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STATE OF MINNESOTA DISTRICT COURT
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT
COUNTY OF CARVER PROBATE DIVISION

Case Type: Special Administration

In the Matter of: Court File No. 10-PR-16-46

Estate of Prince Rogers Nelson,

Decedent, AFFIDAVIT OF
and KATHERINE A. MOERKE
Tyka Nelson,

Petitioner.

Katherine A. Moerke, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says as follows:

1. I am an attorney and a partner at Stinson Leonard Street, LLP.

2 I make this affidavit in support of The Special Administrator's Memorandum in
Support of Motion to Dismiss Rodney Herachio Dixon’s Purported Claim Against the Estate of
Prince Rogers Nelson and In Response to Dixon’s Request for a Restraining Order.

3. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a copy of the docket in Ramses America Mercury v.
Prince Rogers Nelson and Warner Bros. Records Inc., Case No. BC113137, filed in Superior
Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles in 1994.

4. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a copy of the document “Defendant Warner Bros.
Records Inc.’s Reply to Plaintiff’s Declaration Supporting Motion for Default Judgment, Fraud
and Collusion, Opposition to Ex Parte Motion; Declaration of Ruth Anne Taylor in Support
Thereof,” file stamped January 11, 1995 in the case, Ramses America Mercury v. Prince Rogers
Nelson and Warner Bros. Records Inc., Case No. BC113137, filed in Superior Court of the State

of California for the County of Los Angeles in 1994.

128386935



10-PR-16-46 Filed in First Judicial District Court
8/5/2016 1:59:22 PM
Carver County, MN

5. Attached as Exhibit 3 is a copy of the Order Re Dismissal, dated February 6,
1995, in the case, Ramses America Mercury v. Prince Rogers Nelson and Warner Bros. Records
Inc., Case No. BC113137, filed in Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los
Angeles in 1994.

6. Attached as Exhibit 4 is a copy of a Request for Entry of Default in the case,
Ramses America Mercury v. Prince Rogers Nelson and Warner Bros. Records Inc., Case No.
BC113137, filed in Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles in
1994.

7. Attached as Exhibit 5 is an e-mail from Rodney Dixon to Yvonne Shirk dated

June 20, 2016.

Dated:  August 5, 2016 7%/ M

Katherine A. Moerke, Esq.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

5™ day of August, ? 6.
/ZM& (torg 5

Not’ary Public

8% RHONDA L. PEARSON
BR8] Notary Public-Minnesota

=2~ My Commission Expires Jan. 31, 2020
\N\NWVV\O\NVVVVVWWVWVV\M/WVV'
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o EI Caryer County, MN

.o' F) - % v
Ruth Anne Taylor, State Bar No. 130587

Warner Brog. Records Inc.

1300 Warner Blvd.

Burbank, CA 91505-4634

(818) 953-32%0

Michael J. Q’Connor, State Bar No (%0017 E?II;Ezl)

Robert Shilliday, State Bar No. 168769 LOS ANGELES SURER

Christensen, White, Miller, Fink & Jacobs I0R COURT

2121 Avenue of the Stars, 18th Flcor JAN 171

Los Angeles, CA Y0067 : 1995

{310) 553-3000 EDWARD 4 KRiTzmay, o
gtz R

Attorneys for Defendant WARNER BROS. RECORDS INCaYN payprq

. DEPUTY

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FCR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

RAMESES AMERICA MERCURY, Cage No, BC 113 137

Plaintiff, DEFENDANT WARNER BROS. RECORDS
INC.’S REPLY TO PLAINTIFF/S
DECLARATION SUPPORTING MOTION
FOR DEFAULT JUDGMENT, FRAUD AND
COLLUSION, OPPOSITION TO EX
PARTE MOTION; DECLARATION OF
RUTH ANNE TAYLOR IN SUPPORT
THEREQF

V.

