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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

FOR THE COUNTY OF KING 

In re the Matter of 
 
THE SHARON M. HAROLD 
IRREVOCABLE TRUST DATED 
NOVEMBER 12, 2004,  
 
    a Trust. 
 

 
 

Case No. 22-4-08326-1 KNT 
 
THE HALO EFFECT AND ANCHORING 
BIAS SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF IN 
SUPPORT OF JOINT VERIFIED 
OBJECTION (DKT 28) 

Respondents Charles A. Harold, Jr., John J. Harold, Angel Harold, and Josette 

Ramirez incorporate by reference all prior submissions, rulings, orders, and objections in 

Case No. 22-4-08326-1 KNT (TEDRA) and Case No. 23-2-03980-7 KNT (VAPO). This 

includes all previously submitted allegations, arguments, exhibits, and objections. These 

are restated in full in this Supplemental Brief supporting the Verified Joint Objection (Dkt. 

28) to the Verified Petition for Approval of Interim Account, Discharge of Successor 

Trustee, and Appointment of Successor Trustee. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On October 6, 2023, Judge Yip held a hearing for Petitioner Trustee David A. 

Paice's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment for attorney fees. 

Despite clear and concise controlling California Probate law on this issue (Dkts. 

201, 203, and 204), Mr. Schilbach omitted or misstated the law and facts in the case in 

violation of RPC 3.3 (Candor Toward the Tribunal), specifically, Rule 3.3(a)(3) which 

states a lawyer shall not knowingly "fail to disclose to the tribunal legal authority in the 
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controlling jurisdiction known to the lawyer to be directly adverse to the position of the 

client and not disclosed by the opposing party" along with RPC 8.4 (Misconduct), RPC 

3.1 (Meritorious Claims and Contentions) and RCW 9A.76.175 (Making a False 

Statement to a Public Servant).  

During the hearing, Judge Yip said, "So again. Mr. Schilbach is an officer of the 

court, and I take him at his word for that." 

Judge Yip's statement suggests a predisposition to believe one party over another 

based solely on Mr. Schilbach's status of being an "officer of the court." It's a perfect 

example of the Halo Effect and Anchoring Bias. Depending on the circumstances, Judge 

Yip's statement suggesting he automatically accepts an attorney's word could indicate a 

lack of impartiality under CJC Rule 2.2 (Impartiality and Fairness). 

II. THE HALO EFFECT AND ANCHORING BIAS 

The "Halo Effect" is a cognitive bias, a tendency to allow a positive impression to 

influence how other, unrelated traits or attributes are perceived. It leads people to make 

overly positive judgments based on positive characteristics, such as Mr. Schilbach being 

“an officer of the court.” 

An "Anchoring Bias" is another cognitive bias that occurs when an initial piece of 

information (the anchor) unduly influences subsequent judgments. For example, a 

"verified" petition signed by Gail Mautner serves as a powerful anchor in judicial decision-

making. 

Cognitive bias in legal contexts is a well-documented phenomenon, with judges 

and juries often swayed by initial information, even when it's misleading, i.e. "If it doesn't 

fit, you must acquit." 

A. The Reputation Fallacy 

A reasonable assumption might be drawn that a prestigious law firm, such as Lane 

Powell (soon-to-be Ballard Spahr as of January 2025), would never intentionally present 

unverified or misleading information to the court because doing so could cause them to 
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lose their case or damage their 135-year reputation in the legal community. However, this 

rebuttable presumption is a prime example of cognitive bias in action. 

Given the facts presented to the court in this case, wherein Lane Powell filed a 

verified petition for a 12-year retroactive account of trust that did not balance (Dkt. 149, 

Dkt. 157), despite knowing it violated and contradicted controlling California Probate Code 

(Dkt. 204), it is clear that even long-standing reputations do not guarantee ethical conduct 

in every instance. This case demonstrates that a reputation fallacy can lead to misplaced 

trust in people and their institutions, potentially allowing unethical practices to go 

unchallenged. 

