UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF MAINE

JANE DOE,
Judgment Creditor
Civil No. 99-262-P-DM C

V.

WAYNE D. MANSON,

SN N N N N N N N N

Judgment Debtor

MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER

In the wake of disclosure hearings held on April 18 and July 6 2006, the judgment creditor
(“Creditor”) seeks an order (i) increasing the amount of the judgment debtor’s (“Debtor’s’) monthly
payment to no lessthan $407, (i) attaching any distributions from the Alice K. Manson Revocable Trust
(“Trugt”) to the Debtor, and (iii) compdling ajudicid sde of the Debtor’ s beneficid interest in the Trud.
See Fantiff’ s Post- Disclosure Memorandum (“Creditor’ s Brief”) (Docket No. 44) at 2. For the reasons
that follow, | (i) order that the Debtor henceforth make monthly payments of $113, (i) grant, with
limitations, the Creditor’ srequest to attach future Trust didtributions, if any, to the Debtor, and (jii) othewise
deny the Creditor’ s requested relief.

I. Backdrop

On June 23, 2000 this court entered aj udgment in favor of the Creditor as against the Debtor inthe

amount of $250,000. See Judgment (Docket No. 21). The Creditor aso was awarded $738.81 in costs

of suit. See Bill of Costs (Docket No. 22). Prior to 2006, disclosure hearingswere held in thismeatter on



two occasions: September 18, 2000 and June 17, 2003. See Docket Nos. 25, 29. Following thefirg such
hearing, the Debtor was ordered to turn over savings and investment accounts in the combined amount of
$7,994.70. See Docket No. 25. Following the second hearing, he was ordered to pay $50 a month
toward the balance of theingtant judgment debt. See Order (Docket No. 30). At theCreditor’ srequest, a
disclosure hearing was again held before me on April 18, 2006 a which the Debtor appeared pro se and
the Creditor appeared via counsd. See Docket No. 3. At the close of that hearing, | denied the
Creditor’ srequeststo obtain proceeds from (i) two life insurance policies (totaling approximatdy $3,200)
pad to the Trugt following the desth of the Debtor’s mother on March 5, 2005 and (ii) the Debtor’s
redemption of a bond (totaling $3,060), the proceeds of which he deposited in a Trust account to help
defray cogts of his mother’s burid. | deferred ruling on the Creditor’s further requests to obtain (i) an
increase in the amount of the Debtor’s monthly payment and (ii) judicid sde of the Debtor’s beneficid
interest in the Trugt, permitting the parties an opportunity tofile post- hearing briefs addressing thoseissues.
| commented that unless the Creditor’s counsel could persuade me that a greater increase was judtified, |
would order the Debtor’s monthly payment increased to $95.

In due course, the Creditor filed her post-disclosure- hearing memorandum. See Creditor’ s Brief.
The Debtor filed no response; however, | granted amotion by Cheri Davis, trustee of the Trust (* Trudteg’),
to intervene. See Mation To Intervene (Docket No. 47) & endorsement thereon (Docket No. 49). The
Trustee took no position on the Creditor’ s request for an increase in the amount of the Debtor’ smonthly
payment but urged that the court deny the requested attachment or, dternatively, limit its scope. See
Intervenor’ s Oppaogition to Plaintiff’ s Post- Disclosure Memorandum (“ Trustee' sResponse’) (Docket No.

48) at 1 & n.1. She opposed therequested judicia sdeof theDebtor’ sbheneficid interestinthe Trust. See



id. TheCreditor thenfiled areply brief. See Plantiff’ sReply Memorandum (“Creditor’ sReply”) (Docket
No. 50).

After carefully considering these papers, | decided to reopen the disclosure hearing, directing that
the parties appear before me on July 6, 2006 and ordering the Debtor to bring with him at thet time certain
documents. See Procedural Order (Docket No. 51). The supplementd disclosure hearing was held as
scheduled. See Docket No. 52. The Debtor again appeared pro se, while the Creditor appeared via
counsd. Seeid.

