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IT. ASSIGMMENTS OF ERROR . .

(1) Did Plaintiff Blakely establish an attorney-client
agency relationship when securing an agreement from
Defendant Attorney Kahrs to reprssant him 2 '

(2) Did Defendant Kahrs commit legal malpractice and/

or attorney Misconduct when securing through invalid
agreement with Attorney Spgurgetis to limit the represen-
tation of Attornsy Kahrs, contrary to Plaintiff Blakely's
best intersst ? . . .

{3) Was Defendant Rahrs agreement with Attorney Spurgetis
to not regresent Plaintiff Blakely in the three Thurston
County lawsuits an implicit and/or explicit agreement to
join an ongoing- larger conspiracy to grevent Plaintiff
Blakely from obtaining legal assistance that would allow
Plaintiff Rlakely to regain control of his finances.?

(4) Did Defendant Rahrs intentionally commit legal malor-
actice by ignoring the mandates of RCW 4.08,000 reguir-
ing representaiton by counszl in the thrse Thursten County
lawsuits ? . . o

{3) Did Defendant Kahrs intenticnally ignore the legal fact
that the Court's order limiting his representation that

he relies on, necessarily reguires an incapacitated person
finding, theyeby raising the jurisdictional fact at issue

as to whether or not the dictates of RCW 11.88 had keen.
followed ? ' . . .

(6) It is a material fact at issue as to whether or not
Defendant Kahrs is fraudulently attempti ng to deceive tnis
Court into belisving that he was unaware of the legal fact
that a court order limiting attormey representation and
. reguiring authorization of a court apgointed trustee, in-
herently creates an unethical and unconstitutional conflict
of interest, by vehicle of ethical and fiduciary duty to
fake sure Plaintiff Blakely was represented by counsel
during the thre2 Thurston County lawsuits ? '

-{7) As clearly and conslusively evidenced by the transcriots
of the Thurston County Supericor Court lawsuits proceedings
that the trial court determined that Plaintiff Blakely was
competent and that he had a right to be represented by ¢
counsel ? : . . .
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DISPUTED MATERIAL FACIS AT ISSUE

(1) A material fact at issue exists as to why Defendant Kahrs is
refusing to provide a copy of the attorney-client contract signed by
both Ralph Blakely and Attorney Kahrs; further creating a material fact

at issue as to whether or not said attorney-client creates an attorney-

client relationship as matter of law;.which is relevant and material to
the material fact at i:ssue as to whether Defendant Kahrs defemse of ''the
court made me do it," is an invalid defense and/or a fraud upon the
Court. ' : :

(2) A material fact at issue exists as to whether or not Defendant Kahrs
knew his defense of ‘'the court made me do it,"
the law, when he billed, inter alia, '$360 to visit Ralph Blakely in
prison without first obtaining permission from the court. £yt ¢ '

(4) Material facts at issue exist concerning Defendant Attorney Kahrs
consumer advertisement and his letter which states '“practicing in
federal courts, habeas corpus, Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, civil
.rights litigation," (Exhibit No. 11) violates the Washington Consumer
Protection Act under the facts and circumstances present in this case.

(5) Material facts at issue exist as to whether Defendant Kahrs intended
to fraudulently manipulate the Spokane Superior Court by claiming said
Superior Court Order limited his representation, contrary to the clear
terms of said Court Order, stating that the $35,000 retainer fee was to
be used "solely for the benefit of Mr. Blakely."

(6) Material facts at issue exist concerning Defendant Attorney Kahrs'
multiple billing for the same alleged services; and material facts at
issue exist as to whether or not Defendant Kahrs committed theft by
fraud of.a portion of the money charged Ralpn Blakely, inter alia, as
alleged in the State Bar Association Complaint filed by Ralph Blakely
against Defendant Attorney Kanrs, which prompted Defendant Kahrs to
withdraw from the case.

(7) Numerous material facts at issue exist regarding whether or not
Defendant Kahrs intentionally accepted $35,000.00 of

Ralph Blakely's money to protect and advarnce his constitutional rights
in challenging Ralph Blakely's conviction and to protect Ralph Blakely's
medical care rights under Washington Law, the Federal Constitution, and
the American Disabilities Act; whereas Defendant Kanrs charged Ralph
Blakely over $25,000.00 and did not protect or advance medical care and
did not prepare and/or file for amy post conviction relief challenging
Ralph Blakely's underlying unlawful conviction; when as here, Attorney
Kato was paid over eight thousand dollars to file for post-conviction
relief that Defendant Kahrs was paid to do, but refused to do, in
violation of the attorney-client contract, attorney ethical
requirements, attorney fiduciary duty to’client, and in violation of
Ralph Blakely's legal and constitutional rights, of which inherently
constitutes, inter alia, attorney malpractice.g, .

(8) Several material facts at issue exists as to why Defendant Attorney
Kahrs spent substantial funds attempting to obtain a Declaration from

DISPUTED MATERIAL FACTS AT ISSUR ii

actually existed under -

108



trial witness Robbie Juarez-Trevino that would recant the existing sworn
to Declaration of Robbie Juarez-Trevino, offering sworn to  testimony
that he had falsely fabricated his trial testimony against Ralph Blakely

at trial at behest of favor from prosecution, offered by the prosecutor -

to Robbie Juarez-Trevino.

(9) Numerous legal and material facts at issue exist as to whether or
not Ralpn Blakely is, and/or ever has been, (relevant to these
proceedings) an '‘incapacitated person,' as matter of fact and/or law;
and whether or not Attorney Spurgetis and Judge Tompkin, in concert with
Deferdant Attorney Kahrs, deliberately exercised control of Ralph
Blakely's financial assets with purpose to manipulate the scope and

breadth of representation Ralph Blakely would receive from Defendant

Attorney Kahrs; creating <a plethora of interrelated, interdependent

material facts at issue, a significant portion of which cannot be -

properly framed until the discovery process is completed, such as Ralph
Blakely being provided a copy of the Attorney-Client Contract signed by
Defendant Kahrs and Ralph Blakely; all of which will require the Court
to obtain answers to the following questions from Deferdant Kahrs, to
wlt:

(A) Was Defendant Kahrs aware that Ralph Blakely was never
determined to be an ‘‘incapacitated person’' pursuant to the mandates

of Chapter 4.88 RCW and the Constitution of the United States§§gfég oy

There can be no legitimate question as to whether Defendant

Kahrs koew that Ralph Blakely had never been lawfully

determined to be an incapacitated person because he would have
had to know that the Grant County Superior Court jury trial
and Eastern State Hospital had ruled that Ralph Blakely not an
incapacitated person. '

- (B) Was Defendant Attorney Kahrs aware that because, as matter of
law, that Chapter 4.88 RCW mandates are an essential condition
precedent to the appointment of a guardian ad litem as applied to
this case; and that thereforé, no legitimate guardian ad litem had
been. appointed, thereby, rendering Attorney Spurgetis' purported
appointment as trustee was and is invalid.

In other words, as conclusively evidenced by the existing
record, Defendant Kahrs knew that Ralph Blakely had never
lawfully been determined an incapacitated person, thereby
rendering any purported 'trustee” status by Judge Tompkin and
Attorney Spurgetis clearly invalid, which would have been
known by any competent attorney;ﬁﬁﬁofﬁithstanding that the
trial judge in the three subject matter lawsuits had ruled
Ralpn Blakely unquestionably competent; requiring Defendant
Kahrs to inform this court why he did not require this court,
and the courts in the three subject matter lawsuits to appoint
an attorney as required by RCW 4.08.060, whereas on the other
‘hand, if Defendant Kahrs knew that Ralph Blakely was not an
incapacitated person within the meaning of Chapter 4.83 RCW
and Chapter 4.08 RCW, the any competent attorney would have
known that no restrictions <could be made on his

representation; notwithstanding the ethical and constitutional
5 ) violations encompassed in Defendant Kahrs conduct.
age <
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» STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Ralph Howaggugfagilépi;Aggenggigigglgﬁg 2ISgU§g%gglgi neeggstrust in
Spokane County Superior Court. On December 3, 2009, the Court issued’
(granted Actorney Kahrs' devious proposed order) approving the disburse-
ment of funds from Blakely's special needs trust. ((Deception becomes
clear, when Defendant Kahrs intentionally commit legal malpractice by
ignoring the "mandates of RCW 4308.060"requiring representation by
'counael in this devious proposed order of 12/3/09)) The Court found that
Blakely was in need of funds for the purposas of pursuing poat-conv1ct10n
reliaf and obraining medical care. The court (impropsrly granted disbur-
sement of 335,000.00 ro Kehrs ("solely for the benmefit of Mr. Blakely"),
fHAT BEING THE CASE, constitutes an attorney—-clisat relationship agreae- '
ment confirmed by 1/9£5/6/2009 attorney-client ggreemants’of "no restric-
. tions" (Court of Appeals 4/24/17 Opinion)
Over 5 years pass, and Blakely being an"incapacitated person''RCW 4,08,060
is without representation, as Kahrs declines to‘file such fomplaints and
explainted that these comp;aints were ocutside his representation (as

outlined by the Spokane County Superior Court order that he submitted

and prepared for Eis 1gelf-interest! and self-earichment). Denying inca—'_

pacitated persén Biakely.without.représentatiOﬁ on the three Thurston

County Super;or Court lawsuits of severe 1ﬁ3ury. Alrost Blind Blakely

filed his civil rights complaints pro se. (Court ofrAppeals 4/24/17 Opinion)
November 2015, Tﬁial Cburt hearing, Blakely presented(g) nine

'GENUINE ISSUES OF MATERIAL FACTS' and the burden should mot bave been

shifted to the nonmoving party of incapacitated person Blakely, when the

Court 'opens the door’ with self-interest Xahrs devious Court Order for

the disbursement of $35,000,00 "FOR THE SOLE BENEFIT OF Mr. Blakely"

atrorney—client relationship agreement.