B. Anchoring Bias and Rebuttable Presumptions 

Relying too heavily on an initial piece of information in decision making, such as 

Lane Powell's reputation, Gail Mautner's expertise, and the presumption that Lane Powell 

would never engage in misconduct is, in fact, rebuttable. This is clearly evidenced by 

Lane Powell’s filing of a legally and ethically unsupportable “verified” petition for a 12-year 

retroactive account of trust, a false equivalence (Dkt. 203). The very fact that the Court 

allowed and tacitly endorsed legal and ethical misconduct underscores the danger of 

anchoring bias in legal proceedings. It highlights the importance of evaluating each action 

and piece of evidence on its own merits, rather than allowing an initial positive impression 

to overshadow subsequent unethical behavior. 

C. The Irony of Bias Correction 

Measures designed to correct and combat bias, like Washington State's Civil Rule 

11 can themselves become sources of new biases. CR 11 requires attorneys to certify 

that their pleadings, motions, and legal memoranda are "well grounded in fact" and 

"warranted by existing law or a good faith argument for the extension, modification, or 

reversal of existing law.” However, the existence of this rule can create a false sense of 

credibility among legal professionals and the public, who may place undue faith in these 

safeguards, assuming that all information presented in court has been thoroughly vetted 

and is accurate simply because CR 11 requires it. 
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This overreliance on CR 11 can lead to several problematic outcomes. 

1) Reduced scrutiny: Judges and opposing counsel might be less inclined to 

critically examine filings, assuming CR 11 has ensured their validity. 

2) Inconsistent application: As noted in Ninth Circuit cases, the application of 

Rule 11 (the federal equivalent of CR 11) has not been uniform, leading to a 

"veritable Tower of Babel" in interpretations. 

3) Potential for abuse: Attorneys might use the threat of CR 11 sanctions to 

intimidate opponents, particularly those with less resources or experience. 

4) Overemphasis on form: The focus on compliance with CR 11 might 

overshadow the substantive merits of a case. 

5) New forms of bias: The rule itself might be applied unevenly, potentially 

disadvantaging certain groups of attorneys or litigants. 

Furthermore, Washington courts have been less specific than federal courts in 

delineating the powers of the court to sanction inappropriate conduct under CR 11. This 

lack of clarity can lead to inconsistent enforcement and potentially biased application of 

the rule.  

The irony is that while CR 11 aims to ensure the integrity of legal proceedings, its 

very existence and inconsistent application can introduce new forms of bias into the legal 

system. 

III. GAIL MAUTNER AND THE HALO EFFECT 

Gail Mautner's impressive legal career and numerous accolades have established 

her as a prominent figure in the Washington legal community. Her expertise in estate and 

trust litigation, coupled with her active involvement in the Washington State Bar 

Association and contributions to continuing legal education (CLE) in TEDRA law, have 

earned her widespread recognition and respect. 

A. Gail Mautner's Halo Effect On Legal Contexts 

The Halo Effect can have a significant impact on how Ms. Mautner's opinions and 

actions are perceived in legal settings: 

mailto:CHUCKHAROLD@GMAIL.COM


 

THE HALO EFFECT AND ANCHORING BIAS    CHARLES A. HAROLD, IN PRO SE 
SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF JOINT - 5  1455 N. TOMAHAWK ROAD 
VERIFIED OBJECTION (DKT 28)   APACHE JUNCTION, AZ 85119 
   (818) 652-6400; 
   EMAIL: CHUCKHAROLD@GMAIL.COM 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

1) Enhanced Credibility: Ms. Mautner's reputation may lead to her 

arguments being given undue weight, even in areas outside her direct 

expertise, such as litigating California Probate law in a Washington court. 

(Ms. Mautner has not been an active member of the California Bar since 

2005). (EXHIBIT 001) 

2) Influence on Decision-Making: Legal professionals might rely too heavily 

on Ms. Mautner's guidance, potentially skewing outcomes in cases or 

educational settings. 

