So when Bill
was arrested for trespassing, 721)it was not a valid complaint where Bill did not
know anything of Jennifer's attempt to obtain Guardianship. +2Bil’'s POA for

Ruth could not be refuted, 723,50 the charge had to be dismissed.

29DOUBLE JEPORTY of Court

7259till Jennifer continued to try to entrap Bill. ;55 May 9™ the Fillmore City
Court case No. 111200013 MO had not yet been dismissed. 7,7Jenniter would
not stop. zgJdennifer was stalking Bill. 7,qBetween the Court and Jennifer, a
charge of Bill Stalking Ruth was concocted. 31T0 star, 732)for the crime of
stalking, 7ssthe Court failed to provide Bill with a Miranda opportunity. 734ln the
Court, 73s5some unidentified person was at the trial screening for a criminal case.

735Bill was in court being grilled for possible criminal activity, ;5without

being given a Miranda. ;35See pg 38 In 10 of the transcript. ;39 There Bill was

in trial, ;4o with no attorney, ;41yno jury hearing the matter, ;4,Bill had never

even been served with a complaint. ;43It was clearly an unlawful trial situation.

7a4Bill is entitled to be released from judgment for the situation per U.S.

Constitutional rights.

ns)Judge Brady tried to snare Bill with a written confession, 74)in the form

of an in COtHt-SEEsIBf Wit fst T WER Rat"dld ot work, 74¢the Court



shredded the test. 749 That was evidence for proving Bill's innocence that the
Court destroyed. ;55 The bottom line is, 751this whole thing was about Ruth,
7saybut Jennifer and the Court intended that the guardianship thing be all done
without Ruth’s knowledge, 7s3done without a plaintiff.

754yl was wrong to conduct the trial without a Public Prosecutor. 7z Bill
asked but the Court refused to see the little bit of evidence that Bill had with him.
756yt consisted of a tape recording and a transcript-of the recording of nearly a
dozen messages from Ruth to Bill, 7spand the written profile Bill had just made.
ss8) 1 Ne Court failed to tell or explain anything when Bill ask about what and when
he did something wrong. vsgThe Court was inadequately informed about the
subject and laws and not qualified to conduct the trial. 0The court was in a
situation of Double Jeopardy, 7¢1jand was still proceeded helter-skelter.

7621 wice Tempfers set Bill up in situations of entrapment. 753 The second
time they got him. 4s4But it was entrapment, ;s55and double jeopardy, zgs€ach
are grounds for dismissal.

267,Bill herein references the transcript of Case No. 110700059 and all his
pleadings previously filed in this case No. Case No. 20110462-CA as
supportative to this pleading. 7ggJennifer has answered nothing, 7sqeverything is
admitted.

| 7700CONCLUSION,
779yWHAT IS BEST FOR RUTH,
772\WHAT BILL WANTS
773Bill and Ruth have a very long time relationship and a great

understanding anddkao &l ofHeachy wiher rand cdo Lioweceach other, 774very
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much. +75It's a deep rooted trusting love, 775With a good foundation, 7 that
neither have experienced with anyone else. 774Bill wants the responsibility for
Ruth. 77gUntil last fall, Bill did not know that Ruth has had a sleeping issue for
the past 50 years. 7gg)lt's understandable. zglt's fixable. ;55And with the short
time Bill had with her sleeping could now be not so much of a problem. zg3)lt's a
very private matter and was explained in an initial pleading, 7g4)limited to the
Court’s eyes only.

rssyMaybe Ruth will need some special care. 744Bill gladly accepts that |
responsibility. 7s7For now with a normal sleep ‘pattern, 7sgyRuth had things
together well. ;g9Ruth is a brilliant person. 7ggHer mind works just a well and is
not much different than some of Bill's professor buddies at the University of Utah.
z91yWhat Bill sees is that brilliant minds focus intently and deeply and extraneous
matters get little attention. ;g2)Ruth is still like that, 7g5)as is Bill.

resyRuth is a very gregarious person. sg5She is very much at ease and
comfortably communicates with most anyone‘. 786)IU'S wrong to put her in a place
without people. 757She is a busy person, zggshe has projects and will make
projects.  spAt this point in her life, gyt is not fair to her to try to make
judgments of her behavior and her mental activity. goq)Ruth has a huge issue to
overcome and unless one knows about that and can empathize with her, gethey
have no business making judgments of her and for her.

soa)Bill objects to the confinement and restraints Jennifer puts upon Ruth.
sopJennifer has kidnapped Ruth. gy5Ruth and Bil's companionship is good.

sos)RUth  andigdenpiferoden’ tuhave Laacompanienshippggthey are not together
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where Jennifer has family, gggywork, and a life in Salt Lake. ggRuth and Bill had
started a life together, g1q24 hours per day as they both wanted.

giJennifer wants control of Ruth for Ruth rhoney, gizhomes, and assets.
s1zyWhat Bill cares about is Ruth, gi4her comfort and happiness, g1524 hours per
day, together.

