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1. ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.1: Did the Court err in the analysis and intent of Civil Order 

and/or instructions to Family Court Department dated January 28,2005 by implying a permanent 

modification of the Parenting Plan? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.2: Did the Court err in the analysis and intent of Civil Order 

and/or instructions to Family Court Department dated January 28,2005 that gives Ms. Triplett 

authority to deny Ms. Case the provisions outlined in the original Parenting Plan? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.3: Did the Court err by entering an amended order pursuant to 

the Civil Order dated January 28,2005 by permanently modifying a Parenting Plan through a 

contempt motion? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.4: Did the Court err by not considering the intent of Civil 

Order dated January 28,2005 together with the instructions provided to Family Court 

Department \vritten on the same date? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.5: Did the Court err by ignoring several complaints provided 

by the Declaration of Stephanie Case filed September 7,2010 in support of her Motion for 

Contempt? 



ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.6: Did the Court err with regard to Ms. Case's argument and 

concerns regarding concealment of information and conflict that amounted to custodial 

interference? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.7: Did the Court err when argument was presented regarding 

the substantial debt incurred by Ms. Triplett and did the Court's response of "What is it you are 

asking about this" prejudice Ms. Case? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.8: Did the Court err by allowing arguments on a Motion to 

Shorten Time, Motion to Amend and Dr. Reiter's Declaration to be incorporated into the 

contempt hearing? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.9: Did the Court err and misquote Judge Matson's prior orders 

causing an unjust error imposition to prejudice Ms. Case? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.1 0: Did the Court err by denying Ms. Case's Motion for 

Reconsideration? 

II. ISSUES PERTAINING TO ASSIGMENTS OF ERROR 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.1: Did the Court err with the analysis and intent of Civil 

Order dated January 28, 2005? Was the Civil Order and instructions to FCS on January 28,2005 

to be viewed or construed as a permanent modification of the Parenting Plan? Was the Civil 
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Order objective and Instructions to FCS dated January 28, 2005 simply a temporary adjustment 

pending agreement in mediation between the parties or modification of the parties Parenting 

Plan? Was the Civil Order objective and Instructions to FCS dated January 28,2005 merely 

intended to provide a measure of temporary relief until Ms. Case achieved a residence to resume 

the regular schedule under Parenting Plan §3? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.2: Did the Civil Order and instructions to Family Court 

Department give Ms. Triplett authority to deny Ms. Case the provisions outlined in the original 

Parenting Plan? Did the Civil Order and instructions to Family Court Department give Ms. 

Triplett authority to deny Ms. Case the provisions of a residential schedule, exclusion of parental 

involvement and denial of general parental function? Did the Civil Order and instructions to 

Family Court Department give Ms. Triplett authority to withhold and or conceal significant 

information as to the welfare of the children or to deny the joint decision-making and dispute 

resolution process as outlined in the original Parenting Plan? Did the Court err in excusing and 

not finding Ms. Triplett in contempt of the residential and several provisions of the original 

Parenting Plan? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.3: Did the Court err October 19, 2010 by entering an 

amended order pursuant to Civil Order dated January 28, 2005? Did the Civil Order dated 

January 28, 2005 self-terminate subsequent to mediation or should the order be held invalid 

under the doctrine of ultra vires? Did the Court in 2005 have the authority to permanently 

modify a Parenting Plan through a contempt revision of the Commissioner's orders denying 

contempt without following statutory rules RCW 26.09.191, RCW 26.09.260, RCW 26.09.270 
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and LCR13(d)(1)(2)? Did the Court on October 19, 2010 have authority to amend a 2005 Civil 

Order that permanently modifies the Parenting Plan through a contempt motion without 

following statutory rules RCW 26.09.191, RCW 26.09.260, 26.09.270 and LCR13(d)(1)(2)? Did 

the Court ignore statutory rules and court procedure? Did Ms. Triplett usurp the constitutionally 

protected parental rights by causing an unjust deprivation of Ms. Case's parent-child relationship 

to cause harm? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.4: Did the Court err on October 19, 2010 by not considering 

the intent of Civil Order and Instructions provided to FCS on January 28, 2005? Did the Civil 

Order and instructions dated January 28,2005 infer the court's intent of the residential schedule 

adjustment to a third weekend modification was merely temporary by providing the option of 

either "pending an agreement in mediation" OR "modification of the Parenting Plan"? Did the 

January 28, 2005 orders impose, construe or delineate a denial upon Ms. Case as "a restriction of 

access"? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.5: Did the Court err on October 19,2010 by ignoring 

several complaints provided by Ms. Case's contempt motion and declarations? Did the Court 

ignore Ms. Case's complaints of seriously blatant allegations of misrepresentation, concealment 

and conflict that amount to custodial interference? Did the Court err regardless of receiving 

several documents showing Ms. Triplett was fully aware and had knowledge of Ms. Case's 

desire to return to the Parenting Plan upon establishing a permanent residence? Did Ms. Triplett 

continue to conceal, create conflict and maintain barriers of custodial interference that had 

deprived Ms. Case of a residential schedule, involvement in parental decision making and 
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general parental function, resulting in a long tenn deprivation oflove, affection and 

companionship of the children? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.6: Did the Court err by disregarding Ms. Case's complaints 

of Ms. Triplett's concealment and failure to provide significant infonnation regarding the 

welfare of the children, resulting in a deprivation of the parent-child relationship? Did Ms. Case 

provide several documents substantially showing the repeat violations of several provisions 

outlined in the original Parenting Plan; including several exhibits showing the conflict and 

malicious harm the concealment created? Did Ms. Triplett perpetuate the risk of harm to the 

parent-child relationship? Did the Court conclude Ms. Triplett had withheld significant 

infonnation from Ms. Case? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.7: Did the Court err when Ms. Case made inquiry regarding 

the substantial negligent childcare debt incurred and concealed by Ms. Triplett? Is hann from 

the Court's response ("what is it you are asking about this") justified because Ms. Case is in 

arrears? Do arrears primarily exist between the parties? Was the debt intentionally concealed? 

Is the ignorance of creating a concealed uninvited debt justified because Ms. Case was in 

arrears? Does the uninvited debt leave Ms. Case publicly vulnerable to serious financial harm 

and legal prosecution for a debt Ms Triplett created? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.8: Did the Court err by allowing a Motion to Shorten Time, 

Motion to Amend and Dr. Reiter's Declaration to be incorporated into the contempt hearing? 

Did the Court error, allowing counsel to incorporate by reference the motion to amend and Dr. 
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Reiter's declaration to be integrated into the motion for contempt? What attempt to contact Ms. 

Case was established? Does the declaration provide what contact was made as required by local 

court rules? Did these motions meet the definition of an emergency? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO.9: Did the Court err and misquote Judge Matson's orders 

when the Court stated "Ms. Case it is clear to me from the record that I have seen including 

Judge Matson's order that you have strong concerns about your access or lack of access to the 

children about your involvement in decision making for them, your ability to spend time with 

them and your strong belief that, that Ms. Triplett has failed to comply with court orders." When 

the court commented "in light of Judge Matson's order where there was real concern that these 

issues have continued to be essentially raised again and again in court." Did this unjust 

conclusion cause Ms. Case to be prejudiced? Was the subject matter on contempt the same 

subject matter as in Judge Matson's Court? 