PRINCE ROGERS NELSON and WARNER
BROS. RECORDE,

Defendants.
DATE - January 30, 1935

TIME, £:30 a.m.
DEPT.: 47

R i g

TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD HEREIN:

On January 24 1995, Rameses America Mercury (“Mercury”)
attempted to deliver a document entitled “Declaration Supporting
Motien For Default Judgment; Fraud And Collusion; Opposition To Ex-
Parte Motion” (“Declaration”) on Warner Bros Records Inc.
(“Warner”). However, when presented with the Proof of Service for

thig document, Ruth Anne Tayldr, counsel for Warner Bros. Records

DN : L6Eb ZR8 ST + TN SOME MINyEm BE:GT G6-92-T4
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1L || Inc., noted that Mercury was attempting to serve Prince Rogers

s

2 ||[Nelson (“Prince”) through Warner. as Warner does not represent

3 JiPrince in this matter, Ms., Taylor instructed her secretary, Lynne

4 ||Oxopeza, to inform Mercury that she could not accept service on the
5 {ibehalf of Prince

6 Although Mg. Taylor has informed Mercury, on at least five

7 l separate occasions, that neither Warner nor she represents Prince,
8 ||[Mercury threatened M. Oropeza, stating that "If Ms. Taylor knows

9 {lwhat's good for her, she’ll accept this document ” Ms. Oropeza

10| explained again that Warner and Ms. Taylor could not accept sexvice
11| on behalf of Prince, and Mercury left the premises.

12 On January 25, 1995, Ms Taylor received, by mall, a copy of
13l the Declaration. A review of this Declaration reveals that Mercury
14|l has a continued misundérstanding of the concepta of service of a

15/| Summens and Complgint, and the legal representation of Prince in

16| this matter. Based on this essential misunderstanding, Mercury has
17| apparently propounded two separate, additional “causes of action”
18|| for fraud, neither of which has been served on Warner,

19 In order to clarify the record in this matter, Warner hereby
20|| sats forth the following:

21 1. Warner recelived a copy of the Summons & Complaint in

22/l this matter {*the Complaint”) by mail on September 30, 1994.

23| Although service was incorrect, Warner determined to demur to the
24/l matter rather than move to guash the summons (Declaration of Ruth
25) Anne Taylor [“Taylor Declaration”], | 2.)

26/ / [

297 /7 /
28
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2. At the time Warner received the Complaint, Ruth Anne

r

Taylor wrote a letter to Mercury specifically informing him that
Warner did not represent Prince. (Taylor Declaraticn, § 3., Exhibit
“A” .}

3. Subaequent to service ¢f the Complaint on Warney, Ms.
Taylor had the occ&sion to spealk with an attorney who was
representing Praince in a separate matter between Warner and Prince
During the course of this convexsation, Ms. Tayler mentioned vo thise
attorney that Warner had been served with the Complaint and inguired
as to whether the attorney was aware of the action. The attorney
indicated that he was not aware of the action. He thereafter asked
if he could see a copy of the Complaint and Ms. Taylor agreed to
mai1l one to him. (Taylor Declaration, § 4 )

4. On December 23, 19%4, while Ms., Taylor was on vacatlon,
Mercury telephoned Ms. Taylor and stated that he had been informed
by Michael Caine, “an attorney for Prince”, that Warner was ‘
representing Prince. Ms. Taylor specifically reiterated that Warner
wag not repregenting Prince an the action. (Taylor Declaration,
5.)

5, On or about January 7, 1995, Mercury telephoned Ms.
Taylor at her office and again insisted that she was represencing
Prince. Ms. Taylor again stated that Warner did not represent
Prince. {Taylor Declaration, f{ 5;)'

Ay
/17
v
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6. On or about January 7, 1995, Ms. Taylor telephoned

Paisley Park Enterprises, a company which Ms. Taylor believed to ba

informed that Mr. Caine was an indspendent accountant who somebimes
performed services for Pairsley Park Enterprises. Ms. Taylér then
telephoned Mr. Caine at his office and inquired if he had
represented Lo Mercury that Warner was representing Prince vig-d-vie
the Complaint. Mr. Caine informed Ms. Taylor that he had never made
such a representation, that as far as he knew, Prince had not even
been served with the Complaint, and that he understoocd that Wavner
would not represent Prince in the matter. (Taylor Declaration, § 7.)