3) Perception of Authority: Ms. Mautner’s status as a top TEDRA expert 

could discourage critical questioning of her views, potentially leading to a 

homogenization of thought in the legal community. 

B. Interaction with Anchoring Bias. 

The Halo Effect can amplify the Anchoring Bias, where initial information serves 

as a reference point for subsequent judgments: 

1) Ms. Mautner's initial recommendations may disproportionately shape final 

decisions due to her esteemed reputation. 

2) Legal professionals, facing time constraints and complex information, might 

rely on these cognitive shortcuts, potentially leading to suboptimal judicial 

decisions. 

3) The combination of these biases can create a powerful influence on legal 

decision-making, making it challenging to objectively evaluate subsequent 

information. 

C. The Rebuttable Presumption 

Despite Ms. Mautner's impressive achievements, it's crucial to recognize that her 

expertise does not guarantee infallibility. This forms a rebuttable presumption - her 

accolades do not ensure the accuracy of her legal applications or procedural decisions. 
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IV. THE ANCHORING BIAS OF A “VERIFIED” PETITION 

A. CR 11 Standards and Legal Expertise 

Given Gail Mautner's legal expertise, her actions should be held to a higher 

standard, particularly in light of Washington's Civil Rule 11 (CR 11). CR 11 mandates that 

verified petitions be: 

1) Well-grounded in fact. 

2) Warranted by existing law or good faith arguments for legal change. 

3) Free from improper purposes. 

4) Based on warranted denials or reasonable lack of information. 

B. Scrutiny of the "Verified" Petition 

Ms. Mautner's "verified" petition, sworn under the penalty of perjury, should have 

been thoroughly scrutinized against these criteria. However, it appears that 

Commissioner Judson may not have adequately examined the petition through the lens 

of CR 11. A proper examination would have revealed that California Probate Code § 3 

simply did not permit Trustee Paice to escape and mitigate his fiduciary breaches of duty 

by retrospectively recreating a 12-year retroactive Account of Trust for prospective Court 

certification. 

C. The Anchoring Effect of "Verified" Petitions 

The term "verified" often serves as an anchor, influencing judges to presume the 

petition's accuracy and potentially biasing subsequent decisions. This anchoring effect 

can lead to: 

1) Acceptance of stated facts as true. 

2) Basing subsequent rulings on these "verified" facts. 

3) Shaping the judge's perception throughout the case. 

D. Implications of Later Disproven Facts 

If verified facts are later proven untrue, significant implications arise: 
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1) Revaluation of Prior Decisions: All decisions based on the disproven facts 

may need review. 

2) Loss of Credibility: The submitting party may face reduced trust from the 

court. 

3) Due Process Concerns: Parties affected by false information may argue 

their right to a fair hearing was compromised. 

E. Importance of Rigorous Scrutiny. 

This case underscores the critical need for rigorous scrutiny of all petitions, even 

those from reputable sources. Such scrutiny is essential to: 

1) Guard against cognitive biases in legal decision-making 

2) Protect due process rights 

3) Maintain the integrity of the legal process 

The anchoring bias created by "verified" petitions can significantly impact legal 

proceedings. It's crucial for the court to maintain a critical eye and thoroughly examine all 

submissions, regardless of their source or verified status, to ensure justice and fairness 

in the legal process. 

V. RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT 

As officers of the court, Lane Powell is bound by the Rules of Professional 

Conduct, which mandate honesty before the court and third parties: 

A. Duty to Be Honest Before the Tribunal (RPC 3.3) 

1) Disclosure of Adverse Legal Authority: Lawyers must disclose known, 

directly adverse legal authority in the controlling jurisdiction if not disclosed 

by opposing counsel, such as California probate Code § 3. 