s1pRuth and Bill were making plans and did not fit with Jennifer’s plans for
her use o0f Ruth. 45t was wrong for Jennifer to come between Ruth and Bill.
gig)lt was wrong for Jennifer to ignore Ruth’s desires and go around Ruth into a
court and try to gain legal custody of Ruth over Ruth’s objections and wishes.
s19Ruth still has rights. g0And Bill has POA rights to represent Ruth.

g2nylt has been wrong for the three Courts to be involved. gz There are
three parties here, g3 Ruth, g.4Bill, and g5 Jennifer. ggJennifer has no cause of
action against Bill and just cannot go out and invent one. 827,Jenhifer has ﬁo
more rights in Ruth’s home than does Bill. gglt is wrong for Jennifer to seek
guardianship of Ruth behind Ruth’s back and over Ruth’s objections. g, Ruth
does not trust Jennifer. g3pRuth is still upset with Jennifer for not returning the
$40,000 Ruth entrusted Jennifer with when Ruth last traveled in Europe.

sanRuth likes to travel. gzpHer former husband Wally did not. g3350 Ruth
has spent a life time of basically traveling alone. g34She and Wally would go
somewhere, gz5but Wally always complained of health issues and w6u|d only
stay in the hotels as Ruth went out on her own. g35S0 when they traveled,

sanyjRuth was basically on her own.
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sagdudge Brady in Case No. 113700001 has shown no regards for Ruth’s
situation, gagneeds, and gggrights. gy Ruth’s mind has not slowed down.
saszyRuth’s mind hungers to be challenged, gignot boxed up. s44Ruth wants to
travel more. g45She wants go on some cruses. gShe seeks projects. gazJust
because she buys another pound of bacon at Duane’s market when she has two
at home in the refrigerator does not mean that she is handicapped. g5 Bill does
the same thing with sausage.

849)Dementia isn't a specific disease. Instead, gspidementia describes a

group of symptoms affecting intellectual and social abilities severely enough to

interfere with daily functidning. ssyDementia indicates problems with at least

two brain functions, g;»such as memory loss and gs3impaired judgment or

ssplanguage. gss;Dementia can make you confused and unable to remember
people and names. gssYou also may experience changes in personality and
ss7)social behavior. However, gsgpsome causes of dementia are treatable and

even reversible.

gsgfDementia symptoms vary depending on the cause, gsgicommon signs

and symptoms include:

» genyMemory loss

« ggyDifficulty communicating

« gsyylnability to learn or remember new information
» gsqDifficulty with planning and organizing

« gesDifficulty with coordination and motor functions
« gsgPersonality changes

« genyinability to reason

« gsglnappropriate behavior

» gsgParanoia
igitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, BY U.
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» gyyHallucinations

s72)Bill argues, graythat Ruth does not have dementia. g74She does forget
some names. gzsFrom the list above, g7¢)Bill has seen only occasional loss for a
name. g;;She certainly has none of the other misbehaviors. gz5And she does
not have two short fallings. g5Ruth does not have “symptoms affecting
intellectual and social abilities severely enough to interfere with daily functioning.”

asoylts wrong for Jennifer to blame Ruth’s inability to sleep as dementia,
ssywhen Jennifer does not know, and does not have an understanding of the
difficult and humiliating situation that Ruth has had to live with for most of her life.
sszyAnd its wrong for any court to make judgment of Ruth when then don’t
personally know and talk with her.

sszyWWhen Bill went to Fillmore on February 24™ to see Ruth he had every
right to see her. gggJennifer did not have perfected guardianship over Ruth,
sgsjand still does not. gg¢)Bill was not informed of any Guardianship over Ruth.»
ss7yEven so Bill's Power of Attorney would trump any Guardianship. ggeBill did
nothing wrong going to see Ruth. ggqThe Fillmore City Justice Court did not have
a complaint from Ruth against Bill. ggAnd Myka Stevens at Ruth’s had no
directive from Ruth that Bill was not allowed to see Ruth. §91)And so the
111200013 MO complaint was dismissed. ggp)ln 4™ District Court case No.
110700059 Jennifer and the Court had no cause of action or reason in the law for
“screening’; the 111200013 MO matter originally before the City Court. sg3Ruth

was fully capable of directing such an issue and was not confronted to do it.
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seq) | he issues in this matter are all Ruth’s issues and she talked to about
them. gg5Second in authority about these matters is Bill himself with POA for
Ruth. geg)lf the Court is to Ioék into the maters in this case as they are. '397)The
Court should be dealing with Bill, gsgywho has POA for Ruth, gggnot Jennifer who
is barred by Ruth and Bill from being a trustee over Ruth.

sopyDated this 17" Day of January, 2012.

Ll DR

William D. Peterson |l
Respondent and Appellant
In Utah Court of Appeals
Case No. 20110462-CA

901)Cei‘tificate of Service

902)0n this 17" day of January, 2012, a copy of this Pleading is sent by
Email, FAX, and 2 copies U.S. Mall, first Class to Jennifer's attorney Bill O.

