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Michael K. Jeanes, Clerk of Court

*** Electronically Filed ***
Michelle Palg
Filing ID 568570
4/12/2010 3:07:04 PM

DOYLE LAW GROUP
5010 East Shea Blvd., Suite A-106
Scottsdale, Arizona 85254

Telephone: 602-494-0556
Facsimile: 602-494-0621

John C. Doyle, Esg. (Bar No. 010602)
Jonathan L. Sullivan, Esg. (Bar No. 026619)
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

REBECCA BEASLEY, individually as the) CASE NO. CV2010-050624
surviving spouse of ORVILLE THOMAS)
BEASLEY Ill, and as personal representative)

of the ESTATE OF ORVILLE THOMAS) MOTION FOR CLARIFICATION
BEASLEY IIl; and ORVILLE THOMAS)

Iland ANNA ELIZABETH BEASLEY,) (Tort: Non-Motor Vehicle)

husband and wife, and parents of ORVILLE)

THOMAS BEASLEY III. )

Plaintiffs, (Assigned to the Honorable Linda Miles)

V.

)

)

)
JOHN C. STUART and JANE DOE )
STUART, a married couple; JOHN and )
JANE DOES I-V; BLACK & WHITE )
CORPORATIONS VI-X; and ABC )
PARTNERSHIPS XI-XV; )
)

)

)

Defendants.

Plaintiffs Rebecca Beasley, the Estate of Orville Thomas Beasley I11, and Orville Thomas 11
and Anna Elizabeth Beasley, by and through undersigned counsel, file this Motion for Clarification
Regarding Defendant’s Answer/Motion titled “Answer And/Or Response To Plaintiff’s Baseless,
Frivolous, and Unlawful Compaint [sic] Submitted Under Duress And Viet Armis And No
Granting Jurisdiction Defendant Is Only Appearing Specially And Not Generally” (hereinafter
Defendant’s “Answer”).

Defendant’s “Answer” was filed on March 31, 2010. The docket for the above entitled

matter states that the document filed by Defendant as an Answer. (See Electronic Docket Record,
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Exhibit No. 1). However, it is not clear from a plain reading of Defendant’s document whether the
pleading is an answer, a motion to dismiss, or that the document is asserting counterclaims, a third
party complaint, or a motion to remove counsel. Defendant’s “Answer” includes language that
could be considered a motion to dismiss (pages 2-3, Exhibit No. 2), an attempt to assert
counterclaims (pages 5-6, 9-10, 12, 18, 24, 28, 37-40), an attempt to assert a third party complaint
(pages 7-8), and an attempt to remove Plaintiffs’ counsel (page 7). There is an inherent
contradiction between Defendant seeking a motion to dismiss and at the same time asserting
counterclaims and a third party complaint.

Undersigned counsel requests that the Court enter an order clarifying in what capacity
Defendant’s “Answer” has been received by the Court. If Defendant’s “Answer” is considered a
motion to dismiss, Plaintiffs request additional time to compose a response. If Defendant’s
“Answer” is considered to contain counterclaims or a third party complaint, Plaintiffs request
additional time to file an answer. If Defendant’s “Answer” is a motion to remove Plaintiffs’
counsel, Plaintiffs request a more definitive statement from Defendant regarding the legal basis for
such an action and an appropriate time to file a response.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 12th day of April, 2010.

DOYLE LAW GROUP
/s/John C. Doyle

John C. Doyle

Jonathan L. Sullivan

5010 E. Shea Blvd. Suite A 106

Scottsdale, Arizona 85254
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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ORIGINAL of the foregoing electronically
filed this 12th day of April, 2010 with:

Clerk of Court

Maricopa Superior Court
Northeast Regional Center
18380 N. 40th Street
Phoenix, AZ 85032

COPY of the foregoing distributed by electronic
filing this 12th day of April, 2010 to:

The Honorable Linda Miles
Maricopa Superior Court
Northeast Regional Center
18380 N. 40th Street
Phoenix, AZ 85032

COPY of the foregoing mailed
this 12" day of April, 2010 to:

John Stuart, Pro per
10407 W. Trumbull Road
Tolleson, Arizona 85353

By:_/s/ Jennelle DeAtley