1. Analyss
A. Requested Increasein Monthly Payment

The Creditor darifiesthat she seeks an increase in the Debtor’s monthly payment to no lessthan
$407, usng Mane s child-support guideines as areference point. See Creditor’ sBrief at 3. She reasons
that (i) the Debtor has a gross annua income from his pension of $22,389, (ii) per the child-support
guiddines, a parent with an annud gross income of $22,200 is expected to contribute $94 per week, or
$407 per month, to the support of oneteenage child, and (iii) theDebtor reasonably should be expected to
pay at least that much in this casein view of the fact thet heisliving rent-freein ahome owned by the Trust
and can afford a car-lease payment of $422 per month. Seeid.; see also Child Support Guiddines, Code
Me. R. 10-144 ch. 351, 8 2. In her reply brief, the Creditor further points out that (i) the Debtor filed no
brief in oppogtion to this proposd, and (ii) the Trustee took no position onit. See Creditor’ sReply at 2.
For dl of the foregoing reasons, she asks that her firg request be granted as prayed for. Seeid.

Asthe Creditor acknowledges, see Creditor’s Brief at 3, the Debtor’ s pension-benefit payments
are exempt from ingalment-payment order “to the extent reasonably necessary for the support of the

debtor[,]” 14M.R.SA. 883126-A(2), 4422(13)(E). TheCreditor’ schild-support-guiddinesagumertis



facidly appeding, particularly inview of the circumstancesthat gaveriseto her judgment againgt the Debtor.
Nonetheless, those guideines obvioudy are not controlling in this context and, in my view, cannot stand
proxy for the sort of thorough, individudized scrutiny contemplated by the controlling statutes when a
judgment creditor seeks to obtain a portion of a judgment debtor’s penson benefits. Nor does the
Debtor’ sfalure to file an opposition brief, in these circumstances, constitute aconcession of ability to pay
the requested amount or otherwise reieve the court of its duty to make a careful, independent analysis
pursuant to the controlling statutes. With those preceptsin mind, | proceed to examine theDebtor’ sinoome
and expenditures.
The record reved s that the Debtor’ s retirement pension currently ishisonly source of income. In
2005 he received agross pension benefit of $22,389 on which he paid federa incometaxes of $1,281 and
state income and use taxes of $175, leaving net proceeds of $20,933 — an average of $1,744.42 per
month. See Plantiff's Exh. 4 The sum of $314.36 is deducted monthly from his penson payment for
hedth- and denta-insurance premiums and teachers association dues. See Court Exh. 1. The net amount
availablefor hissupport accordingly is$1,430.06 per month. Hisaverage monthly debt/bill paymentstota
aoproximately $1,374.34, conagting of $422.83 for a Chryder car lease (for a 2005 Dodge Caravan
minivan), $62 to NEA Credit, $189 to MBNA (for aline of credit used in part to cover costs of legd
representation), $97 toward an AAA Financid loan, $91 on a Capital One debt, $80 in Metlife auto-
insurance premiums, $100 in prescription:drug co- payments, $11.80 in laboratory co-payments, $17.83in
premiumsfor lifeand AD&D insurance, $11.56 to Central Maine Power, $41.90 to Verizon (telephone),

$49.64 to Comcast (cable), $25.20 to Waste Management for trash removal, $14.58 to Seacoast

! The Debtor receives monthly pension checks totaling $1,536.40. See Court Exh. 1. This exceeds the amount | have
(continued on next page)



Newspapers,?> approximately $65 toward either specia household projects or other household
expenditures, and, since the April 18, 2006 disclosure hearing, $95 to Kdly, Remmd & Zimmerman
(toward the ingtant judgment debt). See Court Exh. 2.2 He spends whatever is left over on groceries,
gasoline and occasiond purchases; he estimated that groceries cost about $40 to $45 per week. The
Debtor’ s average monthly expenditures (which total approximately $1,547.67 to $1,569.34) thusdightly
exceed his net monthly income of $1,430.06.

During cross-examingtion of the Debtor on July 6, counsd for the Creditor established that one of
the Debtor’s expenditures — the average monthly payment of $17.83 in premiums for life and AD&D
insurance — is unreasonable. The Debtor testified that his mother, who is now decessed, was the named
beneficiary and that he never has had any dependents. Asked why he maintained these policies, he
answered: “Good question. | don’'t know.” The Creditor otherwise points to no expenditure (other than
arguably that for the car lease) as unreasonable. However, the Creditor adduces no evidence onthebasis
of which | can conclude that the lease is in fact an unreasonable expenditure. Certainly, it is not
unreasonable for the Debtor to possessacar, and the car he has chosen to lease(aDodge Caravan) isnot
aluxury make or modd.