Heder. | é\)»l t [QP --------- #"

William (Bill) D. Peterson |l

903)S UPLIMENTRY INFORMATION EXHIBITS

A -~ See: gggyFillmore City Justice Court ORDER TO DISMISS the citation of Case No.
111200013 relative to the February 24, 2011 incident where William (Bill)) D. Peterson,
sosphaving Power of Attorney for Ruth, gggywas charged with criminal trespass when he
went to Ruth W. Stevens home at 475 South 700 East in Fillmore, Utah. gg7)The order
reading: “The citation on file in the above entitled action is hereby dismissed
without prejudice on motion of plaintiff,” ¢gg)Bill was charged for unlawfully
occupying Ruth’s property. ggg)Ruth had requested that 7Bill come to her. Pg 38

B--  g10)See Attorney for Plaintiff Fillmore City - - Kaela Jackson’s, 911yMOTION FOR
ORDER DISMISSING CITATION dated 29™ March, 2011, g12)The motion stated that

the “basis for this dismissal is that the case is being screened for charges in
District Court.” Pg 39 '
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C--

g135ee Page 38 line 10: UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: g14) “When Mr. Peterson is
testifying from table as he just did, is he considered to be under oath for
purposes of screening criminal cases?” Note, g15Bill was apparently being
interrogated in a court for criminal charges, g1g)this double jeopardy, g17without
Miranda, g1gywithout being charged, g1gywithout the assistance of an attorney, gz0ywithout
witnesses in his behalf, g21ywhich violates Bill’s Constitutional Amendment VI rights.

gz2)See in the transcript of Case No. No 110700059 page 40 line 24 saying: gzznothing
before Guardianship was relevant to the hearing, ¢24)Court also ordered Ruth

messages to Bill on tape to Bill were irrelevant to the hearing. g25)See transcript pg 29, In
16 & 19.

azeyJennifer thought that she had Guardianship, go7ywhen she didn’t. gpg)See in the
transcript of Case No. No 113700001 page 52 line 9, g2g)The Court said about Jennifer:
930y ‘She was not the Guardian, g31even though she had filed for it and
had requested it and thought it was pending. ¢32,0n February - -

gazySee Docket in 4™ District Court Case No 113700001 , gaayJennifer Tempfer v Ruth
Stevens, William Peterson, and Roselyn Neilson suing for Guardianship of Ruth. ¢35 The
month before Ruth and Bill considered and objected to Jennifer being in any position of
Trustee over Ruth. ¢35 They did file pleadings in the matter but they were ignored by the
Court. g37Bill was not, gzgjand does not know of Ruth being served complaints and
pleadings in the matter. go39)The Court hearing was unlawful per U.S. Constitution Article
III, Sect 2. (1). a40) This was a matter for a hearing, not a trial. g41)Note that a Certificate
of Guardianship was not filed until June 15, 11. g42yThe matter was done in - - PRIVATE
- - where no notices were ever made of “Guardianship”. g4350 it was never perfected.

gas)See publication saying Guardianship is not perfected until notice is made to persons
affected. g4y “‘you must inform the court o any pwer of attorney of which
you are aware.” Pg 47

ase) “if your relative disqualified you from becoming guardian, c.nthen
your attempt to become guardian should be denied by the court in favor of
the person designated by your relative.”  Pg 47

asg)See Power of Attorney (POA) trumps Guardianship. a4y “If you have appointed
a person as your agent under enduring power of attorney, ssoftheir decision
about your medical treatment will have priority over the decision of your
guardian.” pg 48

J - - gs1ySee Docket in Fillmore City Justice Court, Case No. 111200013:

a52)FILLMORE CITY vs. WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON, February 24
2011 Bill with POA for Ruth went to see Ruth. g¢s3)It was timely and right for Bill to see
Ruth about her sleeping at night and discuss financial issues previously delved into.

3-23-11 os5Charge 1 Disposition is Dismissed.
3-25-11 ssafyduisedhiscaseintrgnsfersed fo District Sont  pg 52
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KAELA P. JACKSON #8895 _ -
FILLMORE CITY ATTORNEY | B
Attorney for Plaintiff R
362 West Main

Delta, Utah 84624 oy

(435) 864-2748. .4 i

g

¢ 1N THE JUSTICE COURT, IN AND FOR
FILLMORE CITY PRECINCT, MILLARD COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

FILLMORE CITY, STATE OF UTAH,

Phindff, = | ORDER TO DISMISS
vs | |
WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON, R ;:ase No. 111200013
. Defendant. : Honorable Stanley K. Robison :

The citation on file in the above-entitled action is hereby dismissed without prejudice on motion

of plaintiff. '
DATED this__ 25 day of Wz 2011,
BY THE COURT: |
_ Al 5 Flis

JUSTICE €BURT JUDGE
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RESEYD

KAELA P. JACKSON #8895
FILLMORE CITY ATTORNEY
Attorney for Plaintiff

362 West Main

Delta, Utah 84624 |

(435) 864-2748

™ IN THE JUSTICE COURT, IN AND FOR
FILLMORE CITY PRECINCT, MILLARD COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

