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Summary judgment should be granted on Count 1 against Defendant Timothy Miller. 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

In September 2009, just three days before court-ordered parent–child contact between 

Plaintiff Janet Jenkins and her then-seven-year-old daughter Plaintiff Isabella Miller-Jenkins, 

Defendant Lisa Miller transported Isabella to Nicaragua. Isabella has not been seen since. 

In a sworn deposition, Timothy admitted his involvement in the kidnapping. On 

September 21, 2009, after Timothy researched Lisa on the internet, Defendant Kenneth Miller 

told him Lisa wanted to go to Nicaragua because it would not extradite her back to the United 

States, where a court could transfer custody of her child to another woman. Dep. Tr. 13–14, 24, 

Ex. 26; see also Kenneth L. Miller Gov’t Ex. 5 at 3, Ex. 1 to Pl. Janet Jenkins’s Mot. for Partial 

Summ. J. on Count One Against Defs. Philip Zodhiates, Kenneth Miller, and Timothy Miller 

(“Mot.”), ECF 439-1; Timothy Miller Plea Agreement (“Agreement”) 3, Ex. 16 to Mot., 

ECF 439-16. 

At the time, Lisa had “temporary legal and physical responsibility” for Isabella. See, e.g., 

Kenneth L. Miller Gov’t Ex. 5 at 1, Ex. 1 to Mot.; see also Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 15, § 664(1) 

(defining “Parental rights and responsibilities”). Jenkins had the right to parent–child contact 

with Isabella on a temporary basis. Kenneth L. Miller Gov’t Ex. 5 at 1, Ex. 1 to Mot.; 

Agreement 3; see also Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 15, § 664(2) (defining “Parent child contact”). For 

example, the family court ordered parent–child contact from September 25, 2009, to September 

27, 2009. See Kenneth L. Miller Gov’t Ex. 12, Ex. 3 to Mot., ECF 439-3. Jenkins also had 

pending since May 2009 a motion to transfer custody of Isabella to her, after Lisa’s repeated 

refusals to allow Jenkins parent–child contact. See Kenneth L. Miller Gov’t Ex. 14 at 1, Ex. 5 to 

Mot., ECF 439-5. The court had warned Lisa that continued contempt could result in a transfer 

of custody, but she continued to disobey. Id. at 7–8. 
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Timothy agreed to, and did, buy airplane tickets for Lisa and Isabella from Canada to 

Nicaragua without a stop in the United States. Dep. Tr. 15, 21–23, 27; Agreement 3. He 

purchased one-way tickets because he understood Lisa would have kept Isabella in Nicaragua if 

Jenkins’s motion to transfer custody were granted. Dep. Tr. 27–28. He also agreed to pick up 

Lisa and Isabella from the airport. Id. at 15. 

Timothy emailed friends and congregants, including Andrew Yoder, information about 

Lisa from protectisabella.com, which explained that Lisa and Jenkins were in a dispute over 

Isabella’s custody, that Lisa would probably lose custody of Isabella, that Vermont had 

jurisdiction over the case, that a Vermont court ruled Jenkins was a legal parent to Isabella, that 

Virginia’s appellate courts overturned a Virginia court order awarding Lisa “full custody and 

sole parental status,” and that Lisa had been denying Jenkins parent–child contact with Isabella 

since 2004. “Lisa Miller” Email, Ex. 27; see also Dep. Tr. 16–21. 

On September 22, 2009, Lisa and Isabella departed Canada using the tickets Timothy 

bought. Agreement 3. When Timothy learned the airlines wanted proof Lisa would leave 

Nicaragua, he had the travel agency that sold him the tickets resolve the issue. Dep. Tr. 35–37. 

He warned his acquaintances not to discuss Lisa because “it just might be more of a secret.” “Re: 

A Few Lines” Email, Ex. 28; see also Dep. Tr. 31–33. He also solicited and received a list of 

Nicaraguan residency requirements from Yoder, so Lisa could lawfully remain there. Dep. 

Tr. 29, 33, 37; see also “Residency Requirements” Email, Ex. 29. 

On September 23, 2009, Timothy picked up Lisa and Isabella from the airport in 

Managua and took them to Jinotega to make it harder to find them. Dep. Tr. 28–29, 40. In the 

United States, Lisa’s attorneys told Jenkins’s attorneys Lisa had not confirmed she would 
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comply with the September 25, 2009 parent–child contact. See “Interim Visitation Order” Email, 

Ex. 30. Jenkins’s mother unsuccessfully tried to reach Lisa. October 7, 2009 Letter, Ex. 31. 