STATEMENT OF CASE~-ERRORS —y-



In May 2015, Blakely an incapacitated éerson, pro se, filed a comp-~
laint for legal malpractice and brea;h of fiduciary duty against Xahrs and
his law firm, The trial court'erreé Janvary 25, 2016, dismissing all
claims against Kahrs by not considéring Blakely's incapacitated person RCW
4.08,060 mandating legal representation. (Court of Appeals page 2)

Lawyer Kahrs 5December 3,2017 self-interest drafted order for $35,000,
Affom Blakely's special person needs trust in Spokane County Superior Court'
makes and fulfills an attornsy-client agreement contract !(COA Opinion p 3)
Blakely (5 years later) alleges that Kahrs breached hié duty of care by
refusing to represent him in pursuing(lmedical negligence, malpractice and
brutal battery and assault by medical staff complaints)) and that he suff-
ered damages when he had to file these cowmplaints pro se, (COA Opinion p3)
.Thé trial court and Court of Appealé‘erred with conflicec and dispute over
substantial evidence of Kahrs' letters (Ex.&o. ) ciearly stating he would
not handle the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals issuz of COmpélling medical
medication for Blakely of cobalamin. Then latter refusihg to represent
"incapacitated persoa” Blakely oﬁ hié three Thurston County medical negli-
gence, mélpractice lawsuits. But iatter puts in Notice of Appearance, and
péys court fees without trustes permission. The COA OPinion opens this door)

The genuine issue of material féét must be considered by the courts
"In moving for summary judgment, Xahrs argued that his écope-of representa-
tion was limited to representing Blakaly for the two purposes idantified
(by his seif—interest drafted court oéder Ex.Noss 93-94) by the Spokane
County Superior Court order of December 3, 2009 - pursuing post-coaviction
relief and obtaining medical care." "Blakely claims.Kahfs manipulated and
'misled’ the trial court by his self;interest drafted court order that the
Spokane Superior Court Judge altered with special notation (( SOLELY FOR

THE BENEFIT OF Mr, Blakely)) (COA Apinion page 3)

—-yi—



Lawyer Kahrs hanipulating'and misleading the trial court to obtain
$35,000,00 f;mm Blakely's special person needs trust fund coastitutes
and.affirms thé étiorney—client contract, (COA Opinion p 3) Kahrs
scheme is clearly_shown by the January 9, and May 1, 2009 two general
atcorney~-client relatiomship agreements that Blakely compelled the
order to producce 5 years later with a fabricated self-interest bill,
(Exhibit # K‘66,65) shows that Kahrs has knowledge of the Special Person
Care Trust needing a guardian at litem and legal representive. |
"The Court of Appeals Opinion page 4 'these repressntation agree-

ments were 'superseded by the Spokane County Superior Court order
limiting his representation.” This egregious error is conflict with
4the trial courc's ruling that it does not obide by another Courts'
ruling on an incapacitated person RCW 4,08,060, but the COA states
"representation agreements were superseded by the Spokane Court, p 3
"The duty of care Xahrs owed to 2lakely did not include ag obligacion
to pursus the civil rights complain;s or any otiher matters éﬁtside the
scope of the court order, That Kahrs schemingly drafted to misled tﬁe
Spokane Court, which noted "solely for the benefit of Mr. Blakely",

Kahrs 5 year late fee billing shows 'absolutely ag" benefits

to either pose-coaviction, or.'in obtaining medical cars. Xahrs was in
conflict with timely obtaining expért neurologist Raymond Singer and
refused to obtain a local neurologist.

The Court of Appeals and trial court have erred by not considering
the gaauige igsue of material fact th/at Kahfs (shown conflict) Ezhibit.
No. K38, vs, No. 8 of hiring an unlicensed investigator Kindred to have:
Robbie Jmarez-Trevino to withdraw his recantat@on Declaration that was

| . -,
witnessed by Ignacio Cobos, Stephan Espinosa Affidavits and licensed

-vii-
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En)

A, IDENTITY AND BASIS FOR REVIEW

' Petitioner Ralph Howard Blakely is 81, blind left eye, distorted
rignt vision, and is the beneficiary of a ?Spegial Parson Care.Needs
Trust' ia Spokane County Superior Couit. On December 5, 2009, the
Court improperly granced Attorney Kahrs (proposed Order) tﬁat Judge
Tompkins made a spéc'al nocation of solely for tqe bepefir of Mr.
Blakely's. This was for the disbursement of $35,000 from Blakely's
Sp&ci&&l?erson Care needs Trust, ({(Decaeption becomes clear, when Defe-
ndant Kahrs inteationally commits fréud upon tﬁa—Court by ignoring
the_"méndates of RCW 4@08,060" reqairing represaatation Sy counsal for

this December 3, 2009 Order.)

Ba THE COURT ERRED BY NOT VACATING JUDGMENT BASED ON DENIAL

OF JURY TRIAL AND JURISDICTIONAL/STRUCTURAL DEFECTS UNDER
PROVISIONS OF CIVIL RULE 89, (See exhibit No. 41
The aoave baing the Case, constitutes and ‘unrsstricted attorney-
client relatlonsnlp azreement. (Which January 9, and May 1,2009
agreements were concbaled, uatil compelled productios by the court)
Burnet v, Spokane Ambulance, 131 Wn.2d 484,933 P,2d4 1036(1997) Kahrs

breached his ducy of care by refusing to represent Blakely in pursu-

ing 'medical negligence, malpractice, and severe injury assault cos—

plaints in Thurston County Superior Court before statute of limitations.
feck v. Collfas, 181 Wa.App.67m5,19,21,24,35,46(2014); Anderson v, D
Dussalt, 181 Wn.2d 360,368,333 P.3d 395(2014); In Matter of Disciplinary
Proceedings Against Jones, 182 Wn, 2d 17,34,35 ,£0-45(2014) (IMDPA)
Marshal, No., 200, 302-8(ZUU7) n 50 concealment of the feas arrangement,
failure to meintain perscnal integrity in a situation where the Atto-
rney seeks to "deceive" the client. Kahrs' attorney-client fse billing
(5) years later on June 23,’2014 is a substantial proffered eyidance

to suppert Blakély's Compiaint of legal malpractice, breach of fiduciary
and care for the "scole benefit of Mr. Blakely", (IMPDA) Jones,182 Wn.

2d 17,34,35,40-45, 338 P.3d 842 (2014); Sphmidt v. Coogan, 181 Wn 2d
666,287‘P.3d681(2012); Shoemaker v. Ferrer, 168 Wn.2d 193,225P,.3d950(10)

Alsxander v. Sanford, 181 Wn. App,135,140, 325 P, 3d 341 +351,0n2,58,89

(2014)
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DISPUTED M% ERIAL FACTS AT ISSUE EXISTS FOR JURY TRIAL,
UNDER CR59' (f-g); CR 60 (b)(4) FRAUD, MISREPRESENTATION,
OR OTHER MISCONDUCT OF AND ADVERSE LAWYER UNDER RPC 8. 4(c)(5)(h)

Whether or not Defendant Kahrs obtained permission from the Court
when he billed, inter alia, $560, to visit Ralph Blakely ? Ex.#00?

Whether Defendant Kahrs self-interest ia his 5 year later fee billing
of about $17,000,00 for post—conviction relief for Mr. Blakely was
for Xahrs' self-interest-enrichment ? Based on this billing and clear

reference to the $ 2,317, payments to 'unlicensed' iavestigator Taylor

. Rindred to have Robbie-Juarez-Trevino withdraw his "recantation

'declaration" when licensed Detective Mario Torres, Ignacio Cobos,

Stéphan Espinosa, worked diligently to obtaia that 'second racantation

declarationi from Juarez—Trevinc;a . Rahrs refused to pay and refused

to communicate with Torres and Cobos.(Exhibité Nos. 4,5, Kahrs # 38)
Kahrs refused to pay Detactive Mario Torres for his work of 2009

for the affirmationsof the Juarez-Trevino notorized recantation

affidavit. (Which was seized by C/0 s Getchel, Newbsrry, Whaley

Sepzemaer 10, 2009 Exhibit Nos. 12 (a=d) Quoting Cobos Affidavit:

o s » 8o That I, further viewed a search report dated 9/10/09, froa
the Stafford Creek Correction Center, and C/0 Whaley Declaratiom

_had seizad (7) of Mr, Blakely's legal document bozes.

‘9, That Mr. Juarez-Trevino's affidavit was amon those (7) boxzes.
10, That correctional officers seized from my possession
"numerdus lagal documents witch Mr. Blakely's name and a copy
of the affidavit of Mr. Juarez-Trevino,'

11; That I again, on June 2010, were instrumental in obtaining
a second daclaration from Mr. Juarez—Trevino, with the condition
that said declaration eecs

12, That when I found out that Mr, Khars was taking advantage

of Mr. Biaxely by financially exploiting him because Mr, Kindred
was also working for Grant County Prosecutor's Office, and Mr.
Juarez~-Trevino's affidavit made it crystal clear that he was
instructed on his fabricated testimony by the Grant County
Prosecutor’s office.

13, That Mario Torres a licensed investigator had already
performed an investigation on behalf of Mr. Blakely for

which Mr. Kahrs collacted about $ 17,000, and Mr, Kahrs

refused to communicate with Mr. Torres.



D THE XING COUNTY_TRIAL COURT ERRED BY STRIKING ALL OF
Blakely's SUPPORTING DECLARATIONS, AFFIDAVITS AND
EVIDENCE, ER 401; OPEN DOOR DOCTRINE ER 403.