7. On or about January 11, 1995, Mercury again telephoned
Mg. Taylor insisting that she represented Prince. Ms. Taylor again
informed Mercury that she did not repregent Praince, and further
informed Mercury that Mr Caine was an accountant, not an attorney.
Mercury than insasted that Ms. Taylor had “served” Prince with the
Complaint. Ms Taylor then attempted to explain to Mercury that it
would be impossible for her to serve Prince, and advised Mercury to
gseek legal representation. (Taylor Declaration, 4 a.)

8. On or about January 12, 1995, Ms. Taylor delivered a
letter to Mercury in which she set forxth rules pertaining to proper
gervice, (Taylor Declaratacn ¥ 9 )

Mercuyy has failled to file an Amended Complaint within the time
set forth by the Court. His £iling of an additional “cause of
actlon”’ for fraud at this poaint does not constitute an amendment.
Further, as set foxrth above, the additional “cause of action” for
fraud propounded by Mercury is as fraivolous as the remainder of the

Complaint.

ON LBBS Z6B T2 « 037 SOME aENMEM TEi6T SE-92/10
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Respectfully submitted,

1995 Ruth Anne Taylor
WARNER BROS. RECORDS INC.

v¥or, Eaq.
for Defendants
C8. RECORDS INC.

WARNER
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DECLARATION QF RUTH ANNE TAYTOR

T, Ruth Anne Taylor, declare and state as follows-

1. 1 am an attorney at law, duly licensed to practice
before all the courts of this state  In such capacity, I am counsel
to Warner Bros. Records Inc. (“Warner”) herein I have personal
knowledge of the following matters, and 1f called as a witness
herein I could and would testify competently thereto.

2. Warner received a copy of the Summons & Complaint in
thie matter (“the Complaint”) by mail on September 30, 1994.
Although service was ilncorrect, Warner determined to demur to the
matter rather than move to guash the summons.

3. At the time Warner received the Complaint, I wrote a
letter to plaintiff, Rameses America Mercury (“Mercury”),
specifically informing him that Warner did not represent defendant
Prince Rogers Nelson (“Prance”), a true and correct copy of which is
attached hereto as “Exhibit A”.

4, Subsequent to service of the Complaint on Warner, I had
the occasion teo speak wath an attorney who was representing Praince
1n another separate wmatter between Warner and Prince. During the
course of this conversation, I mentioned to thig attorney that
Warner had been served with the Complaint and inquired as to whether
he was aware of the action. This attorney indicated that he was not
aware of the action. He thereafter asked if he could see a copy of
the Complaint and I agreed to maii one to him.

5, On December 23, 1994, while I was on vacation, Mercury
telephoned me and stated that he had been informed by Michael Caine,
*an attorney for Prince”, that Warner was representing Prince. I

specifically reiterated to Mercury that Warner was not representing
6

CN MERG 260 ETZ « 93] SDHE MINSGOM eiisT 56/.92/18
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1 || Prince in the acticn,

2 6. On or about January 7, 1995, Mercury telephoned me at my
3 loffice and again insisted that I was repfesenting Prince. I agaln

4 || stated that'Warn&r did not represent Prince.

5 7 On or about January 7, 1985, I telephoned Paisgley Park

6 || Enterprises and requested to speak to Michael Caine I was informed
7 |l that Mr. Caine was an independent accountant who sBometimes performed
8 || services for Paisley Park Enterprises I then telephoned Mr. Caine
% ||lat his office and inquired if he had represented that Warner was

10[| representing Prince in the Mercury matter. Mr, Caine informed me

11| that he had niever made such a represéntaticn, that as far as he

12|| knew, Prince had not even been served with the Complaint, and that
13|l he understood that Warner would not represent Prince in the matter.
14 8. On cor about January 11, 1995, Mercury again telephoned
15lme, ansisting that I represented Prince. I again informed Mercury
16/{that I did not represent Prince, and Further informed Mercury that
17||Mxr. Caine was an accountant, not an attorney. Mercury than winsisted
18l that I had “served” Prince with the Complaint. I then attempted to
19| explain to Mercury that it would be impossible for me to sexve

20| Prince, and advised Mercury Lo seek legal representation.