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO. 10: Did the Court err by denying Ms. Case's Motion for 

Reconsideration? Did Ms. Case's reply declaration present concerns of irregularity, including 

the fact that Ms. Triplett did not follow local procedural rules? Did the Court use the 

declarations as an answer to deny Ms. Case reconsideration? 
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ARGUMENT 

Stephanie Case and Tammy Triplett have two minor children, Shawn (age 16), Alysha 

(age 15). The Court entered a final Parenting Plan ("Plan") on February 28, 2000. CP 181-189. 

Both parties were represented by counsel in that proceeding. Under the Plan, the children resided 

with Ms. Triplett during the school year and had residential time with Ms. Case on the first and 

third Saturday and Sunday of each month. The Plan included a provision for Ms. Case's work 

related weekends and on certain holidays every other year. The summer schedule remained the 

same except for three weeks of uninterrupted vacation in the summer. The parties have joint 

decision-making power. 

I. Prior History: 

In April 2004, Ms. Case re-injured a spinal injury CP 40, 50. Ms. Case was left with no 

home, no income and forced to seek help through GAU pending disability while taking residence 

in a friend's home. Ms. Case had informed Ms. Triplett that it was not possible to keep the every 

other weekend schedule due to Ms. Case's living arrangements. CP 201, Exhibit 7. Ms. Case 

proposed a return to the third weekend schedule designated as employment until Ms. Case had 

her own residence and could resume the regular twice a month weekend schedule. Unfortunately, 

regardless of the provision in the Plan that states: "any residential periods which are made by 

election of one of the parties shall be reasonable and proposed in good faith. In the event a parent 

elects a residential schedule which the other parent asserts as unreasonable, the disputed schedule 

shall be subject to the dispute resolution process provided in the parenting plan." CP 187. Ms. 

Triplett continued to argue and Ms. Case was forced to seek review by means of a contempt 

motion because Ms. Triplett refused to attend mediation. CP 6-8, 51-54. 
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II. Motion for Contempt: January 5,2005 

At the contempt hearing on January 5, 2005, both parties appeared pro se. The 

Commissioner denied the motion of contempt and ordered "Parties will strictly follow the 

Parenting Plan." CP 125. 

III. Revision Hearing: January 28, 2005 

Parties were again pro se on January 28,2005. At the hearing, the court denied contempt 

and provided temporary relief of Ms. Case's residential time to a third weekend schedule. CP 

128, 19l. The Court noted the residential provision of the Plan was unworkable and impossible 

to follow. CP 128, 191. The Court specifically addressed the need for additional residential 

time. CP 128, 191. The court order expressly stated "pending agreement in mediation or 

modification of the Parenting Plan Ms. Case shall have the children the third weekend of every 

month from Sat lOam to Sunday at 6pm and other times as the parties may agree." CP 128, 191. 

At the same time the Court wrote Orders of Transfer to Family Court Department ("FCS"). CP 

129-130,237-238. 

IV. Order of Transfer to Family Court Dept: January 28, 2005 

At the January 28, 2005 hearing, the Court transferred to FCS with the following 

instructions: 1) "adjustment ofthe Respondent's time with the children until Respondent has her 

own residence and is able to resume the regular schedule under PI III or until Parenting Plan is 

modified." Re: in regard to: other, contempt action. CP 129-130, 237-238. 

v. Mediation Certificate of Completion 

Mediation took place November 2005 and was initially agreed to by both parties. FCS 

issued a Certificate of Mediation Completion December 5, 2005. CP 391-392. Ms. Case asked 
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Ms. Triplett to include one additional transportation provision in the event that Ms. Case moved 

out of state for employment. This is verified by email datedFebruary7.2006.CP200.Ms. 

Triplett refused. Mediation failed to create a modified Plan based on Ms. Triplett's refusal. In 

December 2005 Ms. Case established a permanent residence suitable to resume the residential 

schedule in the Plan. CP 169, 202. Ms. Triplett refused. CP 201 Regardless of mediation 

completion, Ms. Triplett has maintained a complete denial of the Plan provisions ever since. Ms. 

Triplett has refused Ms. Case the residential schedule regardless of repeated requests. CP 200-

206, 234-235. Ms. Triplett has refused to follow several provisions of the Plan. CP 187 line 35; 

187 line 44; 188 line 2. Ms. Triplett has denied Ms. Case's involvement of Joint Decision 

making, §4.2 CP 185; and refuses Dispute Resolution, §5, CP 186. 

On January 28, 2005, the Court provided relief due to Ms. Case's living arrangements by 

temporarily adjusting residential visits to a third weekend pending an agreement in mediation or 

modification of the Plan. The parties retained joint decision- making authority. No other 

provisions were modified or affected. CP 128, 191. The Court's instruction to FCS clearly 

defines the relief as temporary. CP 129, 237-238. There is nothing ambiguous about these 

orders 

On October 19, 2010, a contempt motion was heard and held the January 28, 2005 

orders to be a permanent change. Ms. Case argues that the Order entered January 28, 2005 was 

issued ultra vires if construed in such manner. The Court not only failed to comply with the 

statutory requirements regarding modifying a Parenting Plan, but also failed to act in accordance 

with the policies underlying the statutes. South Tacoma Wcry v. State o/Washington, 169 Wn.2d 

118, 233 P.3d 871 (2010); regarding modification of parenting plans. (See Halls, Hoseth, and 

Sh,yock, RCW 26.09.002) 
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The Court did not record the January 28, 2005 proceedings before Judge Middaugh. 

Therefore Judge Middaugh's orders and instructions to FCS must be read collectively to define 

the intent of the Court. The Court did not have authority to permanently modify a parenting plan 

from a contempt motion and the court did not do so. These orders authorized a return to the 

residential schedule subsequent to mediation. CP 128-130, 191, 237-238. Nonetheless the 

mediator informed the parties that nothing would become effective until signed by both parties, 

the Court and filed. CP 391. Nothing in the record shows that Ms. Triplett or Ms. Case 

petitioned to modify the Plan. Regardless, Ms. Triplett has continued to deny Ms. Case every 

provision outlined in the Plan, including visitation, concealment of significant information as to 

the welfare of the children and continued to substantially excluded Ms. Case's parental 

involvement by creating considerable barriers and conflict as reflected at CP 200-206, 211-217, 

219-223,225-228,231-235,247-250,299-306. 

V. Child Support Modification January 11,2007 

On January 11, 2007 Ms. Case filed a modification of child support because of the 

financial hardship it was causing. Shortly thereafter Ms. Triplett was propounded Interrogatories 

and Requests for Production. CP 292-295. On March 22, 2007, Ms. Case filed a Motion to 

Compel answers. On April 11, 2007 an Order Compelling Interrogatory Answers was entered. 

Exhibit 1 p. 12. Ms. Triplett was sanctioned for not answering within the time period allowed. 

Exhibit 1 pp. 16-18. Because ofthe delay Ms. Case filed a Motion to Continue the Trial. 

At the Support Modification hearing on May 24, 2007; Ms. Triplett provided no 

canceled checks; no proof or verification of childcare expenses. CP 292-295 see also Exhibit 1 

pp. 4-5, 24, 30, 32. The court allows $850 per month without evidence, then $600 per month 

based on mere oral presentation. Exhibit 1 p. 33. At Exhibit 1 p. 30 of proceedings Ms. Triplett 
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stated $800 per month per child, Ms. Triplett then changed the amount stating she paid $600 per 

month by indicating she covered the remaining balance with an income tax refund. Exhibit 1 p. 

31 Nonetheless, Ms. Triplett provided no proof of expense or verification ofthese arrangements 

nor did Ms. Triplett disclose excessive interest and fees charged by such payment arrangement. 