Whether or not the Court of Appeals erred by not coasidering the

evidence, declarations, affidavids supporting fraud, misreprese-

atation by an adverse lawyer under RPC 1.8 ? In Matter of
Disciplinarg Proceedings Against (IMDPA) Jones, 182 W, 2d 360,368,
333 P, 3d 395 (2014)?

King County Superior Court Judge Inveen abused discration by striking
all of Plaintiff's affidavits, declaraiions, exhibits of diresct personal
knowledge supporting Lawyer Kahrs' character misconduct under ER 405,
This opens the door doctrine to those personaiﬁknowleﬁge letters,
affidavirs, declarations and sup;orting exhi§its ghowing misrepre-—
sentatién, The Strikigg qf Ignacio Cobos December 4, 2015, four page
Affidavit, whose many letters of correspondence with Lawyer Kahrs about '
his and licensed detective Torres efférts tb obtain 'recantation
affidavit from Juarez—Tfevino follows:

l4. That when I attempted to communicate with Mr.Xhars and
Mr. Spurgetis, they were rude and cut the communication short,
despite the fact that I had a written relzase of information
and authorization from Mr. Blakely, which had prev1ously

been served to them by mail,

15, That I wanted to explain to Mr., Kahrs and Mr. Spurgetis
about the fact that I was instrumental in the investigation
and re=cantation of Mr. Jaurez-Trsvino.

16, That Mr. Khars refused to use Mr. Juarez-Trevino's
rﬂcantatlon on beshalf of Mr, Blakely.

17, That I prepared several legal docurwnta for Mr, Blakely
that clsarly demonstrated that Mr. Juarez-Irevino lied about
being at a Unit at Airway Heights Correction Center, when
he was at a different Unit. :

18, That it is my belief that Mr, Kahrs nlred Mr., Kindred
to interview Mr., Juarez-Trevino for the "SOLE" purpose to
"eoerce” Mr, Juarez-Trevino to withdraw his delcaration on
the recantaiton of his fabricated testimonye.

Scribed and Sworn Affidavit of Ignacio Cobos, 1Z/4/15/

The Afore-mentioned Cobos Affidavit is one of many personal knowledge

Declarations, exhibits showing fraud upon the Court (Exhibit No.5)



Based on denial of jury trial and jurisdictiégal / structural
defects under provisions of civil rule 59, challenging judgment ren-—
dered by Honorable Laura Inveen dated January 25, 2016, to wit:
Ordér Granting Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment Dismissal,
which was rendered by Judge Inveen without competent jurisdi;tiog.

o Petitioner Blakely hereby adopts by reference, Petitioner's Dec-
laration of Plaintiff Ralph Blakely identification of GENUINE MATERIAL
AND LEGAL FACTS AT ISSUE, THIRTEEN PAGES, along with attached thereto
Appendiz (A) chrough (H), see CR rule 10 (g):

(g) Adoption by Reference ; Exhibits,\Statementé in a pleading
may be adopted by reference in a different part of the same
pleading or in another pleading or in any motion. A copy of a
any written instrument which is an axhibit to a pleading is a
part thereof for all purposes. _
Petitioner Blakely nereby files this Motion to Vacate Judgment
premised primarily on this Court's ruling to strike the material and
jurisdictional legal facts at issue encompassed in said YDECLARATION
of Plaintiff Ralph Blakely IDENTIFICATION OF GENUINE MATERTIAL & LEGAL
FACTS AT ISSUE," thereby unlawfully and unconstitutionally depriving
Plaintiff Blakely of a jury trial in violation of the State of Washin~
gton and the United States Constitutions, c¢f,. Davis v. Cox, 183 ¥Wn,
24 269, 351 P. 3d 862 (2015). L
This Court's Order granting Summary Judgzent states in the hand-
written portions thereto, as follows:

In so ordering, the court finds the legal position of defendant's
motion to sctrike as wall taken, and has not considered materials
submitted in violation of CR 56 (e).

As substantial portion of the materials submitted by Plaintiff
were not made on personal knowledge, did not set forth facts that
would be admissible in evidence, and/or did not affirmatively show

_ the affiant was competent to testify to the matters stated there in.
The Court further notes that lay testimony is not competent Lo opinea
on the legal standard of care. .

Further, there is no legal authority for this court to réviaw
another superior court's order whether it be proceedings related
to Plaintiff's dissolution, his competancy or the special person
needs trust, '

Footnote l: In the future such position should be taken in the
form of an objection rather than separate pleading, LCR 56 (e)a

This Court's conclusion that "there is no legal authority for this



hY .

for this Court to review another superior Court's Order," has the legal
force and efféct, under the full faith and credit clause, of bindiﬁg
this Court with the fact that Pléintiff Blakely is an incapacitated
_person as matter of law, rendering‘said Order Granting Summary Judg-
menﬁ null and void becuase this Court cannot alwfully proceed against
an incapacitated person who has a guardian ad litem appointed as a t
trustes,

In addition, Defendant Kahrs has now proVidéd this Court a copy
of the "Representation agreement" between Defemdant Kahrs and Plain-
tiff Blakely which unquesitonable creates an attorney-client relation~
ship between Attorney{Kahrs and Ralph Blakely, nullifying Defendant
Kahrs " the court made me do it by limiting my representation" defense,
which states in pertinent part:

Fooo REPRESENTATION AGREEMENT

i1, In consideration of Kahrs Law Firm, P.S.(Attorney), agreeing
to represent RAlph Blakely (Client) in the matter of general elg
lecal representacionk, Client agrees to the following conditions
regarding Attorney's representation. :

4o A retainer of 35,000 must be paid by Cliemt to Attorney prior
to the time any work (other than the initial interview) will be
done or as arranged between Clisnt and Attorney. Cost incurred
by Attorney will be deduced from the retaimer at the time moathly
bills are preapred, Invoices will.be sent out for work dons on
the account and fees will subsequently be deduced from the re—
tainer, When the retainer is completely expended, the Client
‘will be asked for subsequent retainer based on the amount and
type of work anticipated.
7., This agreement shall be deemed executed in the State of Wash~
ington and shall be interpreted and construed in accordance with
 the A3ws of the State of Washington relating to contracts made
and performed therein. VBnue shall be proper only in the County .
of King, State of Washington,

There are no restrictions of representation encompassed in the above
"Representation Agreements" because it is for "seneral legal repre—

sentation", nor could their be, creating the following material facts

at issue. '
MATERIAL FACTS AT ISSUE



G, ‘ : , BASIS FOR PETITION FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
-Petitioner‘Ralph H, Blakely, agé 81, is almost blind, asking this

Supreme Cours to review the errors of the Court of Appeals I No.74765—7-1

\

April 24, 2017 Opinion. This arises from Appeal from King County Sup-
srior Court Case No., 15-12980-5, Honorable Laura C, Invesn granting
Defondant's Order for Sumsary Judgment dismissal as a manifest error
RAP 2.5.{a)(3); CR 60 (b) (2)(4), dated 6/14/16, stating in pertinent
part, germane to this Petition for‘Diécretionary Reviaw:

Page 23: ) -
C, This Court's conclusion that "there is no legal authority
For this court to raview another superior court's order,"”

had the legal force and effect, under the Full Faith and
Credit Clause, of biading this Court with thz fact that
Plaintiff (Petitioner) Ralph Blakely is an incapacitated
person as a matcer of law, renderiag said Order Graating
Defendant Michael C. Lahrs' Summary Judgmeat null and void,

Page 24:

2. The Cenuine Issue of Material Fact exists (10-22-15) Ex.#29
Declaration of Defendant Kahrs) misrepresencing, misleading tde
court, direct coaflict with Attorney-client agreements of 1/9/09
and 5/1/09 Ex.# 17(which were prepared by Xahrs) showing conceal-
ment, fraud as directly indicated on pages 3~4 of Ex.# 29,guoting:

Page 33 _
"] did not represent him (Blakely) oa civil matters, including
his civil rights and medical malpractice claiams, Bx.# 11."

Page 4:
%] cannot nelp you on your Ninth Circuit Case vess'l/20/101letter.”

Page -5: -

"In February, 2011, I agein declined to take on Mra Blakely's
madical malpractice and brutal assault injury cases before the
staturs of limitarions im April and May of 2010." Ex.#

a0@ 25081 . . . s . . N .
PLafiggstotlacely vas, forceq to prepare and servg ang file his cwo medical
1 4}cgidnpefendant Kahrs intentionally commit legal malpractice by

IGNORING the maddates of RCW 4.08.080 resquiring the representation '
by counsel in the Three Thurston County Sugerior Court lawsuits.

(5) Did Defendant Attorney Kahrs intentionally IGNORE the legal
fact that the Court's Order limiting his representaiton that he
relies on, (Ex. # 10) necessarily reguires an incapacitated person
finding, thereby raising &hé jurisdictional fact at issue as toO
whether or not the dictates of RCW 11,88 had been followed.



, OPage 26:

~ He. ., THE COURT SHOULD VACATE JUDGMENT BASED ON DENIAL OF JURY TRIAL
AND JURISDICTIONAL DEFECTS UNDER PROVISIONS OF CIVIL RULE 59,
(Fact and Argument Exhibit # 41, 19 pages)

(1) Was Dsfendant Xhars aware that Blakely was pever detarmined to
be an "incapacitated person" pursuaat to the mandates of Chapter
4,88 RCW and the Constituiian of the United States,

There can be no legitimate guestion as to whether Dsfendant Xahrs
knew that Ralph Blakely had never been lawfully determined to be ah
incapacitated person becuase he would have to had to know that the
Grant County Superior Court Jury Trial and Eastern State Hospital
had ruled that Ralph Blakely was not an incapacitated persom, when
reviewing the criminal record.