Lisa and Isabella later visited Managua, staying at an apartment Timothy helped them 

rent. Dep. Tr. 44. Lisa taught children at Timothy’s home. Id. at 45. 

On November 20, 2009, the family court granted Jenkins “sole physical and legal 

custody” of Isabella and ordered that Isabella be transferred to Jenkins on January 1, 2010. 

Kenneth L. Miller Gov’t Ex. 14 at 21, Ex. 5 to Mot., ECF 439-5. 

Lisa and Isabella returned to Jinotega on April 27, 2010. Dep. Tr. 53. 

In May 2010, Timothy arranged for Yoder to bring him $500 in cash, purportedly for 

coffee, by cashing a check Kenneth cut him. See “Re: Address” Email, Ex. 32; Dep. Tr. 58–62. 

On November 30, 2016, Timothy pleaded guilty to conspiracy to commit international 

parental kidnapping. Agreement 1. He understood the government would have had to prove: 

a. That Isabella Miller Jenkins [sic] was previously in the United 

States; 

b. that the defendant agreed with others including Lisa Miller and 

Ken Miller to assist the taking of Isabella Miller Jenkins [sic] from 

the United States and retaining the child outside the United States; 

and 

c. the defendant acted with the intent to obstruct the lawful 

exercise of parental rights of Janet Jenkins. 

Id. at 2. He also “agree[d] to the following facts, which form[ed] the basis for the entry of the 

plea of guilty including relevant conduct”: 

a. That Isabella Miller Jenkins is the daughter of Lisa Miller and 

Janet Jenkins. Prior to September 22, 2009, Isabelle Miller Jenkins 

[sic] lived in the United States and Janet Jenkins had the parental 

right to visit Isabella Miller. 

b. That on or about September 21, 2009, the defendant was a 

Mennonite minister in Managua, Nicaragua when he was contacted 

by Kenneth Miller. Kenneth Miller told the defendant that Lisa 
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Miller was looking to leave the United States with her daughter 

Isabella Miller Jenkins [sic] as she could lose custody of Isabella to 

Janet Jenkins. 

c. Based on this information, the defendant agreed to assist in 

arranging Lisa’s and Isabella’s departure from the United States. 

The defendant did also purchase one-way airline tickets on 

September 21, 2009, for Lisa and Isabella to travel from Canada to 

Managua, Nicaragua on September 22, 2009. 

d. Lisa and Isabella departed Canada on or about September 22, 

2009, and arrived in Managua, Nicaragua. The defendant learned 

in November 2009 that Janet Jenkins was award[ed] custody of 

Isabella Miller Jenkins [sic]. The defendant continued to assist Lisa 

Miller with assistance up to and including May 2010 when he 

accepted and provided Lisa Miller with money. 

Id. at 2–3. 

ARGUMENT 

Timothy’s guilty plea to conspiracy to commit international parental kidnapping 

establishes beyond a reasonable doubt all elements of Vermont civil conspiracy: he agreed to 

effect an illegal purpose, someone used illegal means to further that purpose, and those means 

damaged Jenkins. See Jenkins v. Miller, No. 2:12-cv-184, 2017 WL 4402431, at *10 (D. Vt. 

Sept. 29, 2017) (citing Akerley v. N. Country Stone, Inc., 620 F. Supp. 2d 591, 600 (D. Vt. 2009) 

(Sessions, C.J.)). 

I. Timothy’s guilty plea establishes beyond a reasonable doubt that he agreed to effect 

an illegal purpose 

Timothy agreed to effect the Vermont tort of intentional interference with parental rights, 

meaning to abduct or otherwise compel or induce Isabella, a minor child, to leave Jenkins, a 

parent who was legally entitled to her custody, with knowledge that Jenkins did not consent. See 

Jenkins v. Miller, 983 F. Supp. 2d 423, 451–52 (D. Vt. 2013); accord Restatement (Second) of 

Torts § 700. 
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A. Timothy’s guilty plea establishes beyond a reasonable doubt that he agreed 

to abduct or otherwise compel or induce Isabella to leave Jenkins 

Timothy agreed to cause Isabella to leave Jenkins by compulsion or inducement. The 

Vermont tort covers the full gamut of ways to cause a child to leave her parent, whether 

voluntarily by inducement, meaning to “entic[e] or persuad[e] another person to take a certain 

course of action,” Inducement, Black’s Law Dictionary (11th ed. 2019), or involuntarily by 

compulsion, meaning “[t]o cause or bring about by force, threats, or overwhelming pressure,” 

Compel, Black’s Law Dictionary (11th ed. 2019). Accord Abduction, Black’s Law Dictionary 

(11th ed. 2019) (“lead[] someone away by force or fraudulent persuasion”). 