21 g, On or about January 12, 1295, I delivered a letter to

22| Mercury in whic¢h I set forth rules pertaining to proper service, a
23| true and correct copy of which rg attached hereto as “Exhibit B”

24 I declare under pénalty of perjury of the laws of the State of
28| californla that the foregoing is true and correct, BExecuted this

26l 26th day of January, 1995 at Burbank, Califernia,

27

28 Ruth AﬁnéJﬁgylor, Bsq.
- 7
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Aurh Anme Taylor . .
Seniof Counaal
Litigauen and Employan Relanons

Qctober 4, 1994

Ramses America Mercury
352 Suiton Court
Pomona, CA 91767

Dear Mr Mercury
| am in receipt of the complaint served on Warner Bros Records inc ("Warner”)

and will be responding to the complaint However, please be advised that Warner 1s
not authonized to accept service of any legal pleadings on behalf of Price Rogers

Nelson or "t ™,

Very Truly Yours,

- Rutbpreo

Ruth Anne Taylor

EXHIBITA.

« warnaf Bros Regorts Inc 3300 Warne! Boulevarg Burbank Catfeinia 91505 4634 (912) 953 3280 FAX (818) 043 3846
PEE 'ON LGRS 260 ET2 « "HITT SOME MANHYM £ ST Ser92/TA
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Ayt Anna Tayler
Samor Counsel
Lirgalion and Employas Relations

January 12, 1895

Ramses Amarica Mercury
1072 Ralston

Ontario, CA 91762 :
Ret Mercury v. WBR, et al,

Dear Mr Mercury'

In light of your continued insistence that Warmner has somehow “served” Prince
with your complaint, | invite you to review section 414 10 of the California Rules of Civil

Procedure, which specifically states.

“A summons may be served by any person who is at least 18 years of age and
not a party to the action.” o

| have explained to you on several occasions, that | am an attornay for Warmer
Bros Records Inc only, that | have no association whatsoever with Prince and that |
do not represent Prince  Further, as Warner 1s a party to this action, it is Impoasible for
Warner to somehow have effectuated service of your complaint on Prince, | sinceraly
hope that this explanation finally resolves this ssue

| urge you to obtain your own legal representation, as it is not my place to advise
you on the law

EXHIBIT &

warner Bros Racarde Inc 3300 Warne: Boulevard Butbank Ca tothid 91505 4634 (¢181 953 3290 FAX (8181054 1RG5
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" PROOF _OF SERVICE BY MAILL
2 STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES.

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of

« lcalifornia. I am over the age of eighteen and not a party to the
within action., My business address is 3300 Warner Boulevard,

§ lgurbank, CA 91505-4694.

On January 26, 1995, I served the foregoing document described

» Il ag DEFENDANT WARNER BROS. RECORDS INC. S REPLY TO PLAINTIFF'S

DECLARATION SUPPORTING MOTION ¥FOR DEFAULT JUDGMENT, FRAUD AND

¢ || cOLLUSTON, OPPOSITION TO EX PARTH MOTION; DECLARATION OF RUTH ANNE

TAYLOR IN SUPPORT THEREQF on the interested parties in this action

by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed addressed as

10 || follows:

11 Ramgmea America Mercury
352 sutton Court
Pomona, C& 91767

12

13
Ramaesas Amerlca Marocury
1 1072 Ralaton

" Ontario, CA 91762

1 Rameses Amerlca Mercury
£E195 Reverxre 8t., #5
17 Chino, ¢h 91710

e I caused such envelope with postage fully prepaid to be placed

1 |l in the United States mail at Burbank, CA. I am “readaly familiar”
with the firm’'s practice of collectlon and processing of

20 || correspondence for mailing. Under that practice, such aenvelope(s)
would be deposited with the U.S Postal Service on that same day in
the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motien of the
» ||party served, services is presumed invalid if pestal cancellation
date or postage meter date is more than one day after date of

B | deposit for marling in affidavit.