{2) Was Defendant Attorney Kahrs aware that bescamse, as matter of daw,
RCW 4,88 "mandates" are an essential condition ptec&dent to the appoint-
ment of a guardian ad litme as applied to this case; and shat therefore,
no leg1t1mate guatdlan ad litem had been appointed, th reby, rendering
Attorney Spurgetcis' purported appointssnt as trustee invalid and void.

In other words, as conclusively evidenced by the existing record,
Defendanc Kahrs knew that Ralph Blakely had mever lawfully been
determined an incapacitated' person, thereby rendering any purported
“rrustee" status by Judge Tompkins and Attorney Spurgetis clearly
invalid, which would have been known by any competent attorngy;
notwithstanding that the trial judge in the three subject matter

~ lawsuits has ruled Ralph Blakely unquestionably competent; requir—
ing Defendant Kahrs to inform this Court why he did not require
this Court and the Courts in the three subject matter lawsuits to
appoint an attorney as reguired by RCH 4,08,060; whereas on the

- other hand, if Defendant Kahrs kew chat Ralph Blakely was not an
incapacitated person within the meaning of Chapter 4.88 RCW, then
any competent attorney would have knowr that no restricitomns could
be lawfully made on Defendant Attornay Kahrs representasion.

There can be no question that Spokane Suparior Court Judge Tompkins
rendered Ralph Blakely an incapaéitsted person, as & matter of law, by -
Order dated 2/27/01, which states in pertinent part:

At the time of resolurion of the panding casas, the Court creatsd
a single transaction discreticnary support thust under the ‘
provisions of WAC Chapter 388-505 and 42 U.S.D.C. 1390p(d)(4)(A).
This trust protected ongoing benefits as well as dissolution and
other proceeds for Ralph H, Blakely, Jr, Nons of the assets hersin
wers made available to Ralph H. Blakely, Jr., his agent or Guardianm,
nor were either to have any ownership thereof whasscever. All fuands
received pursuant to the funding order remained property of this
Court, and were then funded into the trust directly by said Court,
Bond was set at $250,000,00, with the balance of trust blocked.



V\\ his agent or Guardian, nor wgre ¢ither to have any
\. owngrship thergof whatsoever. All funds received
S pursuant to the funding ordsr remained property of this
\Court, and were thaen funded into the Trust directly by
id Cour:t. BEond was set at $250,000.00,- with the
balance of the trust blocked.

The legal force and zffect of said 2/27/01 Ordsr, whiecn:

(1]

remains in force to date as matter of law. is that thers can
b2 no guestiion that Stats and federal courts have competgnt
urisdickion over the "incapacitated" l2gal personags of

Raloh Blakely Jzr., and there c¢an be no guestion that
¥ g

¥ants: who imolicitly acknowladyges the legal fact thatr his
S ¥ g

clisnt Ralph Blaksly Jr. is an "incapacitaied person, undsr

Tompkins by vahicle of sald 2/27/01 Ordse, Ex_Parte Higdon.

744 {1948);:

T4 3 decres of a court of compehent jurisdiction may not
bz set aside by a court of coordinate jurisdiction.

This simply means that the Superior Court below lacked

against Attorney Rahrs, without compliancs with = ths
agg@intmenﬁ of counsel and guardian ad litem mandates,; or in
tha élﬁernative, 2 King County 3upgrior Court dztermination
that Ralph Blakely was not lawfully an "incapacitated
person,” aﬁd not under tha'exclusi?e Jjurisdiction of Spokang

superior Court Judge Tomplins; which’ would inhsrently remove



the c¢laimed Judge Tompkins' restriction on the scope of

gpresentation by Attornsy Kahrs, <¢f., In Windsor v.

McVeigh, 93 U.S. 274, S.Ct. __; 23 L.Ed. 514 (1876):

The doctrine wvhere a court has once acguirad
jurisdiction it h as a right to decide gvery gquestion
which arisgs in the cause, and 1its judgment howevey
2rroneous, cannot be ngl&g?Eélly assailsd, is only
correct whegn the2 couft proceeds aftegr acguiring
jurisdiction of the causs; according to the ¢stablished
modes of character of itz Judgment., the law which i3
applicadble Lo it. :

cmpkias?! 'inczpacitatad person' finding is null arnd vcid
for failure Lo comply with progcsdural duz procgss mandates,

s2& ROW 11.88.040; «f.; In re Guardianship o©f McGill, 23

Wn.app., 285, 654 P,23 705 {1982)," citing In re Bsktate of
- .
g

v €D

{
Littla, = Wn.2pp. 915, 113 P.34 505 (20035):

The falillurg to give dus notice to hsirs of a probat

-as cgqguirsd is a denial ©of proceadural dus process tha
"amounts to a jurisdictional agfect as to  tham,
rendering the decrse of distrib ution void." Hesthagan
Y 5 Haxbg;'78'$L=2d 34, S42, 481 P.2d 438 91971). cited
in Pitzer, 141 wWn.2d at 552, Sich a dsccee can be
attacked at any time. Pitzer, 141 Wn.2d at 551 {citing
phillip A. Grautman, vacation and <Correction of
Judgments in Washingteon, 35 wash. L. Rgv. 505, 530
{1950)("Thszre is not time limit as a "judgm2nt sntersd

without jurisdiction is VOlOa"}}

3

his Court of Appeals decision acknowlsdges that aktornsy

Kahrs was paid : 35,000 00 to provids legal assistance Lo
alph Blakely in challeﬁging ‘his criminal conviction and

medical care, but clazims Attorney Kah:y was

p3-

i

pursult ¢



properly limited in his reprssentation, stating
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According to Kahrs, Blakely wanted him to assist i
pursuing post-convigtion zelief relatsd te  his
conviction and in obtalning medical ¢are. Kahrs saild hs
agre<d to assist him on these Lwo mattbra. Blakely is

the benzficiary of a special nesds trust in Spokane
County Superior Court. On Dacember 3, 2009, the court
issued an ordsr approving the disbursement of funds
from BRlakely's special nseds trust. The court <found
that Blaxbly was in nead of funds for the purposes of
pursuing post-conviction relief and obtaining medical
car2. The courkt found that Blakely consented to the
disbursement of funds for thaesge purposses in the amount
of $35,000 total.... Blakely reguasied that Xahrs €ile

various toris and eivil rlgh s complaints on his b2half
Gecl

gainst- the prisons... Kahrs gclinad to -file such
omplaints and explained that these complaints wsre
utside his vspresentaetion as oubtlined by the Spokans
ounty Supzrior Court's Order. Blakgly filed his civil
ights coaplaints pro s.... Blakely allegss thakt Kahrs
reached his duty to ©f carg by vefusing to respressnt
im in pursuing the ¢civil rights complaints and that he
suffered damages when he had to file these complaints
58.ss. Blakely's claim of lsgal wmalpractics was
vy dizmissed because, glven the limited scopz of
rnsy-client releationship, the duty Care
¢ £0 Blakely ¢id not includg an obligation &3
2 oivil righis complainks or any othor matiers

hg 30059 of the courh GTdECesa s '

{1 If in fact this Court of Appsal cotavmings that
Judge Tomgkins' orasr limiting thg scops 0f Attornsy
Kahrs gepresentation is nol null nd void for lack of
compstent . jurisdiction ovee gh~. "incapacitated lsgal
oersonage” of Ralph Blaksly then ithe Supsgrior Courts
below lackaed compestent jurisdiction to proceged, bgcauss
of failure to appoint guardian ad litem and appointment
of atkornay.

{2) 1If Judge 7Tompkins'®! "incapacitated person® Order is
valid~ maintaining exclusive Jurisdiction wover the
"incapacitated lsgal personage” ©f Ralph Blakely: then
attorney Kahrs is guilty of both lggal malpractice and
ocreach of fiduciary duty .for failure to challenge,
under ground of guai-cactianal defect, Ralph Blakely's
Gzrant County criminal conviction andurlyang his currsnt

lf!CéEx, zTa tz.on .



(3) If Judge Tompkins" ongoing exclusive jurisdiction
over the “"incapacitated person" lagal personage of
Ralph Blakely is void for failure to follow procedural
dus process mandates; then Attornsy Kahrs is guilty of
legal malpractice and fraud along with breach of
fiduciary duty for failure to comply with his client.
Ralph Blakely's representation’ . rasquests;
notwithstanding the legal fact that Attornsy Kanrs
accepted a $35,000.00 fee to challenge Ralph Blakely's
Grant County convic¢tion, obut did not do so.

urisdictional guestion wsye not properly befscs the Court

. Blaksly nexbt claims thait the trusies of zcial
needs trust was aot lawfully appointed becoaus > ¥as
never officially dsclarxed an "incapacitatad person”
under Washington law and a required guardian ad litem
was not appointed. These issuss are separats fron
Blakely's complaints agaiast XKahrs for legal
malprackticz and breach of fiduclary duty and arg not
properly osfors the court in this appeal.