That sad, the Debtor testified at hearing on April 18 that he and the Trustee had just indtituted a
new arrangement whereby, for the Trustee' s convenience, instead of the Debtor paying $200 a month in

rent to the Trust and approximately $13 to $15 a month for dectricity, he had ceased paying rent and

determined to be his net available monthly income because insufficient sums are withheld to cover hisfederal and state
incometax liability. Seeid.; Plaintiff’s Exh. 4.

% The Debtor listed an average monthly expenditure to Seacoast Newspapers of $21.25 based on quarterly payments of
$43.75. See Court Exh. 2. However, he appears to have made a mathematical error; by my calculations, this comesto a
monthly average cost of $14.58. | have used the lower amount in calculating his average monthly expenses.

% The Debtor testified at the July 6 hearing that he believed | had ordered him as of the April 18 hearing to increase his
(continued on next page)



begun, insteed, to pay utility bills previoudy paid by the Trust. He estimated that whereas he previoudy had
paid atotd of $213 to $215 monthly for rent/utilities, he now was paying about $169 for utilities — a
difference of approximately $45 monthly. | indicated at hearing on April 18 that the benefit of that bargain
should redound to the Creditor, and the Debtor has in fact been paying that additional amount to the
Creditor sncethen

Therefore, | determine that the Debtor’ s monthly payment on the ingtant debt should be increased
effectiveimmediately to atota of $113, reflecting (i) the Debtor’ swindfal of $45 monthly asaresult of his
new arangement with the Trustee and (ii) the average monthly cost of $17.83 (rounded to $18) in
premiums for life and AD&D insurance policies the retention of which the Debtor was unable to judtify.
Inasmuch as the Debtor’ s monthly expenses actudly exceed his net monthly income, no further increaseis
judtified a thistime.

B. Requested Attachment of Trust Distributions

At the April 18 hearing, the Debtor tedtified that he had not received any cash or monetary
digributions from the Trust; he reaffirmed on July 6 that this remained the case. Nor does the Trust
indrument provide him with an entitlement to such digtributions; rather, the Trustee has* sole and absolute
discretion” to make such distributions as she deemsto bein hisbest interests but isnot obliged to make any
digribution to him.  See Trust Agreement Establishing Alice K. Manson Revocable Trust & amendments
thereto (“Trust Agreement”), Flaintiff’ sExhs. 1-3,88 4.1, 6.1. TheCreditor acknowledgesthat she cannot
compd digributions from the Trust (which | conclude assuredly qudifies as a “discretionary trust”), see

Creditor’ s Brief at 4; Creditor' sReply at 3; 18-B M.R.S.A. § 504(1); however, she correctly points out

monthly payments on the instant judgment debt to $95. In fact, | reserved judgment on that question; however, he has
(continued on next page)



that because the Trust is not structured as a spendthrift trust, a court may order “attachment of present or
future digtributions to the beneficiary[,]” see Creditor’'s Brief at 4 (quoting 18-B M.R.SA. § 501).
Nonetheless, the court “may limit the award to such rdlief asis gppropriate in the circumstances.” 18-B
M.R.SA. 8501. Per commentary to the Satute, “In exerciang its discretion to limit relief, the court may
gopropriately condder the support needs of a beneficiary and the beneficiary’ sfamily.” 1d. uniform cmt.

The Trustee requests that if anattachment order is entered, it belimited to digtributions, if any, that
ghe dects to make directly to the Debtor. See Trustee's Response at 2-3. She maintains — and the
Creditor does not dispute — that for the benefit not only of the Debtor but aso the remaindermen of the
Trugt, she should be alowed to pay reasonable expenses of maintaining the Trust’ sassets (in particular its
real property), including red-estate taxes, insurance premiums, reasonable and necessary expenses for
repairs and maintenance and utility cherges. Seeid. at 3; see also Creditor’ s Reply at 3.

| agreethat the attachment order should be limited; however, the Trustee' sproposed verbiageis, a
the sametime, underinclusveand overindusve. Itisunderinclusvein that the Trust Agreement permitsnot
only direct digtributions to the Debtor but aso didributions to third parties on his behdf. See Trust
Agreement § 6.1. Thus, pursuant to the attachment order asthe Trustee has proposed it be limited, Trust
funds paid, say, to a travel agent to cover the cost of a Bermuda trip for the Debtor would elude the
Creditor’ s grasp because the distribution was not made “directly” to the Debtor. On the other hand, the
Trustee' s proposed languageis overincusivein that it encompasses distributions of any kind or naturemede

directly to the Debtor. The Debtor isin fact currently receiving asgnificant in-kind distribution from the

been paying $95 per month toward that debt since then.