21

2
* I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State

. [|of California that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on
January 26, 1995 at Burbank, CA. 69

2 OA%4WM4K£L Z@g:%&i{&mﬂwj
LYNAE OROPEZA

27

¢ \data\wanward\cases\princa\mercury\pes doc

28
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Ruth Anne Tayvlor, State Bar No 130587
Warner Bros. Records Inc.

3300 Warner Blvd, F

Burbank, Ca. 391505 ‘ i{v
(818) 953-3290 Ve D
attornevs for Defendant WARNER BROS RECORDS INC.f Wk, -

SUPERTIOR COURT CF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

RAMSES AMERICA MERCURY, "Case No. BCL13137

Plaintiff, (FPEReHED ) ORDER RE DISMISSAL

V. DATE: January 30, 1995
TIME: 8:30 a.m,

WARNER BRQOS. RECORDS INC., and DEPT: 47
PRINCE ROGERS NELSON et. al,
DISCOVERY CUT-OFF: None Set
MOTION CUOT-COFF: None Set
TRIAL DATE: None Set

Defendants.

Upon reading and considering the motion to dismiss complaint
filed by defendantg Warner Brog. Records Ing., (“Warner”) and the
exhilats thereto, and upon submission by both Ruth Anne Taylor,

counsel to Warner and Ramges America Mercury {“*Mercury”)and upon

December 16, 1994:

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

a. The complaint is dismisge

Records Inc.

Dated: February 15, 1985

Judge Aufelio Mufioz

District Courf]

County, MN
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Ciing , CA AFHO
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TAUESES FMER A MER Cailig-

DEFENDANT Pp \\2r o= Rovg: cRs N ELStn) [ et

CASE NUMBER

REQUEST FOR % ENTRY OF DEFAULT [_J CLERK'S JUDGMENT )
{Apphcation) COURT JUDGMENT RéE WA\ 33
1 TO THE CLERK On the complaint or cross-complaint fited
a On(date) SepTem Bper. 23, [aady
b By {name} P\McsE‘S ﬁﬁM”‘l&lLﬁ"‘ M-'p-f—wfl-"a»-

> ‘:] Enter default of vefendant framesi

PRiwie RoeeRS Noliond

d LZ,__] | request a court Judgment under CCP §85(L), {c), 989 etc {Testimany required Apply fo the clerk for a hearmg date, uniess
the court wili enter a Judgment on an affidavit under CCP o&.:(a’))
e I:E] Enter clerk’s judgment
{1 D For restitution of the premvses only and 1ssue a wiit of execution on the judgment CCP 1174(c) does not
apply (CCP 1169) D Include 1n the judgment all tenants, subtenants, named claimars, and other
occupants of the premises The Prejudgment Clairn of Right 10 Possession was served
in comphiance with CCP 415 46

2) 7 Under CCP 588{a) (Complete the declaration under CCP 585 5 on the reverse (item 3} )
{31 For delault previously entered on fdatel O CTHR SR 'Z-":l'i 144
2 JJudgment to be entered | Amount Credits Acknowledged Balance
a Demand of complaint | $ }[g—_n)c: { GO Lo W $ g,(uac..lc:malc,gg
b Statement of damages (CCP 425 11)
fsupsrior court anfyl*
1 Special § \ GoRiep0 0o § @ s Yone (OvC 0D
[2) General $ b ol po v 8 @ ¢ (208 (900, 0GB
¢ Interest ] $ Er 3 o4
d Costs (see reversel $ @ $ ¥ § o
a Attorney fees s O $ b % 3
f TOTALS SRR WL 1 TN § 2 el o sl L B T T
3 T t 5 I L { ] T
g Daly damages were demanded in complant at the rate of $ e per day beginning idate) N"( A
Date \Dﬂ"\
Phwsses Mwerir a\{\cﬁ-ﬁu&, b NP G
{TYPE OR PRINT NAME) {SIGMATURE OF PLAINTIFF dﬂ ATTOHNM OR !‘LMNTIFFI
* Persanal wyury or wrongful death actions only
1) Default entered as requested on (date)
FOR COURT {2} [___| Dafault NOT entered ss raquested
USE ONLY {state reason)
By
{Continued on reverse)
Form Adepted by the REQUEST FOR ENTRY OF DEFAULT Coda of Civl Procodwe §4 585 537 168
Judkciat Councik of Calfornia [Apphcatmn to Enter Dedault) ’