‘of appeals is requirsd to address as mattar of law, cof.,

Stael Co, v, Citizens FPor a Better Bnvironmsnbt, 523 U.S8. 83;

Every fedsral appellate court has a special
obligation to ‘'satisfy dtsglf not only of: its own
jurisdiction, but 2lsec that of the lowszr courts in 2
cause undsr review,' e2ven though thz parties ars
pripared to concads it.... And 1f the record disclossgs
that the lowar courl 'was., without Jurisdiction this.
Courtz will notice the dsfect, although the parties make
nc contention concerning it -.. w3 have jugigdigticn on
appeal; not of the merits bubl merely for the purposs of
correcting the error of the lowsr couri in gntertaining
the suli,

early shown above, ths szope and/or licitations
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In re Welfare of Dill, 60 Wig, 2d 148, 372 P, 2d 541 (1962); which is
well established law that any competent attorney would have been aware
thereof, see Rupe v. Robinson, 139 Wash, 592,247 P, 954 (1926); In

re Miller, 26 Wn. 2d 202 173 P, 2d 538 (1946); Flahertj v. Flaherty,
50 Wn. 2d 343, 312 P. 2d 205 (1957) In re Dﬁpendercy of PHVS, 186 Wn.,
App. 167, 339 P. 3d 225 (2014); In re Detention of Hatfleld; 191 %n.
App. 378, 362 P.3d 997 (2015).

The foregoing identified subject matter ;urlsdlrtlon relatsd issues
can be raised at aay time in the proceadings ana oacs a court is made
aware of such jurisdictionil qusstion, a8 court is required by law and
Sonstitution to address said jurisdictional issuas and quastion, cf.,
Gonzalez v, Thaler, 565 U,S, , 132 S.Ct, 641, 181 L,Ed4.2d 619 (2012):

When a requirement goss to subject—matter jurisdiciion,

Courts are obligated to consider sua sponte issues that the.

parties have disclaimed or have not presented. See United

States v. Cotton, 535 U.,5,5625,630 (2002), Subject-matter jur—

isdiction can never ba waivad or forfeited. The objectioas

may be resurracted at any point in the litigation, and a

valid objeccicn may lead a Court midway tirough brleflng to
dismiss 4 complalnt in its entiretya

CONCLUSION FOR RELIEF

This Washington Supreme Court should accept reviev uas~d on the
trial court's denial of a jury rrial and jurisdictlonal qetects undar
grovzsloas of civil rule 59, (Fact aad Argumsnt ;xnﬂblt £ 41,19 pe )

This Court should vacate Defendant's Judgment based on-fraud,
miérepresentati n, ofther misconduct, and adverse lawyer under "~
RPC 8.4 (c)(g)(k). Also, this Court shbuld vacate judgment based

on Petitioner's nine highly disputed material facts at issus.

Dated this day of August 2017. Respectfully submitted,

?1%‘6‘% ,)jaéfé‘éy‘ %995
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I THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
{M AND FOR KING COUNTY.

RALPH HOWARD BLAKELY,

Plaintiff, :
Cause No., 15-2-12980-5 SEA

vs.

MICHAEL GHARLES KAHRS, and
KAHRS LAW FIRM TRUST ACC“JNT

D””ENDA“T(b)

MOTION TO VACATE JUDGMENT BASED On DENIAL OF
JURY TRIAL AND JURISDICTIOHNAL/STRUCTURAL DEFECTS
© UNDER PROVISIONS OF CGIVIL RULE 59

Comas Now, Plaintiff Ralpnh Howard Blakely, with this
MOTION TO VACATE JUDGMENT BASED ON DENIAL OF JURf TRIAL AND
JURISDICTIONAL/STRUCTURAL DEFECTS UNDER PROVISIOHS OF CE"IL
RULE 359, challenging judgment rendered by Honorable Laura
Inveen datéd 1/25/16, to wit: ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS'
MOTIOW FOR SUMMARY JUDGMEAT DIISMISSAL, which was rendered
by Judge Inveen without competent jurisdictioan.

Plaintiff Biakely heraby adopts by reference, Plaintiff
"DECLARATION OF PLAINTIFF RALPH BLAXELY IDENTIFIC ATIGN gr
GENUINE HATERIAL &'LEGAL.?ACTS AT LSSUE,”/;hirteen pages,
alhn5 with attachad thereto Appeundix (A) through (H), see CR
Rule 10(g): | '

(g) Adoption by Reference; Exhibits. Statements in a
pleading may be adopted ay reference in a different
part of the same pleading or in ancther Dleaﬂlng or ia
any motion. A copy of any written instrument which 1is

an exhibit to a pleading is a part thereof for all

purposes.

(1) o
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Plaintiff Blakely hereby files this Motiocn to Vacate 
Judgment premised primarily on this Coqrt's ruling to strike
the material and ~ jurisdictional 1legal facts at issue
encompassed in said "DECLARATION OF Plaintiff RALPH BLAKELY
IDE&TIFICATION OF GENUINE MATERIAL & LEGAL FACTS AT ISSUE,‘
thereby - unlawfully and unconstitutionally dépriving
Plaintiff Blakely of a jury trial in violation of the State

of Washington and the United States Constitutions, cf.,

Davis v. Cox, 183 ¥Wn.2d 269, 351 P.3d 862 (2015).

This Court's Order Granting Summary Judgment states in the
handwritten portions thereto, as follows:

HANDWRITTEN GRANT Or SUMMARY JUDGMENT

(2]

dering, the court finds the legal positict

In so0 or A v O
defendant’'s motion to strike as well taken, and has not
considered materidls’ submitted in violation of CR
56{e). :

As substantial portion of the materials euurltted‘by

ot

Plaintiff were not made on personal knowledge, did m
set cts that would be admissible in evidence,
and/or did not affirmatively show the affiant was
competent to testify to the matters stated there ia.
The Court further notes that lay testimocny is not
Pomaetent to oplne on tha legal standard ¢f care.

Fucther, there is no legal 8uthOLity for tnis court
to review anocther su perior court's order whether it be
proceadings related t plaintiff's dissolution, hnis
competency or the special needs trust.

Footnote 1: In the future such position should taken in
the form of an objection .ratner than separate pleading,

LCR 56(e). g
This court's conclusion that “there is no legal authority
for this court to review ancther superior court’'s order,”
has the legal force and effect, under the full faith and

(2)



credit clause, of binding this ~Court with the tfact that
Plaintiff Blakely ‘is an incapacitated person as matter of
law, rendering said Order Granting Summary Judgment null and
void because this court cannot lawfully proceed against an
in;apacitated person who has a guardian ad litem appointéd
and a trustee.

In addition, Defendant has now prcVidedAthis Court a copy
'of the "REPRESENTATION AGREEHENI”,between Defendant Attorngy
Kahrs and Plaintiff Ralph Blakely which unquestioﬁably
creates an attorney-client relationship between Attoraey
Kahrs and «alpn blakely, nullifying Defendant Kahrs ''the

154

court made me do it by limiting my representation’ defense,
which states in pertinent part:

REPRESENTATION AGREEMENT

In bonsideration of {anrs Law Firm, 2

1. .S,
("Artorney' 'y, ‘agreeing to crepresent Ralph Blakely
("Client™) in the matter of general legal
representation, Client agrees to the following
conditions regarding Attorney's representation.

4, A retainer of 35,000 must be yalO by Client to
Attorney prior to the time any -worx (other than the

initial ioterview) will be done or as arranged . between
Client and Attorney. Costs incurred by Attormey will oe
deduced from the retainer at tae time monthly bills are
prepared. Invoices will be sent our for work done on
‘the account dnd fees Wlll’anSéQJengl/ be deduced “rom
the retainer. When the retainer is completely expended
the Client wlll be asked for subsequent retaiuner based
oan the amount ‘and type of. . work anticipated. ~

7. This Agreement shall be deemed executed in the State
of wasﬁlngton and shall be interpreted and construed in
accordance with the laws of tne State of Washington
relating to contracts made and performed therein. Venue
shall be proper only in the County of King, State of
Masnlngtux

8y: Ralph Blakely 5/1/09

joq
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There are no restriction of representation encompassed in

“general legal representation,” nor could their be, creating
the following material facts at issue.

MATERIAL FACTS AT ISSUE
. ' =
(1) Did Plaintiff Blaksly establish an att
agency relation ship when securing an agr
Defendant Attorney Kahrs to represent him.

orney-client
eement from

(2) Did Defendant Kahrs commit Llegal malpractice "and/or
attorney misconduct when securing through invalidéagreement
with Attorney Spugetis to limit the represenfation-.cf
Attorney Kahrs, contrary to Plaintiff Blakely's best
interest.. ' ‘ ‘

(3) Was Defendant Kahrs agreement with Attorney Spurgetis to
not represent Plaintiff Blakely in the three Thurston County
lawsuits an implicit and/or explicit agreement to join'an

ongoing larger conspiracy to prevent Plaintiff Blakely from

obtaining legal assistance that would zllow. Plaintiff
Blakely to regain control of his finances,

{4) Did Defendant Kahcs intentionally commit legal

2

o
malpractice by ignoring the mandates of RCW 4.08.060
requiring representation by counsel in the three Thursion

County lawsuits.

(5) Did Defendant Attorney intentionally ignore the legal
fact that the Court's ¢rder limiting his representation that
he relies on,. necessarily requires an incapacitated person
. finding, thereby raising the jurisdictional fact at issue as

to whether or not the dictates of Chapter 11.88 RCW had besén -

followed.

(6) It is a material fact at issue as to whether or not
Defendant Kahrs is fraudulently attempting to deceive this
Superior Court into believing that he was unaware of the
legal - fact that a court order limiting attorney
representation and requiring authorization of a court
appointed trustee, inherently creates an unethical -and
unconstitutional conflict of interest, by vehicle of etnical
and fiduciary duty to make sure Plaintiff Blakely was
represented by counsel during the three Thurston County
lawsuits. (
{(7) As clearly and conclusively evidenced by the transcripts
of the Thurston County lawsuit proceedings that the trial
court determined that Plaintiff Blakely was competent and
that he had a right te be represented by counsel, see:

Page 1 - (4)

the above “Répresentation Agreement' because it is for-
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7. This agreement shall be deenied executed in tne State of Washington and
snall be interpreted and construed in accordance with the iaws of the
State of Washington reiating to contracts made ana perforued therein.
Venue shall be proper only in the County of King, State of Washington.
By: Ralph Blakely i/x /69 second 5/1/09

Trere are NO RESTRICITON CF QEPREbENTATLON enconpassed in the avove 'Represeri-
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tation Agreement” because it is for “general legal representation,“

there be, creating the following material facts at issue.
(1) Did Plaintiff Blakely establisn an attorney-client
agency relation ship when securing an agreement from

Detendant Attorney Kanrs to represent him.