Timothy admitted to agreeing to cause Isabella to leave Jenkins either voluntarily or 

involuntarily. He pleaded guilty to agreeing to “remove[]” Isabella from the United States, 18 

U.S.C. § 1204, meaning to “transfer or mov[e]” her outside the United States, Removal, Black’s 

Law Dictionary (11th ed. 2019)—a voluntary or involuntary means of causing Isabella to leave 

Jenkins. See also Take, Black’s Law Dictionary (11th ed. 2019) (defining “take” to mean “1. To 

obtain possession or control, whether legally or illegally … 2. To seize with authority; to 

confiscate or apprehend”). He also pleaded guilty to agreeing to “retain[]” Isabella outside the 

United States, § 1204, meaning to “[t]o hold” her “in possession or under control; to keep and 

not lose, part with, or dismiss,” Retain, Black’s Law Dictionary (11th ed. 2019)—an involuntary 

means of causing Isabella to leave Jenkins.1 

 
1 Timothy argues he did not admit any facts after September 2009 because he pleaded guilty 

to a crime that ended in September 2009. See Resp. 9, 11. But he pleaded guilty to the first count 

of his superseding indictment—conspiracy to commit international parental kidnapping, 

Agreement 1, which also makes it illegal to conspire to “retain[] a child (who has been in the 

United States) outside the United States with intent to obstruct the lawful exercise of parental 

rights.” 18 U.S.C. § 1204 (emphasis added). The superseding indictment provided the conspiracy 

began in September 2009 and continued. See Timothy Miller Superseding Indictment 1, Ex. 14 to 

Mot., ECF 439-14. Timothy understood the government would have been required to prove he 

agreed with others to retain Isabella outside the United States. Agreement 2. He admitted he 
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Timothy argues he did not admit to agreeing to abduct or otherwise compel or induce 

Isabella to leave Jenkins because that would have been “unreasonable and unnecessary to 

support” his guilty plea. See Mem. in Supp. of Def. Timothy Miller’s Obj. to Mot. (“Resp.”) 10, 

ECF 463. He does not engage with the language of the federal crime and the Vermont tort to 

explain how his agreement to remove and retain Isabella outside the United States does not 

establish he agreed to cause Isabella to leave Jenkins voluntarily or involuntarily. 

B. Timothy’s guilty plea establishes beyond a reasonable doubt that Jenkins 

was legally entitled to Isabella’s custody 

Jenkins was legally entitled to Isabella’s custody both when she had parent–child contact 

rights and after she was granted sole parental rights and responsibilities. Under Vermont law 

governing interference with parental rights, parent–child contact is a form of custody because 

Vermont seeks to deter parental abduction of children, to protect children, and to protect all 

parents from deprivation of their rights. See Mem. in Supp. of Mot. (“Mem.”) 16–17, ECF 439-

27 (comparing Vermont tort of intentional interference with parental rights with Vermont crime 

of custodial interference, which considers right to parent–child contact to be right to custody). 

Timothy admitted to acting with intent to obstruct Jenkins’s parental rights when he 

agreed to both remove and retain Isabella outside the United States. See Agreement 2. For the 

federal crime, “parental rights” “means the right to physical custody of the child—(A) whether 

joint or sole (and includes visiting rights); and (B) whether arising by operation of law, court 

order, or legally binding agreement of the parties.” 18 U.S.C. § 1204(b)(2). Timothy admitted 

 

“agreed to assist in arranging Lisa’s and Isabella’s departure from the United States” and he 

“continued to assist Lisa Miller” after “Jenkins was awarded custody of Isabella” in November 

2009. Id. at 3. Therefore, Timothy’s admitted conduct after September 2009 was necessary to 

support his guilty plea, and he is precluded from relitigating those facts. 
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Jenkins had the right to parent–child contact with Isabella before September 22, 2009, and sole 

parental rights and responsibilities starting in November 2009.2 

Timothy argues Jenkins’s right to parent–child contact did not give her custody. See 

Resp. 10–12, 15–18. He ignores Vermont law to the contrary, see Mem. 16–17, and cites no 

support for the proposition that only a parent with legal and physical responsibility has custody 

for purposes of Vermont law governing interference with parental rights. 