RILLMORE CITY, STATE OF UTAH, ' -
| - | MOTION FOR ORDER DISMISSING
Plaintiff,  CITATION
_vs.-
WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON, Case No. 111200013
Defendant. Honorable Stanley K. Robison

Plaintiff, by and through its attorney, KAELA P. JACKSON, hereby moves to dismiss without

prejudice Citation No. 67916 issued in the above-entitled action containing chérges against the above-

named defendant for violating UCA § 76-6-206(2)()) TRESPASS , a class “B” misdemeanor, in that

defendant, knowing his entry ot presence was unlawful, did enter or remain on property as to which

notice against enteting was given by personal communication to the defendant at approximately 475

South 700 East in Fillmore, Utah on or about February 24, 2011.

The basis for this dismissal is that the case is being screened for charges in Disttict Court

DATED this U day of _| VWAL 2011

KAELAP. JACKON

Attorney for Plaintiff
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looking at file number 113700001. This is an order on ex
parte*EEEi%iSE,EEE«EEEEEEETSEE of temporary guardian, and
it's dated and entered in the Court January 12th, 2011.

MS. TEMPFER: That would be correct.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Your Honor, could I as a friend
of the Court make one inquiry?

- THE COURT: Sure.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: When Mr. Peterson is testifying

from table as he just did, is he considered to be under oath

for purposes of screening criminal cases?

THE COURT: He's under oath at all tiﬁgg:

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Thank you.

MS. TEMPFER: Thank you.

THE COURT: I don't have any more questions for you.

MS. TEMPFER: Oh, good.

THE COURT: Mr. Peterson may have a question, but I'm
going to indicate, Mr. Peterson, I will make certain that
your questions are relevant because I -- we do have other
matters to hear today, but I wanna give everybody plenty of
time. I just don't want to wander off of what's at issue
today. So if you have questions for Ms. Tempfer that are
relevant to the stalking injunction, feel free to ask the
question.

MR. PETERSON: She talked about how Ruth was upset.

This is the period after. Ruth was upset when she went to

Digitized by the Howard W _Huntec L aw Libran, 1 Reyhen Cladc Law Schagl BYLI
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for her?
Q. The evening before she called me up, she said that you
and your husband had agreed to -- that I could come get her

in the morning. Then when I came up there, then you told me
I'm not welcome. What happened? What changed it so that you
wouldn't let Ruth come out?

THE COURT: What day are you talking about, sir?

MR. PETERSON: I'm talking about the day that I went up
there to get her and then they called the police.
A. This would be in December, and I think --

THE COURT: That would be the Christmas period.
A. ~-- it's irrelevant at this point.

THE COURT: We're talking about things that happened
after her January_appointment. |
A. Those -- those were things that were relevant for
gefting my guardianship and the reason why I had to get
guardianship.
Q. In other words, that was before -- that was before you
got guardianship.

THE COURT: Correct.

e

A. Yes.,
MR. PETERSON: Is -- is that time -- is what happened on
that day, was that relevant?‘ iéég?ﬂpéé/
THE COURT: I think I've already ruled that what

happehed before the guardigﬁship is not relevant to this f%aﬁp

R e S S
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guardianship. I'm not finding that those are relevant to my
determination that I'm making today. However, in her

application for the stalking injunction, she cites three

specific events, and then as has been noted, there's an awful
lot of material that was provided with that. The specific
events that she refers to, first stalking event was on

January 4th, 2011, at the residence of Jennifer Tempfer. For
T - e .

Tt

the reasons I previously stated, I'm going to disregard the

January 4th event. She was not the guardian, even though she

K 3

had filed for it and had requested it and thought it was
W—"\—\____‘\_"_
pending. On February --

e L

MS. TEMPFER: Your Honor, I'm not sure you want these --

W—*—«M_’—/N

=

this general durable power of attorney that's been placed

(unintelligible)

THE CQQBT: I don't think that --

MS. TEMPFER: -- says about guardian in it?

THE COURT: -- even an issue.

MS. TEMPFER: Okay.

THE COURT: I don't think anybody's disputed that except
for as to --

MS. TEMPFER: The gﬁardian.

THE COURT: -- which one trumps which one, and that's --
that's not going to be my decision.