-
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(7) As clearly and conclusively evidenc he transcripts
of ‘the Thurston bonnry 1aﬂSth procee h ¢t thne trla%
court determined that Plaintiff Blakely was ompetent and

that he had a right to be repreésented Dy counsel, sae:
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{March 18, 2011){page 7) MR. JUDGE: Mr. Blakely is an
able individual of 112 IQ who's capable of functioning,
capable of thinking, capable of going to the law

library, and even as we had seen up until this week,

capable of submitting submissions to the court with
respect to amendments of the complaint. (February 1,
2013)(page &) MR. BLAKELY: And I would like to have
attorney Michael Kahrs carcy on with this, but I have
esncounterad some kind of problem even though he has
been paid to take it on and to get my new expert
daclarations to support my ~mental and physical

handicap. (January 25, 2013)(page 15) THE COURT: So

when [ say, Mr. Blakely, that you have the right to
have an attorney file, what I'm saying is you have the
right withino ten days, but an attornegy nas the right
within 21 days. B '

(8) Material facts at issue are created by Defendant
attornay Kahrs accepting $35,000.00 from a “Special Care

Needs Trust” to represent an 'ilncapacitated person' in three’

Thurston County lawsuits; then refusing to represent said
“ipncapacitated person’ of the "Special Care Needs Trust's
furtnher agraeing that said thrse Thurston County lawsuits
had merit by ceceiviug authorization from the “Special Care
Needs Court” and "Trustee Attorney Spurgatis’ to represant
plaintiff Blakely on appeal from the dismissal of said toree
Thurston County lawsuits; adding substantial evidence of
tHeft by ftraud by Trustee Attorney Spurgetis and

tne .

“Soecial Care NHeeds Court” authorizing $8,500.00 of tne
a
a

$35,000.00 to Attorney Xato to provide the legal assistaace
to Plaintiff Blakely that Attorney Xahrs refussd te provide.

{(9) The foregeing inherently raisss tnreg enuine material
NIRRT Y-S : 7/ c
jurisdicticnal facts at issue, to witl: :

(A) Did the so-called “gpacial Care Needs Trust” Court
ever lawfully obtain jurisdiction over Plaintiff
Alakely's assets as am “ipncapacitated person,’ when &s
here, the mandates of Chapter 11.8% RCW were not

compiied with, and Plaintiff B8lakely was not given.

notice of, nor .allowed to participate in, any of the
proceedings depriving him of control of his assets.

(B) Wnether or not the Spokane Court had jurisdiction
to create a "supplemental need trust' under provisions
of 42 U.S.C. 1398p{d){(a)(A). '

(C) Were the Thurston County Superior Courts ragquired
toc assure that Plaintiff Blakely was represented Dy
counsel in the three Thurston County lawsuits after
being made aware that Plaintiff Blakely was bDaing
deprived of his right to be representation by counsel
based on a ''Special Care UNeeds Trust' Court restricting
said representation, depriving the three Thurston
County Courts of competent jurisdiction to proceed.

Page}zv ' (3)
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(10) The genuine legal material facts at issue identified
above are avecwhelmingly supported Dby

~at issue giving rise to said legal material facts at issue,
for example, the 3/5/99  YORDER RE: - MOTION FOR ORDER
APPOINTING LARRY WEISER AS GUARDIAM AD LITEH FOR RALPH H.
BLAKELY JR.," under rubric of FINDINGS, which do not
establish competent jurisdiction for the Superior Court over
the finances or assets of Ralph Blakely in Cause Numbers 96~
2-04155-1 and 95-3-01916-0, sees Appendix (A), based on the
following material facts at issue: :

FINDINGS 2.1: “The court finds that Dr. Went has reviewed
moaical and documents, interviewed Ralph H. Blakely, Jr.
on November 17, 1998 and November 27, 1998, and recommend
that a Guardian Ad Litem should be appointed for Ralph iH.
Balkely Jr." : '

When Dr. Wert interviewad Ralph H. Blakely, Jr. on
November 17, 1998 and November. 27, 1998, Ralpn Blakely
had just been falsely accused of kidnapping his wite

after vears of marital disputes in which Mr. Blakely had..
Y [ b

been cecently poisoned by his wife just prior to falsely
accusing him of kidnapping her; thereby said Doctor Wert
interviews tcok place during a very traumatic time for
Mr. Blakely, when interviewed on Hovember 17 and 27,
; nowever, Ralph Blakely Jr.'s competency on 3/5/99,
he date of the Court's findings, is well documented in
he DSHS Zastern State Hospital réport provided Honorable
fvan E. Sperlinz, in a 4/30/99 report, see Appendix (B},
s to Ralph Blakely's competancy, whereas said report
oot . .

¥ie. Blakely's genaral mental ability was measured
with the GAMA - a nonverbal test that required Mr.
Rlakely to answer ceasoning and problem-solving
gquestions using abstract gecmetric designs - and he
sarned a GAMA IQ score of 113. This score falls in the
High Average range of mental abilirty. His GaMa 1IQ
score is ranked at the 8lst percentile, which me2ans

that nis performance was equal to or greater than that

of $1% of individuals his age.
. o

Mr. Blakely's performance on the WMT was within
normal limits, which means that he exhibited no memcry
problems (recall or .recognition) as measured by this
assessment. '

On tne Trails A portion, Mr. Blakely completed the
task in 45 seconds with no errors. This score placed
Mr. Rlakely in the 50 - 75th percentile range for
individuals of similar age. On the Trails B portion,
Mr. Blakely completed the task in 106 seconds with no
errors. This score also placed him in the 30 - 75th
percentile range for individuals of similar age.

Page 3 {6)

y genuine material facts
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The results from the above assessments suggest that
Mr. Blakely 1is of normal intelligence with 0o
significant memory problems or significant
neuropsychological deficits. These results are
consistent with earlier assessment results.

It is a genuine material fact at issue as to whether or

not Ralph Blakely Jr. was an Mincapacitated person’ as
required by RCY 4.08.060 on 3/5/99 when the order
appointing & Guardian Ad Litem was signed by Judge
Tompkin; or on the other hand, whethec or net the
judicial participants caferred to in said order, had
Formed an unlawful agreement to defraud Mr. Blakely of
his legal personage with purpose to commit theft by fraud

-

of Ralph Blakely's financial and material assets.

FINDINGS 2.2: ‘"Based upon the information provided by Dr.
Wert after new visits and observations with Raipn H.
Biakely Je., coupled with the statements of Eric-Shumaker
and Matthew Dudley, the court is satisfied that &
sufficient showing has been made to appoint a guardian ad
iitem for Ralph H. Blakely, Je. "

A material fact at igsues as to wnether or not Dr. wWert

made any such “new visits and observations,” Dbecause

Ralpnh Blakely claims there was no contact with. Dr. Wert
after November, 27, 1998; and the truthfulness of any soO-
called 'statements of Eric Shumaker and Matthew Dudley,”
w4ho both knew that Ralph 3lakely was at Eastern State
Hospital for competency svaluation order by Grant Gounty
0District Court Judge Speriine, for trial con thg zame
widnapping charges that Dr. Wert was involved 1inj

evidencing a material fact =t jgsue as to whether or oot ..

Ralph Blakely's attornays, gric Shumaker and Matthew
Dudley, were nerpetrating a fraud on the Spokane Gounty
Superior Court with purpose te deprive Ralph Blakely of
control over his menetary snd material assets, see
“ORDER: 3.6 ry Weiser, as

4. Blakely, Jr., hereby Decomes the client of Matinew
Dudley in. the instant action and ' the dissolutien of

marriage actl

Q
Pt
s
.

(

FINDING 2.3: “In determining whatner to appoint &
SGardiazn ad litem for Ralph H. Blakely Jr., the court is
%relying on) tne criteria set -out in Vo v. Pham, 381
Wwn.Ap. 781, 915 P.zd 462 (1996) and tne court is
reasonably comnvinced that Ralph H. Blakely, Jr. is not
competent at this time to comprehend with . understandling
and intelligence the significance of the antire legal
proceadings and their effect ot and relationship to his
best interests.’’ : '

Judge_Tompkin'é_”Elnding 2.3" is substantively contrary
to the Judge Sperline crdered competency evaluation

Sr?

Page 4 oo o (7

Guardian ad Litem for Ralpn
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performed by Eastern State Hospital at the exact same
time, 3/5/99, which is a combination of genuine -legal and
’ b X g =

material facts at issue, for example see the criteria.

refarred to in Vo v. Pham, 81 Wn.App. 781, 916 P.2d 462
(1996), which is premised on RCW 4.08.060 that mandates a
Chapter 11.88 . finding of “incapacitated person’
procedural due process prior to applicatien of RCW
4.08.060 "Guardian ad litem for incapacitated person,”
which states: ’

~ When an incapacitaied persen is a party tc an action
in the supericr courts, he or she shall appear by
guardian, or if he has no guardian; or in the opinion
of the court the guardian is an improper person, the
court shall appoint one to act &s guardian ad litem.
Said guardian shall be appointed as follows: (1) When
the incapacitated pzrson is plaintiff, upon the
a ication  of a relative eor friend of the

procedure and finding is
to application of a RCVW
iiced .