Timothy also argues he could not have conspired with Lisa to intentionally interfere with 

Jenkins’s parental rights because Lisa had sole custody or, at best for Jenkins, joint custody. See 

Resp. 15 (citing Restatement (Second) of Torts § 700 cmt. c). The Vermont Supreme Court 

likely would not adopt the rule Timothy advances, see Jenkins, 983 F. Supp. 2d at 451 (noting 

Vermont Supreme Court has declined to adopt portions of Restatement), given Vermont’s clear 

policy preference for protecting children and protecting all parents from deprivation of their 

rights, including the right to parent–child contact, see Mem. 16–17. 

Timothy further argues Isabella did not “leave” Jenkins before November 2009 because 

Lisa’s temporary legal responsibilities included controlling Isabella’s travel arrangements. See 

Resp. 11 (citing Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 15, § 664(1)). Lisa’s temporary parental rights and 

responsibilities were subject to Jenkins’s right to contact with Isabella, see § 664(1)(B), so she 

could not use them to interfere with Jenkins’s rights by removing and retaining Isabella outside 

 
2 Timothy argues he did not admit the facts in paragraph 5 of his plea agreement but merely 

agreed the government would have introduced those facts at trial. See Resp. 9. Unlike paragraph 

4, paragraph 5 does not specify Timothy merely understood the government would have 

introduced those facts at trial. See Agreement 2. Instead, those facts formed the requisite basis 

for his plea. See Fed. R. Crim. P. 11(b)(3). Timothy did not, for example, enter a nolo contendere 

plea, whereby he did not admit his guilt but authorized the court to treat him as guilty, or an 

Alford plea, whereby he contested the facts and his guilt but pleaded guilty to avoid a harsher 

sentence. See North Carolina v. Alford, 400 U.S. 25 (1970). Besides, Jenkins’s parental rights 

are a necessary element of the crime. See 18 U.S.C. § 1204(a). 
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the United States for ten years and counting, cf. Chickanosky v. Chickanosky, No. 2009-94, 2010 

WL 7799902, at *4 (Vt. 2010) (holding mere one-week overnight Girl Scouts camp did not 

impermissibly infringe on mother’s custodial rights). 

C. Timothy’s guilty plea establishes beyond a reasonable doubt that he knew 

Jenkins did not consent 

Timothy acted with knowledge that Jenkins did not consent. He admitted he acted with 

intent to obstruct Jenkins’s parental rights. See Agreement 1. He necessarily also admitted he 

acted with knowledge that Jenkins did not consent because he could not have intended to 

obstruct Jenkins’s parental rights if he believed Jenkins consented. Cf. United States v. Hasan, 

586 F.3d 161, 165–66 (2d Cir. 2009) (suggesting knowledge of nonconsent is necessary by 

considering merits of defendant’s argument that evidence was insufficient to find nonconsent); 

United States v. Saliba, No. 8-CR-792, 2010 WL 1189350, at *1–2 (E.D.N.Y. Mar. 26, 2010) 

(suggesting knowledge of nonconsent is necessary because consent would negate intent). 

Timothy argues he did not admit he knew Jenkins did not consent because one can be 

guilty of international parental kidnapping even if the parent consented to the initial removal. See 

Resp. 12–14 (citing In re Extradition of Thi Ha Vu, No. 15-MJ-1049, 2016 WL 8674654, at *3 

(E.D.N.Y. Feb. 5, 2016)). Timothy, however, admitted he knew Jenkins did not consent to 

Isabella’s initial removal because he admitted he intended to obstruct Jenkins’s parental rights. 

Timothy also argues Lisa did not need Jenkins’s consent to travel with Isabella under 

both Vermont law and the Vermont family court’s orders. See Resp. 12–14. That is both not true 

because Lisa’s rights were subject to Jenkins’s rights, see Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 15, § 664, and 

irrelevant to whether Timothy admitted he knew Jenkins did not consent. 

Case 2:12-cv-00184-wks   Document 470   Filed 02/18/20   Page 12 of 18



9 

II. Timothy’s guilty plea establishes beyond a reasonable doubt that someone furthered 

the illegal purpose using illegal means 

The conspiracy’s illegal purpose was furthered by illegal means. Unlike a criminal 

conspiracy, civil conspiracy requires that the plaintiff was damaged by something unlawful done 

to further the conspiracy. Jenkins, 2017 WL 4402431, at *10. Timothy admitted Lisa, with his 

help and to further their conspiracy, removed and retained Isabella outside the United States to 

obstruct Jenkins’s parental rights. See Agreement 2–3. Thus, the illegal purpose of Timothy and 

Lisa’s conspiracy was furthered by Lisa’s illegal actions. 

