
From: J Jones
To: Patricia Ronan
Subject: Re: DPS PRR 14-3196
Date: Thursday, December 18, 2014 11:20:27 AM

A motion to dismiss is not a reply. You are free to reply. I too am busy through the holidays
(because of the defendants' actions in this matter), but I will make sure that that Order is served
on them and the other defendants.As we are heading into the busiest three months of the year,
and given that the order clearly states all parties not some parties, and in light of the fact that
some parties have yet to be served, I am not available to meet with you at this time.
 
Jennifer "Jade" Jones
Publisher, The DESERT FREEDOM PRESS

News you can use for Quartzsite and La Paz County, AZ!
hd the other defendants.ttp://thedesertfreedompress.blogspot.com

On Thursday, December 18, 2014 9:28 AM, Patricia Ronan <PRonan@cgsuslaw.com> wrote:

Ms. Jones-
In reviewing the docket yesterday, I observed that the court ordered parties confer
prior to filing any motion to dismiss pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6). The order was
supposed to have been served with the summons and complaint, but none of my
clients received it.

This email is an effort to arrange such a conference with you before the responsive
pleadings are due. As I previously mentioned, because of the Christmas holiday and
previously scheduled vacations, we have limited availability to engage in such
discussion. Are you available tomorrow, December 18, at 2 pm to have a conference
call to discuss the complaint, possibly amending it, and the anticipated Rule 12(b)(6)
motion? We can phone you or make a conference call number available, as you
prefer. 

Please advise.

Patricia E. Ronan

Sent from my iPhone

On Dec 16, 2014, at 7:54 PM, J Jones <thedesertfreedompress@yahoo.com> wrote:

I'm sorry, but that doesn't work for me. Everyone has been aware of this matter
since the Notice of Claim was served, and then formally denied in a public meeting.
And upon information and belief, someone in the firm has very likely scanned for all
cases v Quartzsite, so you were more likely than not aware of the filing of this case
back in August. 
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I don't believe you have any clients in this case that have not been served. In my
view, and in the view of the author of the legal article previously provided to your
firm by Mayor Foster, the only client you represent is the Town, as in the
corporation's shareholders (which ironically includes me, as a resident), and not any
individual member of the board of directors so to speak, specifically some named
individuals whose executive protection will need to be determined (you may wish to
review the public discussion during the Council's Resolution for indemnification
where you stated an attorney could make that decision), and your clients are
certainly not named former employees who may have acted as rogue agents
(corporate employees are not clients of the corporate attorney). You may need to
request formal permission from the current Council if your firm wishes to represent
those defendants. Of course,the two named members of the Council will have to
recuse themselves from that vote. Since the controversial retroactive
indemnification issue raises concerns about who you are actually representing,
conflict council may be needed should representation for those named individuals
be approved by a quorum of the current council. Your legal opinion on that issue
has created fascinating new issues. No disrespect intended, these are just
suggestions, as you certainly don't need my legal advice.

 
Jennifer "Jade" Jones
Publisher, The DESERT FREEDOM PRESS

News you can use for Quartzsite and La Paz County, AZ!
http://thedesertfreedompress.blogspot.com

On Tuesday, December 16, 2014 2:26 PM, Patricia Ronan <PRonan@cgsuslaw.com>
wrote:

Ms. Jones-
On December 9, 2014, the Town of Quartzsite and two Councilmembers were
served in the above-referenced action.  Their responsive pleadings are due on
December 30, 2014. 
 
Because of the Christmas holiday and vacations in our office, we were
wondering if you would agree to allow us an extension for filing.  We would like
to request until January 16.  I attach a form of stipulation that, if you agree, we
would file with the Court.  I have highlighted you electronic signature and will
only file the document if I receive an email with your permission to do so. 
Could you be so kind to let me know this week?
 
This extension might also afford you more time to file proof of service with the
Court.  To the extent additional defendants whom we represent are served
before December 30 and proof of service is filed by that date, we make
appropriate responsive pleadings for them as well on January 16.
 
Please feel free to respond by email or call me if you have any questions.
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Best regards,
 
Patricia E. Ronan, Esq.
Curtis, Goodwin, Sullivan, Udall & Schwab, P.L.C.
501 East Thomas Road
Phoenix, Arizona  85012-3205
www.cgsuslaw.com
602-393-1700
FAX:  602-393-1703
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