2CW 11.88.005. Legislative Intent.

To protect the liberty and autcuomy of all pecple ¢f
this state, and to enable them to exercise thelr rignt
under the law to the maximum extent, consistent wit
the capacity of cach person. The legislature cecognize
that people with incapacities have unique ablilities an
needs, and that some pesople with incapacities caanot
exercise their rights to provide for their basic neads
without help of a guardian. Howsver, their liberty and
asuténomy shcould bz restricted through the guardiansnlp
process only to the minimum extent onecessary to
adequately provide for their own health or safeiy, or
to adequately manage their finmancial affairs.

RCW 11.88.010. Authority to Appoint Guardians- Definitions
—Venue- tdomination by Principal. ‘

(1) The superior court cf each county shall nave power
tu appoint guardians for the parson and/cr estates of
incapacitated persons, and guardians for the estates of
nonresidents of the state who have property in the

county needing care and attention. -
(b) For purposes of this chagter, a person may be
deemad incapacitated as te thne person's estates
when the superior court determines the individual
is & significant risk of financial harm based upon.
Page 5 (8)
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a demonstrated .inability to adequately manage
sroperty or financial affairs

{c) A determination of incapacity is a legal not a
medical decision, based upen a demonstration of
managemant lnaufflulencles over time.in the area
of person or estate. Age, eccentricity, poverty,
or medical diagnosis alone shall not be sufficient
to justify a flndlﬁg of 1n-ap=c1ty

(f) For purposes of the terms “incompeten;f
“digabled,” or not legally competent,” as those
terms are used in the RCW to apply to pecson
incapacitated undec this chapter, these (Lerms
shall be interpreted to mean 'incapacitated
persons for purposes cf this chapter
{2) The superior court for each county shall have power
to appoimt Llimited guardians for ihe persons and
2states, or either thereof, of lr,apa51*atya perc us,
who by reason of the incapecity have nee tor
protecticon and assistance, but who are uapable of
managing some of thelr personal and financial affaics.
After cohsidering all evidence presented as a result of
sucn investigation, the court shall impose, by ordzrc,
only such specific limitations and restricticns on an
incapacitated person to be placed undér a limited
guardianship as the ccurt finds necessary for such
sarson's protacticn agsistance. A perSOH shail aot o
presumed to, be incapacitated nor shall a person. 1és
any legal rights or suffer any legal disabilities a
the result of being placed under a limited guardianshi
except as to those rights and disapilities specificall
set forth in the court order establishing such iimite
guardianship. In addition, the court order shalli state
the period of time for which it shall be applicable.

(3) Venue Ffor petitions for guardianship of limited
13 in the counily wharein the

‘guardianship shall e

alleged incapacitated person is comiciled, or if such
person resides in a facility s supported in whole or 1in
part by local, state, or federal funding sources, in
either- the county where the facility is located, the

county of domicile prior to residence in the suppolted
facility, o¢r the county where a parenf o©r spouse or
domestic partneL of the alleged incapacitated person 1is
domiciled.

'}

11.88.040. Notice and Hearing, When Required- Service

-Procszdure.

Bafore appointing a guardian or a limited guardian,

notice of a heariag, tc be held not less than ten days
after service thereof, shall be served personally upon
Page 6 ' ' {9)
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the alleged incapacitated person, f over fourteen
years of age, and served upon the guardian ac¢ litem.

Before appointing & nuard1an cr a limited guardian,
notice of a hearing, to be held not less than ten days
after served thereof, shall be given by registered or
certified mail to the last known address requesting a
return receipt signed by the addressee or an agent
appointed by the aadress:e, or by personal- service inm
the manner provided- for services of summons, to the
foellowing:

)
753

(1) The alleged incapacitated person, or minor, if
under fourteen yearcs oif ags; :

The alleged incapacitated person sha
court at- the final hearing on the peti ovi
that this requirement may be walved at the discretion

of tha court fog good cawyse other  than  aere
inconvenienceé shown in the report to be provided by the
GAL pursuant to RCW 11.88.090 as now or hereafter
amended, or if ne guardian ad litem is required to be

s Xati

appointed pursuant to RCW 11.88.0¢

FINDINGS 2.4: ''Good cause exists to aj 14
as Guardian ad Litem for Ralph d. Blakely, Jc.”

As clesarly and conclusively evidenced by the foregceing,
several genuine matarial fa acts at 1lssue exist regardging
whether or not Befenuanc Kahr's scope of representaticn
¢f Ralph Blakely could be lawtu l‘y constrained by order
of Judge Tompkin, 4ho lackad competent jurisdiciion cver
the control of Ralph Blakely's financial asseis;
notwithstanding the inhe :ent violation of Rules ef
Professional conduct by Defendant Kahrs.

FINDINGS 2.3: "The ”Ourt finds the filing of the motion
for appointment of a Guardian ad Litem a3 Aa*_x H.
Blakely Jr.'s responsa tc participate ix this trial.

t is difficult to imagine any of the iavolved
attorneys or Judge Tompkin could beliéve ‘their conduct
was not illszgal, where the motion was filed when evecyone
knew that Halph Blakely was then currently under Grant
County Judge Sperline Court Order at Eastern State
Hospital for a compstency evaluation, see Appendix (B),
see BASIS: “This matter came before the court upon the
motion of counsel for Ralph H. Blakely, Jr. The motion
sought the appolutment of a guardian ad Litem for Ralph

. Blakely, Jr. A hearing was held before the honorable
inda G. Tompkins oa- Friday, February 26, 1999."
FINDINGS 2.6: '"The court's findings and conclusions inm
tnis case shall have no precedential or preclusive effect
Page 7 ' : (lO)
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on any other civil or criminal proceeding involving Ralph
H. Blakely Jr. and the mattecs at issus therein.’”

'This Finding evidences that Judge Tompkin knew Ralph
Blakely was than currently at fastern State Hospital. for
a competency evaluation ordered by Grant County Judge
Sperline; and this finding, 2.6, as matter of law,

precludes any restrictions on the scope of representation.

by Defendant Kahrs io the three subject matter lawsults
filed by Ralph Blakely in King County.

ORDER 3.5: "Gary Gainer, counsel for Yolanda Blakely in
the dissolution of marriage action, and Hatthew Dudliey,
counsel for Ralph H. Bliakely, Jr. 1o the dissslution of
marriage action, hereby stipulate to Larry Weiser being
appointed as Guardian ad Litem for Ralph H. Blakely, Jr.
in tha dissolution of marriage action as well.”

This YORDER RE: HMOTION FOR ORDER APPOINTING LARRY
WEISER AS GUARDIAN AD LITEM FOR RALPH H. BLAKELY JR." was
conformed by Thomas R. Fallquist Spokane County Clerk on
March 5, 1999; however, it 1is nct signed by Gay J.

" Gainer,. Attorney for Yolanda Blakely, was not signed by
Dennis Hession, Attorney for Yolanda Blakely, Becky
Barker and Lorene Blakely, and was not signed by Larry
deiser, Guardian ad litem for Raiph H. Blakely, Jr., and
was not signed by Judge Tompkinj; tnerefore, said ORDER

has nc legal forces and effect whatscsver, and gould nox
be used to allow Defendant Xahrs to clalm that the scope
nis representation of Raiph Blakely in the three
subjsct matter lawsuilts pnde:lying this iawsuit. ‘

1) As clearly and conclusively evidenced by Appendix {(C),

RDER RE: APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT OF PARTIES RCw 11.96,°

id Order is not conformed as being filed and Judge Tompkin

not sign said Ocder, thereby said Ocder has ao legal
ce and effect whatsoever, and is wvoid for lack of
site srocedural dus process; Lthareby depriviag Attorney
rs of any legitimate claim that Judge Tompkin's order
stricted tne scope of his representation.

Ay om0 U

i

DO O 0O

s clearly and cecnclusively evidenced b
PULATED AGREEMENT RE: SETTLEMENT OF T
AKELY, LORENE BLAKELY, RALPH H. BLAKEL A
H. LY I1I, PAUL 7. BLAXELY AND STAN LONG AS [IRUSTEE
BLAXELY FARMS TRUST,” said Settiement 1s not ate
Matthew Dudley and thnere is no legitimate legal basis that
would confer '"Trustee’” status wupon Stan Long; in part
because Ralph Blakely was operating Blakely Farms Trust in
his own legal pecsonage ig that name; theraby, a material
fact at issue axists regarding whether or not Stan Leng had
lawful authority to dispose of any financial oc material
assets of Ralph Blakely; and said “Stipulated Agreement” was
filed in che Superior Court but not signed by any Judge.

PN
0% Uy -

Page 3 (11}
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(13) As clearly and conclusively evidenced by Appendix (E),
DSHS Medical Lake Hospital again performed a competency
evaluation upon Ralph Blakely and ceonfirmed that Ralph
‘Blakely was unguestionably competent during the entire
period of Judge Tompkin and involved- attorneys acted in
concert to illegally purport to appoint a guardiac ad litem
witn purpose to unlawfully deprive Ralph Blakely of his
lawful control over nis Fipancial and material assets; with
further purpose to unlawfully and uncenstitutionally prevent
Ralpn Blakely £from adequately proving his ionocence and
challenging his convictions underlying his incarceration.