9B2(al|6] |[Rev Saptembar 30 1991 |} 76A3ATA-RCHz2 ' Soo nole on revarse
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SHORT TITLE ' - 0 GASE: NUMBER
» MTRAuAY v, NELSs RC U333
3 IE DECLARATION UNDER CCP 585 5 (Required for clerk s judgment under CCP 585(a)) This action
a []s [Zrhs not  ona contract or nstallment sale for goods or services subjact to CC 1807 etc {Unruh Ac)
b [Jis [&e s not  onaconditonal salas contract subject to CC 2981 et [Rees-Levering Motor Vehicle Sales and Financs Act)
c :’ 15 1s not  on an obhgation for goods, services, loans or extensions of credit subgect to CCP 395(h)

4 DECLARATION OF MAILING (CCP 587} A copy of this Requast for Entry of Default was
a not mailed to the following defendants whose addresses are unknown to plaintiff or plainuff’s attorney franes)

b |K| mailed first-class, postaege prepaid, in o sealed envelopa addressed to each defendant’s attorney of record or, (f none to
each defendant’s last known address as follows

() Malsd on fdatel 42) To fspecify names and addresses shown an the eNveiopes)

WHRNEE BRIMERS Ruteldys
M, R dus Thy e
3300 WARANSE Bugn
.'\%«.\mwwa, e AT0G

| dectare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing items 3 and 4 are true and correct

Dme’?«mast-s" feficr Mm&ﬁ 4 mm @/\AM

ITYPE OR PRINT NAME) ISIGNATURE OF‘DEt}ARANH

[¥1]

MEMORANDUM OF CQSTS (Required i judgment requested) Costs and Disbursements are as follows {CCP 1033 8)

a Clerk’s filing fees $

b Process server s fees §

c Qther fspecify) 3 !
e TOTAL §

f éﬁ] Casts and disbursements ars waived

I am the attorney. agent, or party who claims these costs To tha best of my knowledge and balief this memorandum of costs
1 correct and these costs were necessanly ncurred in this case

! declare under penalty of perjury under the laws cf the State of Calforra Mﬁ foregoing 1s true and correct
Date \

Awieses ﬁm@&Ta&*v\f\m&vfu’ P P é’\/\/\@—m

(TYPE OR PRINT NAME} {SIGNATLIME OF DECLARANTE L

(4 L DECLARATION OF NONMILITARY STATUS (Required for a judoment] No defandant named in tem te of the application
15 1 the milary service so as to be entitled to the benefits of the Soldiers’ and Satlors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940 (50 USC
Appen 8 501 et seq)

| declare under penally of penury under the laws of the State of Califormia that the foregoing 1s true and correct

Date
TAESES Americh WSy LDGQJ&_* = S

(TYPE OA PHINT MAME! {SIGNATURE OF DECLARART)

*NOTE Conunued use of form 982{u}6) (Rev Juiy 1, 1988) 13 authonzed untl Jung 30 1992 except In uniowful detainer procesdings

982(s)IG} [Foy Seplembyr 30 1991%) REC JEST FOR ENTRY OF DEFAULT Page 1wa
{Application to Enter Default)
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Moerke, Katie

From: RODNEY DIXON <dubailandlegend@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 1:30 PM

To: Moerke, Katie; 'Shirk, Yvonne'

Cc Krishnan, Laura; Peterson, Douglas; Crosby, David; Sanford, Lee Ann

Subject: Re: Claim against Estate of PRN / 10-PR-16-46

Attachments: THE FOURTH DECLARATION OF RODNEY H DIXON (CARVER) - PRINCE ROGERS

NELSON, ET AL (2).pdf; Fourth Declaration of RHD - Executed Verification Page.pdf

Yvonne Shirk,

| have had time to go over Bremer Trust motion to dismiss. There appears to be some issues with its service of
process. Nonetheless, | have had enough to time to generate a response to it. Notwithstanding, my response to the
Bremer Trust motion to dismiss does not set-aside its Notice of Disallowance.