2) False Evidence: Lawyers must not offer evidence known to be false and 

must take remedial measures, including possible disclosure to the tribunal, 

if they later discover falsity in material evidence, (such as a 12 year 

retroactive account of trust that does not balance). 
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B. Duty to Be Honest with Third Parties (RPC 4.1) 

1) False Statements: Lawyers must not knowingly make false statements of 

material fact or law to third persons (such as stating mediation is required 

in this case when in fact under California Probate Code it is not (Dkt. 207)). 

2) Disclosure of Material Facts: Lawyers must disclose material facts to third 

persons when necessary to avoid assisting a client's criminal or fraudulent 

act, unless prohibited by Rule 1.6.   

These rules establish a presumption of honesty and ethical conduct for Lane 

Powell in their legal practice. However, as demonstrated in the previous section, this 

presumption can be rebutted by evidence of misconduct, such as filing a petition that 

contradicts controlling law. 

The tension between these ethical obligations and the actions taken in this case 

underscores the importance of vigilant adherence to professional standards, even for 

prestigious firms with long-standing reputations. 

VI. THE CURIOUS CASE OF LOOMIS v. STATE  

The case of Loomis v. State, 881 N.W.2d 749 (Wis. 2016), provides a striking 

parallel to the situation with Gail Mautner's "verified" petition, particularly in illustrating the 

concept of "black box" decision-making in legal contexts. 

A. Understanding "Black Box" Decisions: 

A "black box" decision refers to a process where inputs and outputs are known, 

but the internal workings are opaque or not fully understood. In legal contexts, it means 

decisions are made without clear explanation of the reasoning or methodology. This lack 

of transparency can make it difficult to challenge or verify the decision-making process. 

B. Loomis Case Overview 

Eric Loomis was sentenced based partly on a COMPAS algorithm risk 

assessment. The algorithm, a literal "black box," classified Loomis as high-risk for 

recidivism.  Loomis argued this violated his due process rights as he couldn't examine or 

challenge the proprietary algorithm. 
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C. Parallel to Ms. Mautner's Case 

In Loomis, the COMPAS algorithm acted as an unquestionable authority. In 

Mautner's case, her status as a "Super Lawyer" and TEDRA expert served a similar role. 

Mautner's expertise functioned like a figurative "black box algorithm" - her reasoning and 

methods were accepted without scrutiny. 

D. Anchoring Bias in Both Cases 

Loomis: The algorithm's output anchored the judge's perception of Loomis's risk. 

Mautner: Her reputation and "verified" petition anchored the court's trust in her 

submissions. Both cases involve a "black box" decision-making process that influenced 

the court. 

E. The "Algorithm" Analogy 

Mautner herself can be seen as the "algorithm" in this case. Her "verified" petition 

acted as a "risk assessment," suggesting low risk of error to the court. The court, like in 

Loomis, accepted this "assessment" without thorough analysis. 

F. Proof of Concept 

Judge Yip's statement about Mautner's protégé, Mr. Schilbach, illustrates this bias. 

"So again. Mr. Schilbach is an officer of the court, and I take him at his word for that.” 

Further proof can be found in court records in Dkt. 149 (Trustee’s 2010 Account of Trust 

Does Not Balance), Dkt. 157 (Trustee’s 2022 Account of Trust Does Not Balance), Dkt. 

203 (Lane Powell’s Verified Petition if a False Equivalence) and Dkt.  204 (Retrospective 

v. Prospective Application of Codes). 

G. Implications 

Both cases highlight the danger of over-relying on perceived authority or expertise. 

They underscore the importance of transparent, challengeable decision-making 

processes in court. The parallels suggest a systemic issue in how courts may sometimes 

defer to perceived expertise without sufficient scrutiny. These examples emphasize the 

need for courts to maintain critical analysis, even when faced with seemingly authoritative 

sources. 
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This analysis illustrates how anchoring bias, whether from an AI algorithm or a 

reputable attorney, can potentially compromise due process and fair judicial outcomes. It 

emphasizes the critical need for transparency and the ability to challenge the reasoning 

behind legal decisions, whether they originate from technological tools or human experts. 