Ms. Case was not involved with this arrangement or agreement. Ms. Triplett remained silent and 

did not reveal to the Court and Ms. Case any knowledge of excessive fees and interest or a 

negligent payment history. CP 347-349. In addition, Ms. Triplett misrepresented statements to 

the court of Ms. Case's refusal to address childcare changes. Nonetheless, Ms. Triplett was 

instructed by the Court that childcare receipts are required and shall be provided upon a childcare 

invoice with letterhead indicating charges and payments for each child. Exhibit 1 p. 30. Ms. 

Triplett in response verbally provided the court a promise to comply with instructions. Exhibit 1. 

p. 31. Written instructions of the Court are provided in the court minutes as follows: "Ms. 

Triplett shall provide proof of daycare payments every month." CP 264. 

VII. Motion to Vacate 

On September 8, 2008 Ms. Case filed a Motion to Vacate. This motion was over an 

alleged forged receipt and Ms. Triplett's continued failure to provide childcare expense 

verification. Exhibit 2 pp. 9, 18-19. This motion was denied and CR 11 sanctions were imposed 

against Ms. Case. Ms. Case sought reconsideration in December 2008 and later a revision in 

January 2009, which again held Ms. Case to further CR 11 sanctions and ordered that she not 

bring suit prior to May 26,2009. Exhibit 2, CP 194-198. 

Ms. Case presented evidence on the contempt motion. CP 345-360. The documents 

provide a completely different issue altogether: concealment. Ms. Case has been held 

accountable for excessive fees and interest for several years because of Ms. Triplett's negligent 
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payment history. These facts have been concealed from the Court and Ms. Case. The actual 

childcare expenditure was $822 per month for both children, not $800 per month per child as 

disclosed. Exhibit 1 p. 30, see also CP 347, 349, 350, 355. In December 2007, Ms. Triplett was 

given notice of a reduction if the account remained current. CP 350. Ms. Triplett never 

disclosed this reduction notice. The account returned to full tuition in April 2008 and remained 

in arrears until ending June 2009. CP 355-360. Ms. Triplett also did not reveal several warnings 

of childcare discipline and behavioral problems or childcare cancellation notices. These 

childcare cancellation warnings were the result of insurance termination because of the non­

payment issue. CP 297,299-305,348,351. 

Subsequent to these hearings, the court was unaware that: Ms. Triplett removed the 

children from Ms. Case's home March 1,2009 again withheld the children March 21,2009 when 

she just drove off leaving Ms. Case without any visitation. On March 12, 2009 Ms. Triplett 

emailedarequesttoeliminatechildcare.CP287-290.Ms.Triplett had previously made the 

same request prior to the motions to vacate on August 12, 2008. CP 283-285. Ms. Case asked 

several questions as to why. Days later Ms. Case finally stated unless you are willing to supply 

an answer the conversation is closed. CP 284. Ms. Triplett threatened to use this refusal in court 

against Ms. Case. CP 285. On March 12, 2009 Ms. Triplett informed Ms. Case she was 

$3300.00 past due on child care payments, then attempted to justify this by stating that Ms. Case 

was behind on child support. CP 290. However, the DCS record will show Ms. Case was not 

behind, but was current and significantly providing additional funds towards support arrears 

since October 2006. Regardless, Ms. Case has adamantly denied the validity of such arrears 

especially in light of Ms. Triplett's negligent payment history. 
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On Contempt, as noted by the Court in proceedings page 27: "Ms. Case it is clear to me 

from the record that I have seen including Judge Matson's order that you have strong concerns 

about your access or lack access to the children about your involvement in decision making for 

them, your ability to spend time with them and your strong belief that, that Ms. Triplett has failed 

to comply with court orders." Judge Matson's orders had nothing to do with a lack of access 

about Ms. Case's involvement in decision-making or addressing an inability to spend time with 

the children. Referring to Exhibit 2, CP 194-198. Those orders specifically addressed issues 

regarding an alleged forged receipt and Ms. Triplett's failure to provide monthly childcare 

expense verification. Exhibit 2 pp. 9, 18-19. In addition as noted on contempt proceedings at 

page 28, that mediation was "to mediate essentially adjustment of respondent's time until she has 

her own residence to resume the regular schedule". The declaration of the parties at that time 

does not support the courts analysis. The January 28, 2005 orders and FCS instructions for 

mediation were provided only because the parenting plan was unworkable at that time, in 

addition to Ms. Triplett refusing the dispute resolution process and Ms Case addressing out of 

state employment. However, if construed in light of this statement, then Ms Triplett is still in full 

noncompliant contempt. Mediation concluded Nov. 2005 and Ms Case established a residence 

Dec. 2005. The January 28, 2005 orders and the January 28, 2005 Instructions to FCS state the 

same message by providing either "agreement in mediation OR modification of the parenting 

plan." Furthermore as noted on contempt proceedings at page 30, the court stated "in light of 

Judge Matson's orders where there was real concern that these issues have continued to be 

essentially raised again and again in court." In effect implying issue preclusion when it clearly is 

not. Issues relating to or otherwise regarding provisions of the parenting plan was not addressed 

before Judge Matson's court. 
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However, in light of the current childcare expense evidence that Ms. Triplett concealed 

from the Court and Ms. Case, the judgments of these orders should be vacated. Ms. Case 

requests that this Court vacate the May 26, 2009, December 5, 2008, and January 23, 2009 

orders entirely under RAP 2.5(a)(2)(3); RAP 18.8; and CR 60(b)(4). To date, Ms. Triplett has 

not provided childcare expense verification when she promised in open Court during the 2007 

support modification hearing and has continued to conceal the negligent childcare nonpayment 

history, which included additional fees and interest for several years. This new documentation 

received October 2009, provides all interest; fees and tuition are incorporated and included in 

any end of year tax receipt, the only document provided by Ms. Triplett. Exhibit 3, see also CP 

347. Ms. Triplett withheld disclosure of debt until March 12,2009 by email.CP290.This was 

well after these proceedings ended. This is the same debt that is currently in excess of $6300 as 

of October 2010. Exhibit 11 p. 36-37, see also CP 347-360. It is the same debt Ms. Case had CR 

11 sanctions ruled against her. 

Furthermore, Ms. Case offered Ms. Triplett a solution to eliminate any and all debt 

between either parent. CP 299 The response from Ms. Triplett was to laugh and threaten Ms. 

Case with further harm. CP 302 In July 2009, Ms. Case requested childcare receipts and 

request for mediation in writing. CP 278-281 However, in spite of these requests, Ms. Triplett 

has refused. 

Vacating these orders is appropriate in light of the current evidence the complaint did not 

lack merit in that the complaint was factually nor legally frivolous to have supported being 

enjoined or imposition of CR 11 sanctions. In fact the evidence now shows Ms. Triplett had not 

only lied and concealed these issues; she misrepresented the facts, and did so on purpose in order 

to trick the court and Ms. Case. The evidence of discrepancies provided in Sealed Financial 
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(childcare) documents up to and including the current debt amplifies Ms. Case's justifiable 

reliance and formally presents a fraudulent and or negligent misrepresentation that also includes 

misrepresentation of intention. CP 345-360. Ms. Triplett has had plenty of opportunities to 

speak and did not. 3 

Bearing in mind Ms. Case was held to issues prior to May 26, 2009, issues the court and 

Ms. Case had no actual knowledge of; nevertheless these issues were in fact concealed from 

knowledge nor addressed before any court until the motion on contempt. Ms. Case addressed 

several of these issues by declarations and on contempt; however Ms. Case concedes some 

clarifying documentation to support these statements are merely representative of additional 

evidence availability. Nonetheless, this additional evidence should be requested on appeal to 

serve the ends of justice RAP 9.11(a)(I)(2) or further shall be provided upon remand in 

subsequent new trial proceedings. RAP 9 .11 (b) 

In April 2009, Ms. Case was informed by Carol Livingston; Director of Kidkare School 

House that Ms. Triplett owed $4,000 in fees. CP 164 The sealed financial payment record 

shows Ms. Triplett's negligent payment history, additional fees and interest from 2006 to 2009. 