Therefore, based on the statements made by Bremer Trust in its email dated June 17, 2016, | agree with Bremer
Trust to leave it up to Judge Eide to determine if a hearing is needed to proceed. | have requested a Summary
Judgment however. If a summary judgment is not granted and the motion to dismiss by Bremer Trust fails | am
requesting we move forward with discovery, etc.

It appears Bremer Trust is willing to rests on the courts decision based on its filed motion to dismiss. As long as no
other motions are filed after my response to its motion to dismiss | would agree no need for discovery is warranted.

Warm Regards,

Rodney H. Dixon
www.slrd.net

On Friday, June 17, 2016 10:07 AM, "Moerke, Katie" <katie.moerke@stinson.com> wrote:

Dear Ms. Shirk:

Thank you. Discovery is not warranted because Bremer Trust's motion to dismiss is based on the failure to
state a claim upon which relief may be granted.

Bremer Trust is fine either proceeding without a hearing or appearing for a hearing and will defer to the Court's
preference and discretion as to whether to schedule a hearing.

Sincerely,
Katie

Katherine A. Moerke | Partner | Stinson Leonard Street LLP

150 South Fifth Street, Suite 2300 | Minneapolis, MN 55402

T:612.335.1421 | M: 612.968.5928 | F: 612.335.1657

katie.moerke@stinson.com | www.stinson.com

Legal Administrative Assistant: Rhonda Pearson | 612.335.1722 | rhonda.pearson@stinson.com
1
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From: Shirk, Yvonne [mailto:Yvonne.Shirk@courts.state.mn.us]

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 11:13 AM

To: Moerke, Katie; 'RODNEY DIXON'

Cc: Krishnan, Laura; Peterson, Douglas; Croshy, David; Sanford, Lee Ann
Subject: RE: Claim against Estate of PRN / 10-PR-16-46

Do you need any time for discovery? Do you want an actual hearing or would you all like to simply submit
written arguments?

Yvonne Shirk

Law Clerk to the Honorable Kevin W. Eide
Carver County Courthouse

604 East 4™ Street

Chaska, MN 55318

952-361-1438

From: Moerke, Katie [mailto:katie.moerke@stinson.com]

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 10:46 AM

To: Shirk, Yvonne <Yvonne.Shirk@courts.state.mn.us>; 'RODNEY DIXON' <dubailandlegend@yahoo.com>
Cc: Krishnan, Laura <laura.krishnan@stinson.com>; Peterson, Douglas <douglas.peterson@stinson.com>;
Crosby, David <david.crosby@stinson.com>; Sanford, Lee Ann <Lee.Sanford@stinson.com>

Subject: RE: Claim against Estate of PRN / 10-PR-16-46

Dear Ms. Shirk and Mr. Dixon:

Attached are the Motion and Notice of Motion to Dismiss filed electronically on April 29, 2016, by
Bremer Trust. (Along with other filings in this case, these documents are also available on the website
that the Court set up on this matter:

http://www.mncourts.gov/InReTheE stateofPrinceRogersNelson.aspx.)

Bremer Trust maintains its position that the Motion to Dismiss should be briefed by both parties and
ruled upon by the Court before proceeding with setting any deadlines for discovery, dispositive and
non-dispositive motion deadlines, etc. Bremer Trust seeks a hearing date for the motion in
accordance with Rule 115.02 (Motion Practice) of the General Rules of Practice for the District Courts
of Minnesota. Bremer Trust is amenable to the default briefing schedule in Rule 115.03 or an
expedited briefing schedule to minimize any possible delays.