VII. COGNITIVE BIAS AGAINST PRO SE RESPONDENTS 

Pro se Respondents objecting to Lane Powell's "verified" petition face inherent 

cognitive biases in court. Their perceived lack of legal expertise compared to Lane Powell 

can create a rebuttable presumption and anchoring bias, potentially influencing the court's 

perception unfairly. To counteract these biases, key points from the Washington State 

Code of Judicial Conduct include: 

a) Judges must uphold judicial independence, integrity, and impartiality 

(Canon 1). 

b) Impartial application of the law is required in all judicial duties (Rule 2.2). 

c) Reasonable accommodation for pro se litigants are permissible to ensure 

fair hearings (Rule 2.2 Comment). 

These rules aim to mitigate potential biases against pro se litigants, ensuring fair 

treatment in legal proceedings and upholding constitutional rights to Equal Protection and 

the Right to Petition. 

VIII. COMMISSIONER JUDSON’S ANCHORING BIAS. 

Commissioner Judson's involvement in both the TEDRA and VAPO cases 

demonstrates a complex interplay of anchoring bias and confirmation bias that resulted 

in violations of the Code of Judicial Conduct:  

A. Initial TEDRA Hearing  

1) Judson, who attended a Lane Powell Continuing Legal Education (CLE) 

class, may have relied heavily on Lane Powell’s "verified" petition. (EXHIBIT 

002) 
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2) Judson made a decision without fully reviewing all pleadings or hearing from 

the Grantor who he would not allow to speak at the initial hearing.  

3) Judson’s choice to send the matter to trial led to lengthy proceedings and 

significant, illegal and unnecessary trust expenditures.  

4) Judson’s decision resulted in approximately $120,000 in trust assets being 

used to pay Lane Powell's invoices (to date), with an additional $260,000 in 

fees and costs (approximate because Trustee refuses to disclose information) 

sought against the trust corpus, violating California Probate Codes and the 

ruling in DiMaria v. Bank of California, 237 Cal.App.2d 254 (1965).  

5) Judson’s rulings, inconsistent with both the Code of Judicial Conduct and 

probate code, have been questioned in the past as demonstrated in two ratings 

on Findlaw.com where one person said, “Commissioner Henry Judson is a wolf 

in sheeps clothing and is a total fraud.” Another rating said, “This guy should 

be in jail he is in collusion with other attorneys that are lying under oath in order 

to attain my Aunt Eunie's $$ & HOUSE”. (EXHIBIT 003). 

B. Subsequent VAPO Case – CJC 2.11 Violation 

1) Judson's assignment to the related VAPO case violated CJC 2.11(A)(6)(d), 

which requires judges to disqualify themselves in certain circumstances. (Dkt. 

96 in Case No. 23-2-03980-7 KNT) 

2) This created a situation where Judson faced an anchoring bias against  

himself and his own first ruling.  

C. Confirmation Bias in Action  

1) Having made an initial decision in the TEDRA case, Judson was likely 

predisposed to interpret new information in the VAPO case in a way that 

confirmed his previous judgment. (Dkt. 96 Case No. 23-2-03980-7 KNT). 

2) This confirmation bias makes it psychologically challenging for a judge to 

contradict or undermine their own previous ruling.  
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D. Implications  

1) The combination of anchoring and confirmation bias potentially 

compromised Judson's ability to approach the VAPO case with the required 

impartiality.  

2) This scenario violated due process and created inconsistencies in the legal 

proceedings.  

3) It demonstrates how initial decisions can anchor subsequent rulings, even 

when they should be considered independently.  

4) The situation creates an appearance of impropriety, which itself is a concern 

in maintaining public trust in the judicial system.  

IX. OPINIONS AND CONCLUSION. 

The Respondents' brief presents a paradoxical microcosm of the very cognitive 

biases it seeks to expose. While seemingly criticizing the influence of the Halo Effect and 

Anchoring Bias in the legal system, the brief itself becomes a prime example of how these 

biases can manifest in legal arguments. 