CP 345-360. In addition, Ms. Triplett made no attempt to satisfy this debt since March 2009; 

made one $300 payment in September 2009. CP 358-359. In January 2010 the amount owed 

was in excess of $6500 and sent to collection. CP 308. Ms. Case and Ms. Triplett are held 

equally responsible for this account. Exhibit 11 p. 36, see also CP 299-305. Ms. Case filed a 

motion for contempt on September 7, 2010. CP 136-137. Until this motion was filed, Ms. 

Triplett ignored this debt. On September 8, 2010, Ms. Triplett then made a payment to Renton 

Collections. 



The 2009 investigation persisted further because of Ms. Triplett's continued conflict, 

continued visitation denial and continued to keep Ms. Case excluded from involvement 

regarding the children's welfare. As a result Ms. Case was forced by these actions to consult with 

the children's primary physician and requested copies ofthe children's medical records, CP 361-

376. Wherein Ms. Case first learned Dec 2009 of several false allegations Ms. Triplett had 

provided to the children's physician, including sexual abuse, assault and physical violence and 

further withheld significant information regarding physician recommended plans of care that 

included mental health concerns 2004 and 2009. The medical record specifically provided one 

counselor by name (Melissa Standish); this counselor was recommended by the physician 

regarding any self-esteem or behavioral problems associated with Ms. Case's gender transition. 

In fact Ms. Triplett provided the physician the knowledge of Ms. Case's transition, yet Ms. 

Triplett remained silent. Ms Case provides verification of this medical information under a 

sealed cover that also includes corresponding emails received from Ms Triplett. Sealed Exhibit 4 

pp. 1-4, see also Exhibit 11 pp. 40-42. This doctor recommendation was given to Ms. Triplett 

approximately six months after Ms. Case had proactively held a meeting with the children's 

childcare and elementary school officials when the children were very young; the purpose ofthis 

meeting was designed to protect the children of the very same physician recommendations. This 

meeting has been verified by the childcare director's affidavit. CP 161. Ms. Triplett was invited 

but refused to attend. However, the documentation Ms. Case provided during this meeting still 

remains in both children's academic files. Ms. Triplett received the same material Jan 2004 prior 

to this meeting and notes this fact to the children's physician. Regardless, Ms. Triplett continues 

to the present date to conceal several aspects of the children's medical welfare to cause harm. In 

fact the name had been presented to Ms. Triplett on April 19, 2010 by way of email ("who was 
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Melissa Standish"); in response Ms. Triplett stated ("no idea"); Sealed Exhibit 4 p. 4, see also 

Exhibit 11 pp. 40-42 This is substantially not possible because Ms. Triplett had agreed to this 

plan of care as recommended by the physician and had no other questions. Sealed Exhibit 4 p. 2. 

Furthermore, Ms. Triplett was provided a referral for psychiatric care July 2, 2009. CP 370. 

Ms. Triplett continued correspondence with the physician and named Dr Reiter July 27. CP 368 

Ms. Triplett excluded Ms. Case's involvement and Joint Decision making authority entirely. Ms. 

Triplett disclosed nothing until Ms. Case questioned Ms. Triplett as to whom this doctor was 

when Ms. Triplett mentioned a scheduled appointment by email. CP 247-250 However, the 

significance of these appointments remained undisclosed by Ms. Triplett. CP 256. Ms. Case 

discovered these appointments December 2009 upon receipt of the children's medical file. CP 

361-376. 

On May 20,2009, Ms. Case was contacted by the school to attend a meeting scheduled for 

May 21 regarding their son's expulsion. CP 325-326,340. The schools had never contacted Ms. 

Case prior to this for any disciplinary meetings. Wherein, Ms. Case then learned the full 

ramifications leading to the expulsion. CP 340 At which Ms. Case first learned that Ms. Triplett 

had substantially known of their son's confusion for several years yet remained silent. 

Subsequent to this meeting Ms. Triplett continued to conceal significant information from Ms. 

Case and to prohibit her involvement with regard to school and medical appointments. CP 314-

344,361-376. 

The healthcare decision for hospitalization to Fairfax was NOT an emergency. The diagnosis 

of a psychotic break was NOT a diagnosis by a psychiatrist or a medical doctor. CP 318. It was 

simply a counselor who said it appeared to be a psychotic break pursuant to a conversation with 

Deb Landis, the school counselor. This conversation was by phone. CP 325 The school 
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counselor Deb Landis spoke with their son and specifically stated that she "Did not feel that he 

needed to be hospitalized at the moment." CP 326. However on May 28, Ms. Triplett already 

had an appointment for intake evaluation admission to Fairfax Hospital. CP 242. Ms. Triplett 

fully acknowledged this was being pursued without Ms. Case's involvement. Ms. Case was not 

involved with and has had no correspondence with medical staff regarding her son's admission 

to Fairfax Hospital. Ms. Case was also unaware of appointments pursued with George 

Heatherington for continued counseling. CP 245. 

Furthermore, there has never been any disclosure made by Ms. Triplett for concerns with 

reference to child difficulties regarding Ms. Case's gender differences. Ms. Case learned from 

Deb Landis, the school counselor on May 21, 2009 that she had known of the difficulties since 

2006; the principal Mr. Hill acknowledged he had known for over a year; and Vice-principal Ms. 

Falicano had indicated she had known for a year. Based on these statements, Ms. Triplett had 

full knowledge of the difficulties and never disclosed this to Ms. Case. In fact in another 

example provided to the court, Ms. Triplett is quoted in a statement to a school nurse January 13, 

2005, "Ms. Triplett would like to get counseling (for their son) but the Parenting Plan requires 

that both parents agree and that Ms. Case would not agree to anyone Ms. Triplett chooses." CP 

329. Ms. Triplett never disclosed this statement to Ms. Case to provide a joint decision on the 

matter. Ms. Case was unaware of any difficulties or options of recommended counselors 

because none were presented, including the nondisclosure of a physician recommended 

counselor as noted in the medical record the year before. Sealed Exhibit 4 p. 2. The current 

parent-child problems are a direct perpetuation of continued concealment, excluded involvement 

and the lack of residential visitation caused by Ms Triplett's custodial interference. 
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In addition, Ms. Case had to formally request education records directly from the 

Superintendent of the Auburn School District. CP 314-344. On January 4,2010, Ms. Triplett 

received by mail notification regarding a pending IEP meeting scheduled for January 26 that had 

deprived Ms. Case's involvement entirely. CP 317-320. On May 12 Ms. Case received those 

records, wherein Ms. Case learned of more conflict their son was having in school, including 

fights amounting to assault, a substantial failure to complete homework, violent temper and 

explosive behavior. However, this behavior and failure to complete homework was a problem 

while in Ms. Triplett's care and existed long before Ms. Case's gender transition. 

Furthermore, as noted by court proceedings page 29 that their son is doing much better in 

school when in fact his cumulative GPA was shown to be 0.940, CP 321-322 and currently 

remains at 0.981 for the same reasons. Sealed Exhibit 4 p. 9. 