M alind

y By "DECREE 1

, in case #95-3-01916-C and #$6-2-04155-1, Judge Tompkin
alized both said cases and discharged Larry Weliser as
rdian ad litem for both said cases; and awarded Ralph
akely by vehicle of E£xhibit (G): "AllL property acquired by
the husband after May 23, 14995, the date wupon which the

5 21 s

1
F
i
u
1

¢+ PG o

marcriage became defunct and the parties commenced residing
separate and apart. All property currently in the husband's
possessicn, custody and control and not provided for within
the Decree of Dissolution,” chereby 1leaving hundreds . of
thousands of dollars of Ralpn Blakely's personal assels at
peril for cheft and/or misappropriaticen cof which has not
besn accounted for to date. ' : '

sl

£ \&
Michael Kanrs filed a "MOTION TO DISBUR
YEEDS TRUST," in Case HNo. 95-3-0109
claiming ther "Mr. Blakely ... has vari
that he believes are noit belng propert;
Mr. Blakely alsc claims he is innocent of r
‘He would Like to prove nis iannocence and wishes to hire an
attorney, Michasl C. Kanrs, to investigate t iy
is ¢iperienced  in  post-ceaviciion lit
investigating claims of actual innocence.”

6-0 dated 1

(16) As =videnced by Appendix ), Defendant Atidrney
1

ricus medical p

: e

8. Mc
sation and

(153 As evidence by Appendix (H): TORDER APPROVING
DISBURSEMENT O FUNDS FROM SPECIAL NEEDS TRUST,™ . dated
11/9/0% and signed Superior Court Judge Tomkin under Case
Ho. 95-3-01916-0, stating in pertinent p :

r oo
<

ge
art
1. Ralph H. Blakely Jr. is in need of funds for the
purposes. of pursuing post-convicticn litigation in his
criminal coanviction and sentence in Grant County, State
v. Blakely, No. 04-1-003569-8. : :

2. Mr. Blakely has consented to the disbursement ot
these funds in the amount of Ten Thousand Dellars and
n/10 ($10,000.00}. '

3., The court finds that the amount requested for
investigation, $10,000.00, is reasonable,

Page 9 . W12

OF DISSOLUTION” dated 38/1/15, see Appendix
o
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4. Ralph H. Blakely Jr. is in need of funds for the
purposes of obtaining medical care for a multitude of
serious medical conditions.

5. Mc. Blakely has consented to the disbursement of
these funds in che amount of Twenty-Five Thousand
NDollars and no/100 ($25,000.00).

6. The Court fimds that the amount requested Lo obtain
medical care, $25,000.00, is reasonable,.

 Said Order Approving Disbursement Of Funds does not in any
way restrict tie scope of Attormey Kahrs representation of
Ralph Blakely; creating a genuine material fact at issus why
Attorney Xahrs rvefused to represent Plaintitf Blakely in the

three subject watter Llawsuits filed in Thurstoa County

Superior Court after agreeing by contract to do so, and
being paid by Flaintiff Ralph Blakely to do so. :

(17) on 3/15/13 Supecior Court Judge Tompkins issued an

JRR

"ODRDER APPROVING REALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR MEDICAL AND POST-
COMVICTION RELIEF,” in Case No. 95-3-01%16-0, stating in
pertinent part:

. Blakely has not pursuad the madical care to ine
he previously desired, but continues to pursue
st~conviction relief matter. Therefore, the funds

nave beea wmore than allocated from the post-
‘ cry {310,000) than from the

'
Ia} <z

O 0 oer
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agsad from the Trust te attornsy
{anvs may be allocated eitt ‘
ioan reliet watter or the
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the post-
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(18) On 12/24/716 Judge Tompiins issued an "'ORDE T
BY ATTORNEY KENNEITH . KATU FOR PAYMENT OF ATTORNEY £
FROM SPECIAL PERSOM CARE TRUST,™ in Cass No. 96-2-04153
stating in pertinent part:

THIS MOTION cames on for nearing on Kenneth H. {ato
ion for Paymeat of Attormey Fees from Special Per

e Trust supported by his declaration, askiua
r 4
t

e
Py

QO =0k O

t to autnorize payment to him of 358,500

fea agreement between Ralph H. Blakely, Jr. and
Kato, who- will file & personal restraint petition
¥Mr. Blakely to the Washington Court of Appeals,
ivision IIIL,  to secure his release from unlawful
straint... 1. The Court finds Mr. Kato's fee of
38,500 is ceasonable and, pursuant to the flat fee

W N W]
W oer

i
o

(1)

£ S e B o )

agresment between him and Mr. Blakely foc the persocnal

restraint petition, authorizes payament in ithat amount
from the Ralph H. B8lakely, Jr., Special Perscon Care
Trust. : ' '

~ Page 10 _ (13)
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©  There are no scope of representation restrictions on the
Court Order and the attorney-client agreement with Attorney’

etween Ralph Blakely and

or

Kato is no different than  that
Attorney Kahrs .evidencing invalidity of any Defense by
Attorney Kahrs ia his attempt to hide benhind his
interpretation of a court order; and railsing material facts
ar issue as to why Ralph Blakely is forced to pay Atiorney

Xato - to do what A

..,.
(4

tornesy Kahcs was already pald to do.

7

As evideaced above, several genuine legal and material
facts at issue are present as to whather or not Ralph

8iakely was ever lawfully determined to ke an iacapacitate
person that would allow Defendant Kahrs to legitimately

restrict his representaticn of Ralph Blakely premisad on any

purportsd court order; and whether or noi there is now, Or

sver was, a ieglbimate "Special Perscn Care Irusi’ that was
o is Tauthorized by 42 U.8.C. 13855 ang 20 F.R.

- Alsc, "as evidenced above, umaterial fects at issus are
present as te whether or wnot Defendant's Antorneys have a
legal and ethical duty ~ to report the illegal conduct

descrivad abuve, relevant and material te tnis lawsult,

As frubrther evidenced above, several genuine legal and

\M

material facts at issue are present .as 1o wnetner or oot

Judge Tompkin coula have lawfully restricted the scope of

representation’ by Actornsy Rahrs; and material facts at

(14)



issue are present as to whether or aot Judge Tompkia did in

fact or law, limit the representation of Attorney Kahisj; or

on the othar nand,

Kanrs is ttenaaznp to upr,etrate

Court, which are questions’

the jury at trial

Saventh Amendmant of
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(6) Numerous material facts at issue exist regardiug whether
or not Defendant Kahrs intentionally accepted 335,00.00 of
ralph Blakely's momey to protect and advance his
constitutional rights in challenging Ralph Blakely's
convictien and to protect Ralph Blakely's medical care
cights under Washington Law, the Federal Constitution, and
the American Disabilities Act; whereas Defendant Kahrs
charged Ralph Blakely over $25,000.00 and did no:t protect or
advance medical care and did not prepare and/oc file for any
post conviction relief challenging Ralph  Blakely’s
underlying unlawful conviction; when as here, Attorney Rato
was paid over eight thousand dollars to file for post-
conviction relief that Defendaact Kahws was pald to do, but
refused to do, ia viclatinn of the attorney-client contract

attorney ethical requirements, attournsy fldecliary duty ¢t
¢ and in .violation of Ralph  Blakely's leg €
i . ‘ ‘ which inherently counst
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Czerkies v. Department of Labor, 73 F.3d 1435 (7t Cir.

'1996); Landmark Communications Inc. v. Virginia, 435 U.S.
329, 842, 98 S.Ct. 1535, 56 L.kd.2d 1 (1978)(“Aa enforced
silence, however Limited, solely in the name of pceéerving
the dignity of the opench would probably engendéc reseniment,

suspicion, and coantempt wmuch more than it would engender

respect’}; ci., Frank lin v. CGwinnet:t County Public Schools,

503 U.3. 60, 1i2 5.Ct. 1028, 117 L.Ed.Za 208 (19923 {"vWhere
iegal - rights have been invaded, aund a Fedzral statute

provides for a general right to sue for suco invasiocn,
federal courts may use any available remedy to make good ine

wrong dona’ ).

Plaintiff Siskely prays cthis Superior Court will vacate

rmn

P O N 3 ~ 3 - LTy oy e LA [ : - L L
the judzmeant grantisg summary judgment and afifcrd Plaintiftf

Blakely his rigar te jury trial oo ail waterial facts at

LR TN o oy or -, ne f ‘ e ) 24 et [l ik S [
issue. Davis v. Cox., 183 Wn.2d 259, 351 p.3d 862 {2013).
: s 3 . \

N
.

Nateo this 3rd day of February, 2016
Respectfully submitted,

By ,ea,gp;,ﬂ Blatety

RALPH BLAKELY

The Court Erred. Defendant's presented no evidence to dispute

this materiai fact. Thus, the Court lacked subject matter
Jurisdiction to decide the disputed "concroversy" in favor

of the Defendants.
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY MAIL "
GR 3.1

I, kRalph Howard Blakely , declare and say:

That on the day of August . ,20Y 1 deposited the

following documents in the Stafford Creek Correction “Ce.nter Legal Mail system, by First
Class Mail pre-paid postage, under cause No. 94632-9 COA# 74705-7-1.

Petition for Uiscretionarv Review 13p Exhibit #41 19 p Affidavits

fxhibits #4

addressed to the folldwing:

Supreme Coust . Forsberg & Umiautf
PO-Box—40920 5 A s ud

Olympia. WA 98504-0929 ' Seatrtie. WA 9R164-2047

Thay (counselor refused to make additicnal cories for CUA

- I'declare under, penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that
the foregoing is true and correct.

DATED THIS day of  August ,2017 , in the City of
Aberdeen, County of Grays Harbor, State of Washington.

Signature -

Print Name

pocgi794 5 wr L f BYg
STAFFORD CREEK CORRECTIONS CENTER
191 CONSTANTINE WAY

ABERDEEN WA 98520

SC03.1 - DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY MAIL - [ OF 1