A. The Self-Fulfilling Prophecy 

By extensively detailing the concepts of the Halo Effect and Anchoring Bias, and 

providing numerous examples of their alleged occurrence in this case, Respondents have 

inadvertently created their own anchor in the court's mind. This self-scrutinizing approach 

demonstrates the pervasive nature of cognitive biases, even in attempts to expose them. 

B. The New Halo Effect 

Respondents, in positioning themselves as enlightened observers of cognitive 

biases, have effectively created a new Halo Effect around their arguments, presenting 

themselves as the arbiters of objectivity, implicitly suggesting that their awareness of 

these biases somehow immunizes them from their influence, mirroring the very 

phenomenon they criticize. 
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C. The Anchoring Paradox 

The extensive discussion of anchoring bias throughout the brief serves as a 

powerful anchor itself. By repeatedly emphasizing the concept, Respondents aim to make 

it the central point of reference for the court's decision-making process. This recursive 

application of the concept they seek to criticize underscores the complex, multi-layered 

nature of cognitive biases in legal proceedings. 

D. The Observer Effect In Action 

This case not only exemplifies the influence of the Halo Effect and Anchoring Bias 

but also serves as a cautionary tale about the subtle ways these biases can manifest, 

even in attempts to expose them. It demonstrates a legal version of the observer effect, 

where the act of analyzing biases inevitably introduces new biases into the process. 

E. The True Test for the Court 

The court now faces a maze of nested biases, where even the arguments meant 

to illuminate cognitive pitfalls may themselves be leading down a biased path. The true 

test for the court will be to recognize and transcend these multi-layered biases to arrive 

at a just and impartial decision based upon equity and the law. 

X. RELIEF REQUESTED 

 Today, December 2, 2024, marks the 2-year anniversary of Trustee’s filing of their 

fraudulent “verified” petition (Dkt. 203) on December 2, 2022. It is time for the Court to 

end the fraud.  

 Given the evidence of "potentially nefarious" and "murky" behavior and misconduct 

by Trustee Paice and Lane Powell's apparent disregard for California Probate Code and 

Rules of Professional Conduct, we respectfully request the Court to exercise its sua 

sponte authority and: 

1. Immediately remove David Allen Paice as Trustee of THE SHARON M. HAROLD 

IRREVOCABLE TRUST DATED OCTOBER 12, 2004; 

2. Dismiss the TEDRA petition with prejudice due to its fraudulent nature; 

3. Appoint an independent, court-supervised successor Trustee to manage the trust 
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in accordance with its terms and applicable law; 

4. Order a comprehensive forensic audit and full accounting of the trust's assets and 

transactions for the entire period of David Allen Paice's Trusteeship; 

5. Order Trustee Paice to personally reimburse the Trust for all improperly incurred 

legal expenses, including attorney-in-fact fees per California Probate Code 4204, 

and return all misappropriated attorney fee funds to the Trust; 

6. Prohibit the use of trust funds for any legal fees or expenses incurred by David 

Allen Paice in defending against this removal action or in seeking personal 

releases of liability; 

7. Impose a constructive trust on any assets improperly transferred out of the trust by 

David Allen Paice; 

8. Ensure that all beneficiaries are granted full access to Trust documents and 

financial records; 

9. Investigate the potential ethical violations committed by Lane Powell and consider 

appropriate sanctions; 

10. Impose appropriate sanctions against Trustee Paice's attorney for filing fraudulent 

documents with the court; 

11. Refer the matter for potential criminal investigation into Trustee Paice's actions; 

12. Prohibit David A. Paice from serving in any future fiduciary capacity; 

13. Award Respondents their reasonable attorneys' fees and costs incurred in bringing 

this action; and 

14. Grant such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper to protect 

the interests of the trust and its beneficiaries. 