Timothy argues Jenkins is required to prove she was damaged by something illegal he 

himself did. See Resp. 4–7. The cases Timothy cites do not limit civil liability to conspirators 

who act illegally to further the conspiracy.3 If one conspirator causes the plaintiff damage by 

doing something illegal to further the conspiracy, then all conspirators can be held liable, even if 

they do nothing illegal. See, e.g., Mansfield Heliflight, Inc. v. Freestream Aircraft USA, Ltd., 

No. 2:16-cv-28, 2019 WL 4863013, at *10 (D. Vt. Mar. 12, 2019) (Reiss, J.) (holding defendant 

could be liable for co-conspirator’s illegal filing of fraudulent lien to further conspiracy to file 

fraudulent lien); F.R. Patch Mfg. Co. v. Prot. Lodge, No. 213, Int’l Ass’n of Machinists, 60 A. 

74, 80 (Vt. 1905) (“[E]ach conspirator becomes responsible for the means used by any co-

conspirator in the accomplishment of the purpose in which they are all at the time engaged.”); 

Preston v. Hutchinson, 29 Vt. 144 (1856) (“It does not seem to be of any importance that all 

should have participated in the game. If they were confederates and laboring to a common end, 

this will be sufficient to create the liability, the same as in cases of conspiracy. … [I]t would be a 

 
3 For example, Timothy modifies his quotation of Boutwell v. Marr, 42 A. 607, 609 (Vt. 

1899), to force this extra requirement. See Resp. 5. Boutwell says only that “the thing done be 

something unlawful in itself.” 42 A. at 609. 
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remarkable defense to say that each was only liable for the portion of the booty obtained by 

himself.”).4 

III. Timothy’s guilty plea establishes beyond a reasonable doubt that the illegal means 

damaged Jenkins 

The illegal means damaged Jenkins. Timothy admitted Lisa obstructed Jenkins’s parental 

rights by removing and retaining Isabella outside the United States. See Agreement 3. That 

constitutes damage to Jenkins. See Restatement (Second) of Torts § 700 cmt. d (“The deprivation 

to the parent of the society of the child is itself an injury that the law redresses.”). 

Timothy argues Jenkins was not damaged because Lisa had temporary parental rights and 

responsibilities and Jenkins cannot recover damages for lost parent–child contact. See Resp. 19. 

Jenkins’s only relief, he argues, is to seek to enforce the parent–child contact order, including 

through contempt. Id. These arguments fail because Vermont recognizes a damages claim for 

intentional interference with a parent’s right to parent–child contact. See Jenkins, 983 F. Supp. 

2d at 450–52; see also supra Section I.B. 

Timothy alternatively argues Jenkins’s damages are limited to the those related to the 

missed parent–child contact in September 2009 because one could only speculate whether 

custody would be transferred to Jenkins after that missed contact. See Resp. 20. Jenkins has not 

moved for summary judgment on the extent of her damages, only on the issue of whether she 

was damaged, as required by Vermont civil conspiracy law. Timothy’s argument still fails 

 
4 Accord Adcock v. Brakegate, Ltd., 645 N.E.2d 888, 895 (Ill. 1994) (holding plaintiff need 

not prove conspirator did something unlawful to further conspiracy because conspirators “are 

liable for injuries caused by any unlawful acts performed pursuant to and in furtherance of the 

conspiracy”); Halberstam v. Welch, 705 F.2d 472, 481 (D.C. Cir. 1983) (“[A]ll [conspiracy’s] 

members are liable for injuries caused by acts pursuant to or in furtherance of the conspiracy. A 

conspirator need not participate actively in or benefit from the wrongful action in order to be 

found liable. He need not even have planned or known about the injurious action … so long as 

the purpose of the tortious action was to advance the overall object of the conspiracy.”). 
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because he admitted he agreed both to remove and retain Isabella outside the United States, 

including after Jenkins was awarded sole parental rights and responsibilities. See supra 

Section I.A. Defendants’ conspiracy did not interfere solely with one parent–child contact 

weekend; by design, it prevented any future parent–child contact and any transfer of custody for 

the remainder of Isabella’s childhood and perhaps beyond. Their conspiracy caused Jenkins the 

emotional distress any mother would suffer from the decade-long kidnapping of her child to a 

foreign country. Each Defendant, including Timothy, can be held responsible for those damages. 