The second stalking event was February 24th when he

showed up at the house of Ruth Stevens claiming he didn't
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4TH DISTRICT COURT - MILLARD
MILLARD COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

IN THE MATTER OF THE GUARDIANSHIP OF RUTH STEVENS

CASE NUMBER 113700001 Guardianship - **xk PRIVATE ****

CURRENT ASSIGNED JUDGE
JAMES BRADY

PARTIES

Petitioner - JENNIFER TEMPFER _ P& '&Xﬁal ¢

Represented by: BILL O HEDER

Other Party - WILLIAM PETERSON

Other Party - ROSLYN NEILSON “< LCH/L > uﬁlz;:k(j L[\\f Z\‘ i3 c\ewﬁ:éor
Robﬂ/\\5 51&'( th/JW’V\‘MS g |

ACCOUNT SUMMARY | fom A q - R&TL‘ZQCM_

TOTAL REVENUE Amount Due: 562.00
Amount Paid:  562.00 .« M ke s
Credit: 0.00 }W’B ¢S 'j
Balance: 0.00 _ \

REVENUE DETAIL - TYPE: COMPLNT-NO AMT PROBA
Amount Due: 360.00
Amount Paid: 360.00
Amount Credit: 0.00
Balance: 0.00

Incomp/Incap Person - RUTH STEVENS

REVENUE DETAIL - TYPE: CERTIFIED COPIES

Amount Due: 1.00
Amount Paid: 1.00
Amount Credit: 0.00
Balance: 0.00

REVENUE DETAIL - TYPE: COPY FEE

Amount Due: 0.50

Amount Paid: 0.50

Amount Credit: 0.00
Balance: 0.00

REVENUE DETAIL - TYPE: CERTIFICATION
Amount Due: 4.00

Printed: 12/02/11 11:04:27 Page 1
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CASE NUMBER 113700001 Guardianship kiokk PRIVATE *%k*

Amount Paid: 4.00
Amount Credit: 0.00
Balance: 0.00

REVENUE DETAIL - TYPE: COPY FEE

Amount Due: 18.50

Amount Paid: 18.50

Amount Credit: 0.00
Balance: 0.00

REVENUE DETAIL - TYPE: POSTAGE-COPIES

Amount Due: 3.00
Amount Paid: 3.00 -
Amount Credit: 0.00
Balance: 0.00

REVENUE DETAIL - TYPE: ACCTING 168K-MORE
Amount Due: 175.00
Amount Paid: 175.00

Amount Credit: 0.00
Balance: 0.00
CASE NOTE
PROCEEDINGS

01-07-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Complaint No Amount Probate

01-07-11 Fee Account created

01-07-11 Fee Payment

01-07-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Verified Petition For Appointment F ¥ ‘l‘\“"'\
01-07-11 NOTICE for Case 113700001 ID 13500411 ¢

01-07-11 GUARDIANSHIP MATTER set on 02/02/2011

01-07-11 Judge JAMES BRADY assigned.

01-07-11 Case filed

01-12-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Ex Parte Petition for Appointment Pv‘"l"‘;m
01-12-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Order on Ex Parte Petition for Ap Rt Ebre L\ (' 4 Mo 2
01-20-11 GUARDIANSHIP MATTER resched to 03/02/201 rese ht w& 0.

01-26-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Notice Of Continuance

03-02-11 Fee Account created

03-02-11 Fee Account created

03-02-11 Fee Account created

03-02-11 Fee Payment

03-02-11 Fee Payment

03-02-11 Fee Payment ‘
03-02-11 **** PRIVATE **** Minute Entry - Minutes for Guardianship Mo, For Ltoendion b im
03-03-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Declaration Of Completion Of Test v
03-03-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Findings Of Fact And Conclusions

03-03-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Order Appointing Limited Guardian

Printed: 12/02/11 11:04:27 Page 2
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CASE NUMBER 113700001 Guardianship ¥k PRIVATE ****

03-03-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Letters Of Guardianship and Appoi
03-03-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Acceptance Of Appointment As Limi
03-03-11 Case Disposition is Granted

03-07-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Motion

03-14-11 Fee Account created

03-14-11 Fee Account created

03-14-11 Fee Payment

03-14-11 Fee Payment

03-14-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Motion

03-15-11 Filed: Motion to Quash Subpoena and Stri

03-16-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Motion \ )
03-30-11 **** PRIVATE **** F¥1ed: Order Sfrkag Pleadings Judge: Sf»\., 'k( \\» P&+QVSM s P‘M{Mf g
03-30-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Complaint i
06-15-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Accounting 168K-MORE .
06-15-11 Fee Account created

06-15-11 Fee Payment

06-15-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Declaration Of Completion of Test Te gfs oF QLCH" '?

06-15-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Report On Status Of The Ward (Sec

06-15-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Inventory Section 75-5-418 For . "€ &‘&,

06-15-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Conservator's Financial Accountin ~ f€@ 7% ApFonttEg,

06-15-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Notice Of Right to Object - Jenni

06-15-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Notice Of Right To Object - Rosly o '

06,1511 *++% PRIVATE **+* Filed. Goardian and Conservator Ceriic. % V7 Fetevsen g Ruth
06-15-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Copy - The Ruth W Stevens Family )

06-15-11 NOTICE for Case 113700001 ID 13844473

06-15-11 ACCOUNTING set on 07/06/2011

06-15-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Notice Of Accounting

06-20-11 ACCOUNTING resched to 07/20/2011

06-20-11 JENNIFER TEMPFER requested hearing date change.