Respectively Submitted, 

DATED: December 2, 2024 s/Charles A. Harold, Jr.   
    Charles A. Harold,Jr., Residual Beneficiary and 

Respondent in pro se 
    1455 N. Tomahawk Rd. 
    Apache Junction, AZ 85119 
    Tel: 818-652-6400 / E-mail: chuckharold@gmail.com 
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DATED: December 2, 2024 s/John Harold     
     John Harold, Residual Beneficiary and 

Respondent in pro se 
230 Westmont Dr. 
Reedsport, OR 97467 
Tel: (541) 662-6262 
Email: john6231@live.com 

 
DATED: December 2, 2024 s/Angel Harold     
     Angel Harold, Residual Beneficiary and 

Respondent in pro se 
230 Westmont Dr. 
Reedsport, OR 97467 
Tel: (661) 289-4238 
Email: angelharold25@gmail.com 

 
DATED: December 2, 2024 s/Josette Harold Ramirez   
     Josette Harold Ramirez, Residual Beneficiary and 

Respondent in pro se 
11319 Playa St. 
Culver City, CA 90230 
Tel: (310) 280-6229 
Email: jobabe007@gmail.com 

 
We certify that this memorandum contains 3,657 
words, in compliance with the Local Civil Rules. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I am and was at the time of service of these papers herein, over the age of eighteen 

(18) years. 

On December 2, 2024, I caused the following documents: THE HALO EFFECT 

AND ANCHORING BIAS SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF VERIFIED JOINT 

OBJECTION (DKT 28)  to be electronically served on the interested parties in this action 

as follows: 
 
Gail E. Mautner, Esq. 
Aleksander Shilback, Esq. 
LANE POWELL, PC 
1420 Fifth Avenue, Suite 4200 
P.O. Box 91302 
Seattle, Washington 98111-9402 
Tel: (206) 223-7000 / Fax; (206) 223-7107 
E-mail: mautnerg@lanepowell.com 
  schilbacha@lanepowell.com 
 

 
Counsel for David A. Paice, Trustee of the 
Sharon M. Harold Irrevocable Trust dated 
November 12, 2004 

Paul Barrera, Esq. 
NORTH CITY LAW, PC  
17713 Fifteenth Avenue NE, Suite 101  
Shoreline, WA 98155-3839  
Tel: (206) 413-7288 / Fax: (206) 367-0120  
E-mail: paul@northcitylaw.com 
 

Counsel for Sharon M. Harold, Grantor of the 
Sharon M. Harold Irrevocable Trust dated 
November 12, 2004 

John J. Harold 
230 Westmont Dr. 
Reedsport, OR 97467 
Tel: (541) 662-6262 
Email: john6231@live.com 
 

Residual Beneficiary, Pro Se 

Amy Jane Small 
P.O. Box 352 
Graeagle, CA 96103 
Tel: (805) 827-0051 
Email: aj.harold9@gmail.com 
 

Residual Beneficiary, Pro Se 

Angel Harold 
230 Westmont Dr. 
Reedsport, OR 97467 
Tel: (661) 289-4238 
Email: angelharold25@gmail.com 
 
 

Residual Beneficiary, Pro Se 
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Josette Harold Ramirez 
11319 Playa St. 
Culver City, CA 90230 
Tel: (310) 280-6229 
Email: jobabe007@gmail.com 
 

Residual Beneficiary, Pro Se 

Jenifer Sawyer 
1819 74th St. E 
Tacoma, WA 98404 
E-mail:send2jen3@hotmail.com 
 

Residual Beneficiary, Pro Se 

Nicole Loomis 
31688D U.S. 97 
Tonasket, WA 98855 
E-mail: crazyapples10@gmail.com 

Residual Beneficiary, Pro Se 

via the electronic filing system maintained by the Clerk’s Office at the above-captioned 

court or by email if they were not registered to receive electronic service via the Clerk’s 

Office. 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Dated December 2, 2024, at Apache Junction, Arizona.  

 

 
     s/Charles A. Harold, Jr.________ 

Charles A. Harold, Jr. 

mailto:CHUCKHAROLD@GMAIL.COM
mailto:jobabe007@gmail.com
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