Sincerely,
Katie Moerke

Katherine A. Moerke | Partner | Stinson Leonard Street LLP

150 South Fifth Street, Suite 2300 | Minneapolis, MN 55402

T:612.335.1421 | M: 612.968.5928 | F: 612.335.1657

katie.moerke@stinson.com | www.stinson.com

Legal Administrative Assistant: Rhonda Pearson | 612.335.1722 | rhonda.pearson@stinson.com

From: RODNEY DIXON [mailto:dubailandlegend@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 12:35 AM

To: Krishnan, Laura; 'Shirk, Yvonne'

Cc: Moerke, Katie

Subject: Re: Claim against Estate of PRN / 10-PR-16-46

Yvonne,
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| have never received a Motion to Dismiss from Bremer Trust. | have never viewed said document(s) and have
absolutely no idea of its content. Being that | was never served in any form with said Motion to Dismiss, | do not
agree to unwarranted delays.

The first and second declarations filed by me are not based on a Motion to Dismiss by Bremer Trust. The third
declaration filed by me is based on the filed Notice of Disallowance of Claims by Bremer Trust, which | actually
received by mail.

Therefore, If Bremer Trust is unwilling to work with me to set a schedule as specified by Judge Eide, | am willing to
submit a proposed scheduling order to be considered by the court.

Warm Regards,

Rodney H. Dixon

On Thursday, June 16, 2016 9:11 PM, "Krishnan, Laura" <laura.krishnan@stinson.com> wrote:

Ms. Shirk,

Thank you for your inquiry. Bremer Trust filed a motion to dismiss Mr. Dixon's claim for failure to state
a claim upon which relief may be granted. See Doc. No. 20. Accordingly, Bremer Trust requests that
a briefing schedule be set for that motion and then, only if the motion to dismiss is not granted,
proceed with setting deadlines for discovery, dispositive and non-dispositive motion deadlines, etc.

For reference, here's the exact timing of Dixon-related filings, etc. so far:

Date Document Docket
Number
4/16/2016 | First Declaration: “Declaration, Petition & Demand for Notice of Rodney H. Dixon” | 12
4/29/2016 | Motion to Dismiss (Bremer Trust) 20
5/9/2016 | Second Declaration: “Declaration in Support of Petition, Demand for Notice, and 52
Recovery of Rodney H. Dixon”
6/3/2016 | Disallowance of Claim (mailed to Dixon, not filed) N.A.
6/10/2016 | Third Declaration: “Third Declaration in Support of Petition for Allowance of 158
Claims of Rodney H. Dixon Motion for Bremer Trust to Show Cause for Its
Purported Defenses”

Laura Krishnan

Laura E. Krishnan | Partner | Stinson Leonard Street LLP

150 South Fifth Street, Suite 2300 | Minneapolis, MN 55402

T:612.335.1763 | M: 612.508.6376 | F: 612.335.1657

laura.krishnan@stinson.com | www.stinson.com

Legal Administrative Assistant: Joanne Gardner | 612.335.7206 | joanne.gardner@stinson.com

This communication (including any attachments) is from a law firm and may contain confidential and/or privileged
information. If it has been sent to you in error, please contact the sender for instructions concerning return or destruction,
and do not use or disclose the contents to others.

From: Shirk, Yvonne [mailto:Yvonne.Shirk@courts.state.mn.us]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 3:03 PM
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To: dubailandlegend@yahoo.com; Krishnan, Laura
Subject: Claim against Estate of PRN / 10-PR-16-46

Mr. Dixon and Ms. Krishnan;

We have received Mr. Dixon’s claim against the Estate of Prince Rogers Nelson. Judge Eide has
asked me to put together a scheduling order. Can you give me some idea of timeframes you’d like
for discovery, dispositive and non-dispositive motion deadlines, etc.?

Yvonne Shirk

Law Clerk to the Honorable Kevin W. Eide
Carver County Courthouse

604 East 4™ Street

Chaska, MN 55318

952-361-1438