VII. Motion for Contempt September 7, 2010 

On September 7 Ms. Case filed a motion for contempt; residential schedule and several 

provisions outlined in the Plan. In addition, Ms. Case provided several substantial documents 

showing serious issues of concerns, i.e., repeat conflict and concealment, including several 

medical, educational and childcare components. CP 210-217; 219- 223; 225-234; 247-250; 299-

305, 314-376. Nondisclosure of such significant information as shown in the original Plan that 

states "each parent shall provide the other parent promptly with receipt of any significant 

information regarding the welfare of the children, including physical and mental health, 

performance in school, extracurricular activities, etc." and this should equally include the 

substantial childcare debt. CP 188. 
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In the last year alone Ms. Case has had only a 30 hr. weekend per month with her 

daughter and no visitation with her son except for Christmas Eve 2009. She has not been 

allowed involvement with the children or any decision made regarding them. However, it is hard 

to understand why these issues continue to be blamed or otherwise the fault of Ms. Case. The 

children reside with Ms. Triplett. The destructive noncompliant and explosive behavior, 

disrespect, assault and lack of homework have been while in Ms. Triplett's care, not Ms. Case. 

CP 315-316,321-344, see also 162-163, 166 Ms. Case cannot be held responsible and/or 

accountable when she has been deprived and excluded from the children's care and decision 

making. Ms. Triplett told Ms. Case that she would be required to undergo five counseling 

sessions as purportedly said by a counselor. CP 208 However this counselor has never spoken 

to Ms. Case; in fact Ms. Case was excluded from the joint decision appointing this counselor. 

This counselor has not responded to Ms. Case's letter. Exhibit 5. This requirement was not 

directed by any court order, but rather furthered the deprivation caused by Ms. Triplett. 

However, regardless of the preponderance of evidence Ms. Case was denied the motion 

on contempt; the court granted the order shortening time to hear the motion after Dr Reiter's 

declaration and motion to amend arguments were already completely incorporated into the 

motion for contempt, see LCR 7(1O)(b). Counsel placed the documents on the table upon 

arriving late to a hearing scheduled at 4 p.m. on October 19, 2010. Ms. Case was not made 

aware ofthese pending motions as required by LCR 7(10)(c). Further the declaration in support 

of the motion does not contain nor indicate what efforts had been made to notifY Ms. Case. CP 

377-378. The e-filed attachment was not given a page number in the Clerk's Index; regardless 

this was attached to all three documents. Exhibit 6. These motions did not warrant the standard 
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of an emergency. Ms. Case also signed the Order to Amend in protest and filed with the Notice 

of Appeal. 

Ms. Case was forced to argue the incorporated motions with no notice. The Court never 

addressed the seriousness of Ms. Case's declarations and evidence. The Court gave Ms. Case 

five minutes to argue. However, this evidence included questions regarding one child's 

attempted poisoning a neighbor and one child's self inflicted pin poking while in Ms. Triplett's 

care. CP 213, 216 

Nonetheless, the Court permanently modifies the Parenting Plan regardless of the 

following statutory criteria and rules: LFLR 13 (d)(1X2); RCW 26.09.191; RCW 26.09.260; 

RCW 26.09.270. 

RCW 26.09.260 sets forth the procedures and criteria to modify a parenting plan. These 

procedures and criteria limit a court's range of discretion. A court abuses its discretion if it fails 

to follow the statutory procedures or modifies a parenting plan for reasons other than the 

statutory criteria. Custody of Halls, 126 Wash.App. 599, 606, 100 P.3d 15 (2005), (citing In re: 

Man·iage of Hoseth, 115 Wash.App. 563, 569, 63 P.3d 164 (citing In re: Marriage of Shryock, 

76 Wash.App. 848,852,888 P.2d 750, review denied 150 Wn.2d 1011, 79 P.3d 445 (2003). 

The January 28, 2005 orders and instructions given to FCS are not ambiguous. The 

statement made by the Court specifically allowed for additional time and the return to the 

original Parenting Plan once Ms. Case had achieved a residence. Ms. Case addressed her living 

arrangements by declaration. CP 169-170, 201. However, Ms. Triplett had known all along of 

Ms. Case's living arrangements before and after mediation took place CP 14-15, 53, 106, 201, 

Exhibit 7. Therefore, the residential schedule every other weekend and all provisions as defined 
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by the original Parenting Plan were in full force just as Ms. Case described to Ms. Triplett by 

email February 7, 2006. CP 200-206. The January 28, 2005 order self-terminated upon 

conclusion of agreed mediation. As a result Ms. Triplett has known exactly what she has been 

doing and has substantially known all along of Ms. Case's desire to return to the original 

parenting plan. In fact Ms. Triplett had known since March 2004, well before mediation, how 

much Ms. Case wanted her children to be with her. Exhibit 7. In spite of agreed mediation Ms. 

Triplett continued to deny and create conflict. CP 200-206, 211-217, 219-223, 225-228, 234, 

247-250,299-306. 

However, as shown in this case, the children and Ms. Case are nothing but victims of 

continued outrage and intentionally malicious interference perpetuated by concealment, repeat 

conflict and custodial interference. 1 

The court allowed the use of an order shortening time, motion to amend, and one 

questionable declaration provided by a psychiatrist to be incorporated into the motion for 

contempt. The Court then permanently modified a parenting plan through a contempt motion. 

The Court specifically quoted the requirements for modifying a parenting plan in proceedings 

page 31-32. However, the Court modified the plan regardless of the Court's own reference that 

I Based on mere malicious interference the court has noted: 
~icious interference with the parent-child relationship is also referred to as 
alienation of a child's affection or custodial interference. See, e.g., Babcock v. State, 
112 Wn.2d 83, 107, 768 P.2d 481 (1989); Wallerv. State, 64 Wn. App. 318, 338, 824 
P.2d 1225 (1992); Spurrel v. Bloch, 40 Wn. App. 854, 867, 701 P.2d 529 (1985); 
Strode. 9 Wn. App. at 15,20.(1973) 

RCW 26.09. 191(3)(d); also provides: 
In determining whether any of the conduct described in this section has occurred, the court shall apply the civil rules 
of evidence, proof, and procedure. RCW 26.09.191(6). 
The standard of proof in a civil case is preponderance of the evidence. See In re Levias, 83 Wn 2d 253. 255, 517 P.2 
d 588 (1973), overruled on other grounds by In re McLaughlin, 100 Wn.2d 832, 676 P.2d 444 (Tmditionally, unless 
otherwise provided by statute or case law, the standard of proof used in the uial of civil matters has been a 
preponderance of the evidence). 
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contempt was not the proper motion for modifying a parenting plan. This modification 

detrimentally affects Ms. Case's fundamental parental rights beyond all other reasonable choices. 

The preponderance of evidence provided by Ms. Case is clear. RAP 9.1 1 (a)(b ) allows additional 

documentation when necessary. In addition, Ms. Case's declarations raised further questions; 1) 

that documentation contradicts several issues presented by the psychiatrist's declaration; 2) 

several conflicting and misrepresented statements in support of Ms. Triplett's motion to amend 

and 3) that these issues are a direct manifestation of continual concealment, repeated conflict 

and a sustained denial of visitation, parental exclusion and involvement amounting to custodial 

interference. 