07-08-11 WILLIAM PETERSON called and requested personal information /0 féVS d"\% reﬁ,uesf “:‘0\"

regarding Roslyn Neilson. He was told the case was PRIVATE and Ros [ ws add vess
the information would not be given out.
07-08-11 William Peterson deleted, he is not a party to the case. Pe w!/e,rs sNM P O F }4; ‘" g ey

07-19-11 ACCOUNTING calendar modified.

07-20-11 **** PRIVATE **** Minute Entry - Probate Minutes
07-20-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Probate Minutes Judge: jmbrady
11-01-11 **** PRIVATE **** Filed: Motion To Strike "Motion To Find

Printed: 12/02/11 11:04:27 Page 3 (last) 4 5
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hitp://www.mysanantonio.conylife/life _columnists/paul premack/article/How-does-a-
nower-of-attorney-fare-when-2276640.php

How does a power of attorney fare when guardianship is filed?

By Paul Premack, Express-News Guest Columnist, Published 03:13 p.m., Friday, November 18,
2011

Read more: http://www.mysanantonto.cony/life/life_columnists/paul premack/article/How-
does-a-power-of-attorney-fare-when-2276640.php#ixzz | {tnObYNFV

Dear Mr. Premack: I am currently seeking guardianship of a relative with severe
dementia who is currently in a nursing home. Will a guardianship supersede any previous
durable power of attorney given by my relative to someone else, which was verbally
rescinded (with witnesses) but never actually rescinded in writing? — TTR

Texas law defines two ways that the financial and personal issues for a person (like your
relative with dementia) can legally be managed by a second person. The first approach is
voluntary: the person, while fully capable, signs power of attorney voluntarily granting
authority to an agent. The second approach is involuntary: someone (like you), interested in
caring for the person who has now become incapacitated, seeks guardianship in court.

Your relative anticipated that he might need assistance in the future and chose the
voluntary route of executing a durable power of attorney. He authorized an agent to provide
that assistance. Later, according to you, he changed his mind and desired to revoke the

durable power of attorney. He did so only verbally. So question #1 is: can a durable power
of attorney be revoked verbally?

The answer is not a simple yes or no. Texas law requires two steps to revoke an agent’s
authority. Step one is the principal (the person who created the power of attorney)
expressing intent to revoke. The durable power of attorney itself can set out the method by
which it must be revoked, and that method must legally be followed. If the power of
attorney recites “this may only be revoked in writing” then a verbal revocation is not
effective. If the power of attorney is silent about the method, then a verbal statement of
revocation could be used as the first step (but should be followed up with a written
statement and physical destruction of the original power of attorney).

Step two is communicating the revocation to the agent and other parties. Even if the
principal signs a document revoking a power of attorney, if the agent does not have actual
knowledge that it was revoked then any action the agent takes is still legally valid. Hence,
your friend is required to inform the agent that all powers are removed before they are in
fact removed. Your friend should also tell his bank, broker and anyone else who may have
seen the power of attorney.

Question #2 is about the relation of a guardian to an agent. Can your relative’s durable
power of attorne ey survive even after you file to become Guard1an9 The Answer here, under

Texas law, is alsGqH WS PR sl jfer)g@%& ot 72 mporary guardianship,


http://www.mysanantonio.com/life/life
http://www.mysanantonio.com/life/life

G

you must inform the court of any power of attorney of which you are aware.
The court can then decide whether to leave the agent in charge during the temporary

guardianship, or whether to void it and give that authority to the guardian. It is up to the /

2 ot 2.

Judge on a case by case basis.

Second, if you apply to the court for a permanent guardianship, yOu must inform the

court of any power of attorney of which you are aware. The agent’s
authority continues until the date the court appoints a permanent guardian, and then the
power of attorney is legally void. The agent is legally required to give to the guardian all of

acting as agent.

You should also find out whether your relative ever signed a “declaration of guardian”.
This is a Jegal document in which your relative would have anticipated that, although a
power of attorney exists, someone else (like you) might try to void it by filing for

guardianship. Your relative may have specified his own choice for guardian. If you are /
not on the top of his list, or if your relative disqualified you from
becoming guardian, then your attempt to become guardian

should be denied by the court in favor of the person designated

by your relative.

Paul Premack is a Certified Elder Law Attorney practicing estate planning and probate
law in San Antonio. View the archive of his past San Antonio Express-News legal columns
(1989 forward) or address Elder Law questions to him by clicking “submit a question” at
www.premack.com.

Read more: http://www.mysanantonio.comy/life/life _columnists/paul premack/article/How-
does-a-power-of-attorney-fare-when-2276640.ohp#ixzz 1 f{pOPTLIS

A Durable Power of Attorney is a written document executed by a competent adult
authorizing another person or a corporation to act on her behalf. The document is durable
because it survives the principal's future legal incapacity. Third parties accepting the
document may rely that the decisions of the agent will be legally binding on the principal.