* The Trustee is empowered, inter alia, “to pay all chargesincident to maintaining [real estate distributed to the Trust]
including, without limitation, all assessments, insurance premiums, taxes and ordinary repairg.]” Trust Agreement
8 8.1(f).



Trust: He hasbeen permitted to liverent-free, or in exchangefor below- market-vaue rent, in Trust-owned
property.> Wheress | am satisfied that attachment of any monetary distributions to the Debtor (or on his
behdf) isappropriatein view of thefact that such distributionsare not at present necessary for his support,
that isnot the case with respect to the provision of housing. TheDebtor’ shousing arangement condtitutesa
critical piece of hisoverdl support. Were he obliged to pay its value over to the Creditor, hewould have
inufficient income to maintain his current modet lifestyle or, for that metter, to continue the current court-
ordered monthly payment.

| therefore adopt the Creditor’s proposed form of attachment language with modifications, as
follows

Until further ordered, any distributions to or on behaf of the Debtor of any kind or naturefromthe
Alice K. Manson Revocable Trust, under trust instrument dated February 17, 1999 as amended, are
hereby attached, with the following exceptions:

1 Thisattachment does not extend to any distribution made for the purpose of maintaining the
Trugt’s assets (including but not limited to red property), including but not limited to payment of red-estate
taxes, insurance premiums, reasonable and necessary expenses for repairs and maintenance, and utilities.

2. This attachment does not extend to any in-kind digtribution to the Debtor in theform of the
provison of housing rent-free or at bel ow-market-vaue renta rates.

C. Requested Judicial Sale of Debtor’sInterest in Trust
The Creditor findly requestsajudicia sale of theDebtor’ sbeneficid interest inthe Trugt, asserting

that such reief is authorized by the common law and by statute and is her only redigtic hope of ever

® At the July 6 hearing the Debtor testified that a second property owned by the Trust, nearby the house in which helives
(continued on next page)



obtaining satisfaction of her judgment. See Creditor’ s Brief at 4. The Creditor emphasizesthat the relief
she seeksislimited: Sheis not seeking seizure on execution or sde of any Trust property, but rather asks
only that the court order the judicid sale of the Debtor’s beneficid interest in the Trust via a procedure
known as a“creditor’ s bill to reach and gpply,” or an “equitable execution.” Seeid. a 6. She observes
that if the Debtor wishesto retain his beneficid interest he may bid accordingly; if nat, in dl likeihood she
would purchaseit, placing her in aposition to pursue whatever rights and benefits may inureto the owner of
that interest. Seeid. a 7. In ether event, she observes, the court would be able to quantify the vaue of
that interest by what is paid for it and goply that amount againg the judgment debt. Seeid.; see also
Creditor's Reply at 6-7.

Before reaching the merits of this argument, it is critical to understand the nature of the interest in
issue. At hearing on April 18, the Debtor testified that he understood that he had alife estate in property
owned by the Trugt in which he currently resdes— thet is, aright to live there for the remainder of hislife
should he so choose. However, that is not what the Trust instrument provides. No life estate or specific
red estaeis mentioned. Seegenerally Trust Agreement. Instead, the Trust vestsdiscretionin the Trustee
“todigributedl or any part of either thenetincomeor the principd, or both, of atrust . . . by distributionsin
cashor kind[.]” Id. 8 6.1. For the Trustee' s guidance, the “best interests’ of the beneficiary are defined,
however, the best-interests sandard “is intended solely as a precatory guideto the Trusteeand shdl inno
way be congtrued to dter, limit or enlarge the discretions and powers conferred upon the Trustee by any
other provision hereof nor to require the Trustee to make any distribution to any beneficiary.” 1d. 8 6.2.

Accordingly, while the Debtor has a beneficid life interest in the Trust, he has no interest in redl estate

and less desirable, isrented to athird party for $500 per month.



owned by the Trust and no entitlement either to live a his current residence or to receive any other
digribution from the Trugt.