There have been no evidentiary hearings; no showing of unfitness or hearings delineating a 

best interest's standard, no adequate cause hearings and there have been no petitions to modify 

the Parenting Plan. LFLR 13(2)(A) adequate cause requirements alone needs a threshold 

determination for any modification or adjustment of a final parenting plan. 

In re Custody of Halls, 126 Wn. App. 599; as noted in the case before this court, there are 

several components of similarity that exist regarding modification of a Parenting Plan that was 

changed by way of contempt motions. The courts full analysis of Halls is noted in the Appendix. 

The Court denied contempt, denied accountability of wrongdoing, and permanently 

modified a parenting plan by means of a contempt motion. The Court attempted to rewrite the 

definition of the parenting plan. CP 188. The custodial parent receives all information from 

school officials, medical professionals or childcare providers. These providers are not required 

by statute or rule to provide dual information and school web sites do not provide individual 

concerns or disciplinary issues for privacy reasons, leaving Ms. Case completely unaware of any 
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issues until well after the fact unless Ms. Triplett discloses it promptly. The parenting plan states: 

"each parent shall provide the other parent promptly with receipt of any significant information 

regarding the welfare of the children, including physical and mental health, performance in 

school, extracurricular activities, etc." However, without enforcement of the Plan, it becomes 

pragmatic and irrelevant. 

Ms. Triplett's behavior continues to exclude and has maliciously, ifnot intentionally 

interfered. Noted in Sealed Medical documents. CP 370. On July 2,2009 their son told his 

primary physician that Ms. Case was never there for him and does not know who she is. It is 

extremely clear how this statement can be made. However, their son is left without an 

understanding of these harmful ramifications and misplaced culpability caused by a third party. 

Ms. Case has done nothing wrong and has desperately strived to be involved in her 

children's lives as noted throughout the evidence. Yet she continues to be deprived by Ms. 

Triplett. Ms. Case continues to be held accountable on untenable grounds and for untenable 

reasons. Ms. Case has been denied without justification or equitable understanding why this 

prejudice continues to happen when the facts are shown by a preponderance of evidence. Issue 

preclusion does not exist, equitable estoppel, detrimental reliance and custodial interference does 

exist, these issues have not been argued; they continue to be ignored. 

Ms. Triplett continues to conceal and continues to provide false misrepresented 

statements. For example, Ms. Triplett stated in the motion to amend that Ms. Case had agreed to 

stay away from their son since the Fairfax hospitalization; that Ms. Case is now forcing the issue 

of visitation. CP 380. However, Ms. Case has consistently requested visitation as seen in CP 

155,200-206,219,222-224,234-235,305 and Exhibit 7, 8. Ms. Case provided arguments by 

24 



declaration that Ms. Triplett's statement "had agreed to stay away from their son" was a blatant 

misrepresentation offact. CP 155, see Exhibit 8 

The Declaration of Carol Livingston, the childcare provider director, stated that she was 

forced to restrict their son from further attendance because of his unrelenting, uncontrollable, and 

explosive behavior. CP 166. She states that this behavior existed long before the May 19th 

event. CP 162, CP 166. Their daughter was released June 30 only because Ms. Triplett refused 

to keep the childcare expense current even though Ms. Case paid 42% of the cost. CP 304-305. 

Ms. Livingston's declaration also establishes her opinion as a teacher and a mother by stating 

these concerns as "never having a firm handle to correct this behavior" thus depicting a lack of 

parental discipline while in Ms. Triplett's care. Ms. Triplett had concealed the behavior 

problems even at the childcare level. 

However, the Court noted in proceedings page 28-29 by describing this out of control anger 

as scary. This Declaration shows the anger had existed due to a lack of parental control by Ms. 

Triplett. The Court failed to realize and Ms. Triplett very well knows; Ms. Case was already a 

parent and raised a son and dealt with these child raising issues, however, the issues the court 

raised regarding Ms. Case's gender differences had never been known to be an issue, even at the 

childcare level. CP 161-166, see Exhibit 9. 

Ms. Case has had only one meeting with Dr Reiter with the child present. The portions of 

his declaration regarding Ms. Case should be stricken. The decision regarding the appointment 

of Dr. Reiter was made entirely by Ms Triplett. Dr Reiter's declaration also states there is no 

history of abuse. This doctor has had no dialog with Ms. Case as an equal parent; but has 

provided several misguided statements by declaration. CP 398-401. Dr Reiter provides an 

element of perversion upon Ms. Case without any factual knowledge of the true reason why a 
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conversation was necessary. CP 400. The event began when his sister had advised Ms. Case of a 

flammable can of butane and some under clothing taken from the home of Ms. Case and stuffed 

into a backpack. A conversation commenced for stealing. This conversation is also noted at the 

childcare leveL CP 165. Ms. Case had explained that there is nothing sexual about her gender 

differences and explained to her 15 year old son that the transitional issue is a purely emotional 

dilemma; nothing remotely disgusting and perverted as being depicted by Dr Reiter's 

declaration. Dr Reiter wrote of issues regarding Ms. Case being a nurse and Ms. Case's refusal 

of cutting the child's umbilical cord. CP 401. Dr Reiter failed to include that this concern was 

addressed during the only meeting Ms. Case has had with him. Ms. Case may work in the 

medical field but she is not a nurse and has nothing to do with nursing. Dr Reiter did not express 

Ms. Case's shock and concerns over who had told this child something as devastating as not 

cutting his umbilical cord or why anyone would mislead a child with this kind of information 

unless it was designed to further the harm and dislike towards Ms. Case. Dr Reiter comments 

further, that Shawn feels angry, that he has been cheated, that his father betrayed him and lied to 

him. CP 399. Undisclosed was that Shawn was very young when Ms. Case brought her gender 

difference out and barely six years old when the parties separated. Regardless, Ms. Case was 

still very close to her children, despite her gender differences, see Exhibit 9. There have been 

no distress reports of any kind until May 21, 2009. 

Additionally, Dr Reiter wrote their son had expressed another distinct dislike towards Ms. 

Case for being responsible in denying him a relationship with his older brother. CP 400-401. 

Ms. Triplett made false statements of sexual abuse to the children's physician and confirmed she 

had no proof for what she said. Sealed Exhibit 4 p. 5. The medical record shows when the child 
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is spoken to in private on several separate occasions he had denied these allegations occurred. 

Sealed Exhibit 4 pp. 5-7 

The Declaration of Dr Reiter provided statements from their son that contradicts documents 

Ms. Case provided to the court. In this declaration Dr. Reiter quoted their son that he developed 

rage and subsequently blacked out at school that concerned school personnel. CP 339. In the 

Sealed Education documents at CP 340, dated May 19, 2009 it is revealed that he did not display 

any rage or anger at all until he was provoked with the fact he was getting suspended from 

school while in the Vice-Principal's office. He was not even in class when this explosive 

behavior occurred. CP 340 The Vice-Principal Ms. Feliciano noted that he said that he has 

recently been experiencing times that he can't recall where he was or what he was doing. CP 340 

These episodes of violent temper and explosive behavior were already noted by Ms. Livingston, 

the childcare director who had cared for the children for many years and there has never been 

any reports of memory loss or blackouts. CP 160-166. Nonetheless, recommendations by the 

children's primary physician to consult with Mary Bridge Hospital to rule out mal seizures and 

memory loss have not been followed up on. CP 367,369. On March 4,2010 there have been 

other incidents of negative abusive behavior and where his temper and behavior escalates. CP 

315-316. All of this is while in the care of Ms. Triplett, see also CP 323, 324, 327, 328, 331, 

336,338,340-344. Ms. Case has not had any visitation with her son since Christmas 2009. 