See supra Section II. 

IV. Jenkins is not required to prove the illegal means were used to benefit Timothy 

Relying on Wei Wang v. Shen Jianming, No. 2:17-cv-153, 2019 WL 3254613, at *6 (D. 

Vt. July 19, 2019) (Reiss, J.), Timothy argues Jenkins is required to prove the illegal means were 

used to benefit him. See Resp. 14. First, that argument is based on dicta because Wei Wang 

assumed the cause of action existed and dismissed. See 2019 WL 3254613, at *6. Second, Wei 

Wang quotes Montgomery v. Devoid, 915 A.2d 270 (Vt. 2006), which refers to a civil conspiracy 

claim but instead involved an aiding-and-abetting claim. Third, the benefit requirement applies 

just to a defendant who approved the tort. See, e.g., Adams v. Cook, 100 A. 42 (Vt. 1917) 

(holding it was legally sound to charge jury that “[a]ll who aid, command, advise, or 

countenance the commission of a tort by another, or who approve of it after it is done if done for 

their benefit, are liable in the same manner as they would be if they had done it with their own 

hands” (emphasis added)). 

CONCLUSION 

Summary judgment should be granted on Count 1 against Defendant Timothy Miller. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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1 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF VERMONT 

JANET JENKINS, et al., 

 Plaintiffs, 

 v. 

KENNETH L. MILLER, et al., 

 Defendants. 

No. 2:12-cv-184-WKS 

DECLARATION OF DIEGO A. SOTO 

IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF JANET JENKINS’S REPLY TO DEFENDANT 

TIMOTHY MILLER’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF JANET 

JENKINS’S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON COUNT ONE 

AGAINST DEFENDANTS PHILIP ZODHIATES, KENNETH MILLER, AND 

TIMOTHY MILLER 

I, Diego A. Soto, declare under penalty of perjury that the following is true and correct: 

1. I am a Staff Attorney at the Southern Poverty Law Center and represent Plaintiffs 

Janet Jenkins and Isabella Miller-Jenkins in this case. 

2. Exhibit 26 is a true and correct copy of the transcript of Defendant Timothy 

Miller’s December 20, 2011 deposition in United States v. Kenneth L. Miller, No. 2:11-cr-161 

(D. Vt.), which I downloaded from PACER. 

3. Exhibit 27 is a true and correct copy of a September 21, 2009 email from Timothy 

Miller with the subject “Lisa Miller,” which was introduced as Government Exhibit 1 in Timothy 

Miller’s December 20, 2011 deposition in United States v. Kenneth L. Miller, No. 2:11-cr-161 

(D. Vt.), and which was produced in this case by Defendant Kenneth Miller. 

4. Exhibit 28 is a true and correct copy of a September 22, 2009 email from Timothy 

Miller with the subject “Re: A Few Lines,” which was introduced as Government Exhibit 3 in 
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Timothy Miller’s December 20, 2011 deposition in United States v. Kenneth L. Miller, No. 2:11-

cr-161 (D. Vt.), and which was produced in this case by Kenneth Miller. 

5. Exhibit 29 is a true and correct copy of a September 22, 2009 email from Andrew 

Yoder with the subject “Residency requirements,” which was introduced as Government 

Exhibit 2 in Timothy Miller’s December 20, 2011 deposition in United States v. Kenneth L. 

Miller, No. 2:11-cr-161 (D. Vt.), and which was produced in this case by Kenneth Miller. 

6. Exhibit 30 is a true and correct copy of a September 23, 2009 email from 

Defendant Rena Lindevaldsen with the subject “Interim Visitation Order.” 

7. Exhibit 31 is a true and correct copy of an October 7, 2009 letter from Sarah Star 

to the Rutland, Vermont Family Court. 

8. Exhibit 32 is a true and correct copy of a May 11, 2010 email from Kenneth 

Miller with the subject “Re: Address,” which was introduced as Government Exhibit 8 in 

Timothy Miller’s December 20, 2011 deposition in United States v. Kenneth L. Miller, No. 2:11-

cr-161 (D. Vt.), and which was produced in this case by Kenneth Miller. 

Executed on February 18, 2020 /s/ Diego A. Soto  

 Diego A. Soto 

 Counsel for Plaintiffs 
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