The Creditor cites severad statutory and common-law authorities in support of her request for
“judicid sd€’ of the Debtor's beneficid interest. See Creditor’s Brief at 4-7. As she points out, see
Creditor’'s Reply a 4-5, “in the absence of a controlling federd datute, the district court has the same
authority to aid judgment creditorsin supplementary proceedings as that which is provided to state courts
under locd law[,]” United States ex rel. Goldman v. Meredith, 596 F.2d 1353, 1357 (8th Cir. 1979)
(ating, inter alia, Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 69(a)). Nonetheless, the authorities she citesstand at
mogt for the proposition that, in gppropriate circumstances, ajudgment creditor may reach and apply a
judgment debtor’ sbeneficia interest in atrust; they do not make clear that it is appropriate to enter such an
order with respect to abeneficid interest likethat inissuehere. See, e.g., 14 M.R.SA. 8§6051(11) (Mare
Superior Court has jurisdiction “to grant appropriate equitable relief[,]” inter alia, “in avil actions, by
creditors, to reach and gpply in payment of adebt any property, right, title or interest, lega or equitable, of
a debtor or debtors, which cannot be come at to be attached on writ or taken on execution in a civil
action”); Haley v. Palmer, 78 A. 368, 369-70 (Me. 1910) (debtor’ s equitable fee-smple edtate in trust
that was not structured as spendthrift trust was subject to “equitable trustee process’); Restatement
(Second) of Trusts § 147 (1959) (“Except asstated in 88 149- 162 [rel ating to redtrictions on voluntary and
involuntary transfers], creditors of the beneficiary of a trust can by appropriate proceedings reach his
interest and thereby subject it to the satisfaction of their damsagaing him.”); 11 George Gleason Bogert,
George Taylor Bogert & Amy Morris Hess, The Laws of Trustsand Trustees 8 193 (rev. 2d. ed. 1992)
(“Bogert”) (oting that if trust is active, creditor of beneficiary can subject latter’s interest in trust to

satisfaction of debt, either inlaw or equity, unless statute or vaid spendthrift provision prevents result; but

10



aso noting that special case of discretionary trudts is treated elsewhere in tredtise).

| agree with the Trustee, see Trustee' sResponse at 5, that the Creditor’ srequest isintension with,
and seems designed to end-run, the Maine Uniform Trust Code, which specificaly providesthat “acreditor
of abeneficiary may not compel adidtribution that is subject to thetrustee sdiscretion,” 18-B M.R.SA. 8
504(1); see also, .., Bogert § 228 (if trust isatrue “discretionary” trust, beneficiary “ cannot secure the
ad of acourt incompelling thetrustee to pay or gpply trust income or principd to him sncethetermsof the
trust permit the trustee to withhold payments at his will. Until the trustee dects to make a payment the
beneficiary has a mere expectancy.”); Hamilton v. Drogo, 150 N.E. 496, 497 (N.Y . 1926) (creditor of
beneficiary of discretionary trust could reach trust assets on execution only to extent distributions were
made).

The Creditor proteststhat she is not seeking to compd any distribution or sleof the Trust assets
themsalves but rather smply seeks sale of the Debtor’ sinterest, whereupon the buyer will sandin hisshoes

See Creditor' sReply at 3. Nonetheless, theCreditor makesclear that sheisapossble (and, asdiscussed

below, in my view, likely) buyer of the Debtor’ sinterest. Seeid. at 6-7. A beneficiary —asopposedto a
creditor —isnot barred by statute from seeking to compel distributionsfrom adiscretionary trust. See 18-B
M.R.S.A. 8504(2). Thus, weretheCreditor to displace theDebtor as Trust beneficiary, shewouldbeina
position at least to attempt to compd didtributions (if not to succeed in so doing). Such ascenario, in my
view, end-runs the prohibition contained in section 504(1).

Nonethel ess, even assuming arguendo that the requested judicid sale would not run afoul of sedion

504(1), | declineto order it. The Creditor in her reply brief citesauthority for the proposition that in some

® The Creditor also relies in part on 14 M.R.S.A. §8 2201 and 4451, dealing with seizure and sale of “all rights and
(continued on next page)
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circumstances a creditor might be permitted to force asde of abeneficia interest in a discretionary trust.

See Creditor’'s Reply at 6. However, it is clear even from those authorities that such a scenario isthe
exception, not therule. See, e.g., 18-B M.R.S.A. § 501 uniform cmt. (“A creditor typicaly will pursuea
clam by serving an order on thetrustee attaching the beneficiary’ sinterest. Assuming that thevalidity of the
order cannot be contested, the trustee will then pay to the creditor instead of to the beneficiary any

payments the trustee would otherwise be required to make to the beneficiary, as well as discretionary

digtributions the trustee decides to make. The creditor may dso, in theory, force ajudicia sde of a
beneficiary’s interest.”); Restatement (Third) of Trusts 8 56 cmt. e (2003) (“1n some circumstances, the
court may order asde of the beneficiary’ sinterest and payment of the creditor’ s claim from the proceeds.
Sale may be gppropriate when it appears unlikely that the debt can be satisfied from digtribution(s) withina
reasonabletime, particularly when the beneficiary’ sinterest isafutureinterest. Even then the uncertainty or
remoteness of the interest may be suchthat its forced sde would produce little relative to its value to the
beneficiary, and perhaps dso too little to satisfy the creditor’s clam. In that case, unless aloan or other

arrangement can be obtained, it would be appropriate for the court to grant the creditor a lien on the
beneficiary’ sinterest, to be redized if and when it falsinto possesson.”).