On November 19,2010 Ms. Case was denied a claim for damages that included; 

destruction of the parent-child relationship, misrepresentation, misrepresentation of intention, 

outrage, intentional interference and intentional or negligent infliction of mental distress. This 

issue was not appealed only because Ms. Case could not afford dual costs of appeal. However, 

because of the blatant miscarriage of justice, Ms. Case is asking this court to review. Ms. Case 
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had to choose one appeal over the other simply because she could not afford $550.00 in filing 

fees to appeal both issues. However, both are plagued with abuse of discretion. This one by one 

has denied Ms. Case the right to relief based on issue preclusion and lack of precedence as noted 

throughout, to which is not evident and used in error. This error and miss use of justice is 

denying Ms. Case right to relief and damages caused by a third party. 

Therefore, Ms. Case can only request the Court waive the rules to have this issue 

included for the first time under RAP 2.5(a)(3) and RAP 18.8 to meet the ends of justice. 

Ms. Case argues that under the due process clause of the 14th Amendment to the United 

States Constitution and Article I, §3, §1O, §12 and §32 of the Washington State Constitution that 

she has been denied the fundamental right of parentage. That substantial justice has not been 

achieved because all issues have been denied by distinct abuse of discretion in both hearings. 

Ms. Case has provided supplemental exhibits of these proceedings and requests that the 

Court include and thereby consolidate these issues in conjunction with the matter before the 

court to meet the ends of justice. Supplemental Exhibit 11 pp. 1-69 

Here the court denied under CR 12(b) for failure to state a claim, the basis of denial 

stated by the court. There is no precedence in that no Washington cases deal directly with 

alienation of the affection of a minor child and ignored other parts of the complaint. The Court 

denied this complaint, regardless of conclusions made in Strode v. Gleason, 9 Wn.App. 13, 510 

P.2d 250 (1973) including notes [1] [2] and [4]. In fact the court and opposing counsel's 

dialogue as noted throughout proceedings (Exhibit 11, p. 1-11) plagiarized Ms. Case's innocence 
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by deception and misrepresentation in stating that no case law could be found, wherein Strode v. 

Gleason states in part; 2 

[1] The novelty of an asserted right and the lack of precedent are not valid reasons for denying 
relief to one who has been injured by the conduct of another. 

[2] The trend of the law as we perceive it would recognize a cause of action in a parent for the 
alienation of the affections of a child. In Daily v. Parker, 152 F.2d 174, 162 A.L.R. 819 (7th Cir. 
1945), reversed the dismissal of a complaint initiated by a minor child for the alienation of its 
father's affections. 

[4] The alienation of the affections of one family member for another may be a gradual process, 
and it cannot be said to have occurred until some overt act takes place which shows a want of 
affection. An action for alienation of affection accrues when the loss of affection is sustained. 
Flink v. Simpson, 49 Wn.2d 639, 305 P.2d 803 (1957). In our opinion, the right of action in a 
cause of this nature should accrue when the parent is aware that the hurt is suffered. 

Ms. Case points out the opinion stated in [4] to establish a date of occurrence; May 21, 

2009, the date Ms. Case first learned Ms. Triplett had concealed all knowledge of harm to cause 

harm. 

Unrealistically, Ms. Case concedes it may be true that no Washington cases have dealt 

directly with alienation of affection of a minor child as a stand-alone cause of action. However 

the courts descriptive decision, which virtually ignored that destruction of the parent-child 

relationship and outrage was the main character, this also expressly defines malice in the form of 

unjustifiable interference. Alienation of affection was not an element nor listed in the title of the 

The courts full analysis of Strode v. Glealo.YJn is noted in Appendix 

~ The conclusion that all members of a family have a right to protect the family relationship and that a minor child 
may bling suit against a third person who wrongfully induced a parent to desert the child has also been reached in 
Russick v. Hicks, supm; Johnson v. Luhman, 330 lll. App. 598, 71 N.E.2d 810 (1947); and Miller v. Monsen, supra. 

We see no basis for granting a child a cause of action for loss of the love and affection of a parent without 
recognizing that a parent has a like cause of action for damages against a third person who spitefully alienates the 
affections of a minor child or maliciously interferes with the family relationship resulting in a loss of the child's 
affections. The loss of custody or the services of a child should not be a necessary element to be proven as a 
requisite for recovery but is instead an element of damages. We believe an interloper who maliciously intelferes 
with the affections of a child should be answerable to a damaged parent. 
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complaint presented, but one mere passage comment for argument in a few lines of the 

complaint. However, if there was a prima facie case for alienation of a parent's affection it could 

certainly be argued here. Nevertheless, due to the seriousness of abuse of discretion, this court is 

being asked to look at this issue in conjunction as an extension of the issues before the court. 

This complaint was merely an independent action following CR 60( c) to relieve Ms. Case of 

several negative judgments, establish damages and outrage, nonetheless remains extremely 

relevant to the issues presently before the court. 

Second, the court ignored several requests provided by declaration to amend the 

complaint and ignored a component of harm presented by supplemental declaration. Exhibit 11 

p.36,37 

Third, the court further stated issue preclusion and collateral estoppel. Ironically, issue 

preclusion and collateral estoppel still did not exist. However, in both hearings the court and 

counsel stated in error that these issues had been argued over and over, when they have not. 

Nonetheless, misrepresentation whether negligent or intentional, detrimental reliance, malicious 

or intentional interference and outrage continue to be ignored. 

Counsel misrepresents to the court on November 19, 2010 by describing the January 28, 

2005 Civil Order by Judge Middaugh as a restriction of access upon Ms. Case. Exhibit 11 p. 4. 

This order was clearly a temporary adjustment of residential overtime pending agreement in 

mediation or modification ofthe parenting plan. These orders specifically allowed additional 

visitation plus provided the intent to return to the original parenting plan when Ms. Case 

established a residence. This is now being portrayed as a restriction of access. These orders did 

not impose, construe or delineate any denial upon Ms. Case as a restriction of access. 
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Furthermore, Ms. Case did not receive a Notice of Transferring Judge filed by the Court 

on December 8, 2010. This notice is addressed to Ms. Case and was mailed to Ms. Triplett's 

home address. Exhibit, 11 p. 13 The Court had Ms. Case's correct mailing address as it was 

included on numerous pleadings. Therefore Ms. Triplett received this notice addressed to Ms. 

Case, remained silent and withheld any acknowledgement of this error. However, Ms. Triplett 

has been shown throughout this brief to have a significant history of remaining silent on several 

issues. 3 

In addition to err noted on this appeal; several very perplexing questions remain present at 

this point in light of the substantial prejudice and abuse of discretion that continues without 

reason, provocation or explanation. Should the court be allowed to deny a transgender parent, 

parenting rights or hamper those abilities to parent as a limitation factor to remove or alienate 

those parents from their own children because they are transgender? Does a Parenting Plan 

constitute a) promissory estoppel, b) equitable estoppel c) a detrimental reliance? Does the 

duty and responsibility of a Parenting Plan exist as a quasi-contractual obligation establishing a 

quasi-fiduciary duty? Is fraud in any unknown enumerating form, issue precluded? Did Ms. 