Read more: The Definition of a Durable Power of Attorney | eHow.com
hitp://www.ehow.com/facts 4886029 definition-durable-power-
attorney.htmi#tixzzljgceOWLy

Digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law Li%y, J/Reuben Clark Law School, BY U.
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ssyinsert B enduring power of guardianship and enduring power of attorney
Court of Appeals Case No. 20110462-CA /../

Power of Attornev trumps quardianship see Top of 2" page

Guardianship after POA.doc
Enduring power of guardianship hitp:/www.legalaid.vic.gov.au/1639.htm

An enduring power of guardianship is a legal document appointing someone to
make personal or lifestyle decisions on your behalf. The appointment begins

when you (Ruth) are unable to make your own decisions.

When making decisions on your behalf, your guardian must:

« take into account any wishes you (Rllth) have expressed
e actin your best interests

« wherever possible, make the same decision that you (Ruth) would have made.

You cannot appoint a person who is providing you with
professional care, treatment or accommodation. /

Deciding your guardian’s powers

It is up to you (Ruth) to specify what sorts of decisions you want your guardian
to make. These will generally be decisions around practical issues that affect
your daily life, such as where you live or what soris of activities you do.

The enduring power of guardianship form (see ‘Powers of attorney &
guardianship forms’, link below) allows you to choose what powers you want your
guardian to have. You can limit how your guardian uses these powers. If you do
not specify any limits to the powers of an enduring guardian, then they will have
the same decision-making powers that a parent would have over a child.

You should discuss these with them before making the appointment.

Medical decisions

SRR

If you have appointed a person as your agent under enduﬁng pOWGYQf
attorney (medical treatment), their (Bill’s) decision about your

(Ruth’s) medical treatment Will have priority over the decision of
your guardian.

If your guardian withholds consent to proposed medical or dental treatment, a
practitioner may only provide treatment after notifying your guardian and giving

them an opporynisy 1o,2pply ¢ e Fuardianshinishef theMictetdan Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VGAdihaboutthert reatmeandrors.


http://www.legalaid%3cvic.gov.au/1639.htm
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A guardian does not have the authority to consent to medical procedures that
are likely to lead to:

ZaFZ.

» infertility
e termination of pregnancy
« removal of tissue for transplants.

Your guardian must apply to the Guardianship List of VCAT for a decision about
whether these procedures can be carried out. (See ‘Protecting your
best interests’, link below, for more information about the Guardianship List.)

If you (Ruth) wish to appoint a person who can refuse medical treatment in

all circumstances, it is best to make an enduring power of attorney (medical
treatment).

Appointing decision-makers

You can only appoint one guardian. However, you can also appoint an alternative
decision-maker, so that if your guardian is unable to carry out the role thereis-
someone who can step in. An alternative guardian can only act if your guardian
loses capacity, dies or if they are absent for a period of time, such as if they are
travelling overseas. '

If you have capacity, but are reluctant to appoint a guardian, your family and
friends should still know what you want in relation to health care, financial
decisions, palliative care, resuscitation and accommodation choices. Your family
should record what you want and the date when you made these statements, so
they can carry out your wishes if you are unable to do so. Eventually you may

wish to appoint a guardian, but remember you can only make this decision if you
have capacity. ’

What happens if | don’t have a guardian and | lose capacity?

If everyone agrees about the treatment or care you need or where you should
live it is likely that your family and health care professionals can make decisions
about your welfare without an enduring power of guardianship in place.

If your family does not agree with health professionals about what is best for you,
they can apply to the Guardianship List of VCAT to appoint a guardian. Contact
the Office of the Public Advocate (link below) to get information about making an
application.

The Guardianship List will appoint a guardian if this is appropriate. Any
statements you made while you had capacity about what you wanted will be very
important to guide the decision-rnaker.

The Guardianship List may appoint the Public Advocate as your gUardian asa

last resort, such as if you have no family or there is a need for an independent
Digitized by The Howard W. Hunter Law Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, BY U.
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FILLMORE CITY JUSTICE COURT
MILLARD COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH / G"(: é}

FILLMORE CITY vs. WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON

CASE NUMBER 111200013 Other Misdemeanor

CHARGES
Charge 1 - 76-6-206 - CRIMINAL TRESPASS Class B Misdemeanor
Offense Date: February 24, 2011
Disposition: March 23, 2011 Dismissed w/ Prejudi

CURRENT ASSIGNED JUDGE
STANLEY K ROBISON

PARTIES
Defendant - WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON
Plaintiff - FILLMORE CITY

DEFENDANT INFORMATION

Defendant Name: WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON
Offense tracking number: 11683836
Date of Birth: August 24, 1937
Law Enforcement Agency: MILLARD CO SHERIFF
o Prosecuting Agency: FILLMORE CITY
v Citation Number: 67916

ACCOUNT SUMMARY

BAIL/CASH BONDS Posted: 578.64
Forfeited: 0.00
Refunded: 578.64
Balance: 0.00

TRUST TOTALS Trust Due: 578.64
Amount Paid: 578.64

Credit: 0.00
Trust Balance Due: 0.00
Balance Payable: 0.00

BAIL/CASH BOND DETAIL - TYPE: BAIL
Posted By: WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON
Posted: 578.64
Forfeited: 0.00
Refunded: 578.64