Thereisgood reason for therarity of thisform of rdief in these circumsatances. abeneficid interest in
adiscretionary trust is not a particularly slable commodity. See, e.g., Bogert § 228 (“The discretionary
trust effects an indirect restraint on dienation in that it discourages atempts a voluntary dienation and
efforts by creditors to reach the interest of the beneficiary. Few persons will be willing to purchase the

expectancy of the beneficiary, because whether it ripens into a benefit depends on the uncontrolled

interests” in attachable real estate. See Creditor’sBrief at 5-6. However, asaready discussed, the Debtor’ sinterest inthe
(continued on next page)
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discretion of thetrustee, even though they may secure something of vaueif thetrustee later electsto pay or
apply.”).

As a practical matter, were the Creditor’s request granted, the only bidders for the Debtor’s
uncertain interest would be the Creditor and the Debtor. The Creditor hopes that the Debtor would be
willing to placeasubstantiad bid to preserve hisinterest. See Creditor’ sReply at 6-7 (“If hewishestoretain
this vauable interest, he may bid accordingly. Any bid will have to be substantid, or it [the beneficid
interest] will probably be purchased by [Creditor].”). However, from dl that appears, theDebtor lacksthe
resources to place such abid. The Creditor accordingly likely would emerge thevictoriousbidder. Inthat
case, the initid impact would be awash: Funds paid by the Creditor to obtain the Debtor’ sinterest would
be attached and, in effect, returned to her as payment toward the judgment debt. Theoreticdly, shemightin
the future receive distributions from the Trugt, but the record affords no reason to believethat the Trustee
would be inclined to pay her out a dime, and she cites no authority for the propostion that, were she to
gand in the Debtor’ s shoes as beneficiary, she would have aredistic hope of succeeding with apetitionto
compd Trug digributions. Thus, from dl that gppears, the requested rdlief would amount to an exercisein
futility.”

As sympathetic as| am to the Creditor’s quest to obtain satisfaction of her judgment, | conclude
that the requested judicid sde, even assuming it does not run afoul of 18-B M.R.S.A. 8 504(1), isnot an
appropriate means in these circumstances by which to accomplish her end. Accordingly, | declineto order
it.

[11. Conclusion and Order

Trust cannot fairly be characterized as an interest in real estate.

13



For the foregoing reasons, and based on evidence presented at the disclosure hearing held before
meon April 18 and July 6, 2006, it is hereby ordered that:

1 Until further ordered, the instdlment to be paid toward the ingtant judgment by judgment
debtor Wayne D. Manson is increased from $50 to $113 per month effective as of the next payment due
dateof August 1, 2006. Ingtalment payments shdl continueto be due onthefirst day of each month andto
be paid to the order of Kdly, Remmd & Zimmerman.

2. Until further ordered, any distributions to or on behaf of the Debtor of any kind or nature
from the Alice K. Manson Revocable Trugt, under trust instrument dated February 17, 1999 asamended,
are hereby attached, with the following exceptions:

A. Thisatachment does not extend to any digtribution madefor the purpose of maintaining the
Trugt’ sassats (including but not limited to red property), including but not limited to payment of red-estate
taxes, insurance premiums, reasonable and necessary expenses for repairs and maintenance, and utilities.

B. This attachment does not extend to any in-kind digtribution to the Debtor intheform of the
provison of housng rent-free or at bel ow-market-vaue rentd rates.

So ordered.

Dated this 7th day of Juy, 2006.

David M. Cohen

United States Magistrate Judge
Plaintiff
JANE DOE represented by CHRISTOPHER R. CAUSEY

KELLY, REMMEL & ZIMMERMAN

" Indeed, the Creditor might find herself worse off if, asaresult of her acquisition of the Debtor’s Trust interest, he no
longer was in a position to make even modest monthly payments toward her judgment debt.
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