N Printed: 12/02/11 11:07:20  Page 1
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CASE NUMBER 111200013 Other Misdemeanor

Balance: 0.00

TRUST DETAIL
Trust Description; Bail/Bond Refund
Recipient: WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON
Amount Due: 578.64
Paid In: 578.64
Paid Out: 578.64

PROCEEDINGS

t
02-24-11 Case filed S — — B Co 40 :
02-24-11 Judge STANLEY K ROBISON assigned. s V\ sit od“ R%Ek % —A@&%@-—v \p.i‘l
02-24-11 Notice - NOTICE for Case 111200013 ID 5843610
ARRAIGNMENT is scheduled.
Date: 02/25/2011 .
Time: 09:00 a.m.
Before Judge: STANLEY K ROBISON

The above-entitled matter represents charges of Criminal Trespass.
Your case will be heard at 75 West Center, Fillmore, UT 84631
Telephone: (435) 743-5233.
02-24-11 ARRAIGNMENT scheduled on February 25, 2011 at 09:00 AM with
Judge ROBISON.
02-24-11 Note: WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON came to court office and
requested court appearance tomorrow as he does not live here.
02-25-11 Minute Entry - Minutes for Arraignment
Judge: STANLEY K ROBISON
PRESENT
Clerk: teresaa
Defendant

ARRAIGNMENT

The court will not require jail time for defendant. The court does
not have to appointment legal defender.
CONTINUANCE .

Whose Motion:
The Court.
For defendant to talk with prosector.
The motion is granted.
ARRAIGNMENT.

Date: 03/25/2011

Time: 09:00 a.m.

Location: FILLMORE JUSTICE CRT

75 W CENTER STREET

Printed: 12/02/11 11:07:22 Page 2
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CASE NUMBER 111200013 Other Misdemeanor 3 s N 4.

FILLMORE, UT 84631
Before Judge: STANLEY K ROBISON
02-25-11 ARRAIGNMENT Continued.
02-25-11 ARRAIGNMENT scheduled on March 25, 2011 at 09:00 AM in FILLMORE
JUSTICE CRT with Judge ROBISON.
02-28-11 Filed: Promise to Appear and Request for Payment
02-28-11 Note: WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON called;posted bail with credit
card, needs money to make house payment. Referred him to call
MCSO.
03-07-11 Bail Account created ~ Total Due: 578.64
03-07-11 Note: Defendant paid by credit card, MC Treasurer.

03-07-11 Bail Posted Payment Received: 578.64
Note: Defendant paid by credit card, MC Treasurer., Mail
Payment;

03-08-11 Note: WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON - Bill Heeder - attorney will
file motion on gardianship - it is within rules. bail hearing
- object to supeena. Wait for court to validate it.
03-10-11 Note: WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON called and requested a copy of
the Affidavit for Indigency be emailed.
03-10-11 Note: Copy of Affidavit for Indigency emailed to defendant.
03-17-11 Filed: Motion to Quash Subpoena and Strike "Motion to Revoke
Guardianship and Marriage"
03-18-11 Filed: Motion to Find Guardianship Invalid
03-22-11 Filed: Motion for Order Dismissing Citation
Filed by: FILLMORE CITY, /
03-23-11 Charge | Disposition is Dismissed w/ Pr
03-23-11 Filed order: Order to Dismiss without prejudice on motion of
plaintiff.
Judge STANLEY K ROBISON
Signed March 23, 2011
03-23-11 Charge 1 Disposition is Dismissed
03-23-11 Trust Account created ~ Total Due: 578.64
03-23-11 Bail Refunded Payment Received: -578.64
03-23-11 Bail/Bond Refund Payment Received: 578.64
03-24-11 Filed: Motion for Summary Disposition
03-24-11 Filed: Motion to find guardianship invalid
Filed by: PETERSON, WILLIAM DONALD
03-24-11 Filed: Subpoena
03-24-11 ARRAIGNMENT Cancelled.
Reason: Case was Dismissed
03-25-11 Note: WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON regarding Court appearance today.

Advised his case has been transferred to the District Court and =, , M0, honcon
the bail will be refunded. Fillmot Gty v W re
03-29-11 Case Closed Frans feced o

Disposition Judge is STANLEY K ROBISON drnng e M&r v WY B frerser
03-30-11 Note: WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON would like a copy of the Motion

for order dismissing citation and Order to dismiss. ,T % K u'ﬁ'\ s ? fbf%‘g

03-30-11 Note: Copy of motion and order mailed to defendant. .
04-05-11 Bail/Bond Refund Check # 29736 Trust Payout:  578.64 nJ D f) I/)o\g P 0 A 0 K uk
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CASE NUMBER 111200013 Other Misdemeanor

04-18-11 Note: WILLIAM DONALD PETERSON wants to send more documents for
case. Told him case was closed and has been referred to Distict
Court. Wanted phone number and mailing address for city atty.
Requested that he contact county atty, provided number.

09-30-11 Note: Mailed copy of case history as requested by defendant.
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