Case have the right to file a complaint seeking damages for the destruction of the parent-child 

relationship and outrage? Did the court err by denying Ms. Case the right to trial? Did this unjust 

error cause Ms. Case to be prejudiced? Was the subject matter "Damages" the same as prior 

3 The dochine of equitable estoppel reads: 
The most comprehensive definition of equitable estoppel or estoppel in pais is that it is the principle by which 
a party who knows or should know the truth is absolutely precluded, both at law and in equity, from denying, 
or asserting the contrary of, any material fact which, by his words or conduct, affirmative or negative, 
intentionally or through culpable negligence, he has induced another, who was excusably ignorant of the hue 
facts and who had a light to rely upon such words or conduct, to believe and act upon them thereby, as a 
consequence reasonably to be anticipated, changing his position in such a way that he would suffer injw)· if 
such denial or contrary asseltion was allowed. 
28 Am Jur 2d Estoppel and Waiver § 28 
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subject matter to warrant issue preclusion. Furthermore, how can issues be precluded if they 

were unknown to the court or ignored. 

CONCLUSION 

Ms. Triplett should be held accountable for noncompliance, contempt, and denial of the 

residential schedule and several provisions outlined in the original Parenting Plan. For 

concealment to such degree as to prevail in proceedings by deception and withholding pertinent 

information until after proceedings concluded. Ms. Triplett has misrepresented statements of 

fact to enable proceedings and prevailed by deception. Ms. Triplett has created substantial 

custodial parent conflict and maliciously intentional interference to achieve such malice to cause 

harm. Ms. Triplett is responsible and accountable for damages to the destruction of the parent­

child relationship as a third party wrongdoer perpetuated in the form of concealment, continuous 

conflict, parental exclusion, and unjustifiable custodial interference. Ms. Triplett is responsible 

for creating along with concealment of a compulsorily uninvited and avoidable debt. Ms. 

Triplett is responsible for creating this outrage. Ms. Triplett is also responsible for negligent or 

intentional infliction of emotional distress. 

Ms. Case does not deny there has been substantial litigation. However, as noted by Judge 

Matson's conclusion, the litigation does not support they have all been frivolously brought or 

brought in violation of CR 11, nor have they been subject of such claims until the motion to 

vacate. The evidence Ms. Triplett concealed defies these judgments and should be vacated. 

This matter also does not support the Court's analysis of essentially being raised again 

and again. This motion had nothing to do with the serious issues raised on the motion for 

contempt. Nonetheless, the Court denied accountability of contempt and unrealistically attached 

the denial to a prior ruling in error, in effect saying issue preclusion when it is not. Ms. Case 
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draws upon one conclusion and one belief; that substantial justice is achieved here to reverse 

these unforgivable damaging acts of outrage and put an end to this horrific conflict and 

destruction. 

The remedies requested from this appeal are as follows: 

1. Confirm the Civil Order and Instruction to FCS dated January 28, 2005 were merely 

temporary and self-terminated upon completion of agreed mediation. 

2. Confirm Ms. Triplett was fully aware; had proceeded with complete knowledge and 

is in full noncompliance contempt of the Parenting Plan provisions since mediation 

completion. 

3. Confirm Ms. Triplett has created considerable conflict maintaining a substantial 

custodial interference and concealment causing significant damage to the parent-child 

relationshi p. 

4. Vacate prior proceedings on the basis provided; 

5. On remand keep both causes consolidated for further proceedings; 

6. For other damages deemed appropriate by the court. 

Ms. Case requests fees for both proceedings and this appeal. Ms. Case has been forced to 

apply this procedure when rules, statutes and case law have been ignored. Ms. Triplett is clearly 

in a much better financial position with an annual income approximately $10,000 more per year 

and has successfully increased child support. 

DATED this 24th day of March, 2011. 

~ ~-
~ 4;YJ(j/, W~( ( ~ 
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APPENDIX 

126 Wn. App. 599, In re Custody of Halls 

[Nos. 30761-8-11; 30948-3-11. Division Two. February 8, 2005.] 

In the Matter of the Custody of TRINA M. HALLS, et AL ., JEFFERY C. HALLS, SR ., 
Respondent, JUNE ARDEN, Appel/ant. 

[1] Appeal - Briefs - Failure To File - Effect. A respondent on appeal may be precluded from presenting 
argument to the court under RAP 11.2(a) if the respondent fails to timely file a brief after repeated reminders 
from the court to do so 

[2] Juveniles - Custody - Parenting Plan - Modification - Discretion of Court - Abuse of Discretion - What 
Constitutes. A decision or ruling by a trial court that modifies a permanent parenting plan generally is 
reviewed under the abuse of discretion standard. Discretion is abused if the decision or ruling is manifestly 
unreasonable or is based on untenable grounds or reasons. A decision or ruling is manifestly unreasonable 
if, based on the facts and the applicable legal standard, the decision or ruling is outside the range of 
acceptable choices. The procedures and criteria set forth in RCW 26.09.260 limit the trial court's range of 
discretion. The trial court abuses its discretion if it fails to follow the statutory procedures or modifies the 
parenting plan for reasons other than the statutory criteria. 
[3] Juveniles - Custody - Parenting Plan - Modification - Continuity - Presumption - In General. There is a 

strong presumption against modification of an established parenting plan so as to avoid disruptions to the 
child. 

[4] Juveniles - Custody - Parenting Plan - Modification - Propriety - Burden of Proof. A parent seeking 
modification of a parenting plan has the burden of proving that modification is appropriate. 

[5] Juveniles - Custody - Parenting Plan - Modification - Factors - Violations of Plan by Parent- Best 
Interests of Child. When one parent prevents the other from having contact with their child in violation of a 
parenting plan, a court may consider the violations in deciding whether to modify the plan to change the 
child's residence, but the parenting plan may not be modified for mere violations thereof absent a finding that 
modification is in the child's best interests. 

[6] Juveniles - Custody - Parenting Plan - Modification - Petition or Motion - Necessity. A court may not 
modify a parenting plan absent a petition or motion therefor that is filed and served as required by RCW 
26.09.181 and that includes the affidavit required by RCW 26.09.270 . A motion for contempt for an alleged 
violation of a parenting plan that does not comply with any of the requirements of RCW 26.09.270 , that 
does not ask for modification of the parenting plan, that provides no basis for an adequate cause finding, 
and that does not give notice to the other parent of an intent to seek modification does not provide a 
sufficient basis for a court to modify the plan. 

[7] Juveniles - Custody - Parenting Plan - Modification - Contempt Proceedings - Validity. A court may not 
modify the residential provisions of a parenting plan in the context of contempt proceedings for enforcement 
of the plan. 
[8] Juveniles - Custody - Parenting Plan - Modification - Best Interests of Child - Affirmative Finding -

Necessity. The modification of a parenting plan must be based on an affirmative finding that modification of 
the plan is in the child's best interests. A finding that it is not in the child's best interest to be denied visitation 
with one parent does not satisfy the statutory best interests requirement to justify modifying the parenting 
plan to make the parent the primary residential parent. 

[9] Juveniles - Custody - Parenting Plan - Modification - Adequate Cause Threshold Hearing - Necessity. A 
parenting plan may not be modified absent an adequate cause threshold hearing as required by RCW 
26.09.270. 

[10] Juveniles - Custody - Parenting Plan - Modification - Contempt Proceedings - Two Contempts. A court 
may not modify a parenting plan solely on the basis of two contempts by one of the parents for violating the 
plan. RCW 26.09.260 (1) requires, in addition to any contempt findings, a finding that the proposed change 
is in the child's best interests. 
[11] Juveniles - Custody - Parenting plan - Modification - Temporary Order - Validity. A permanent 

parenting plan may not be modified in the guise of a temporary order effectively having a permanent effect. 



[12] Constitutional Law - Right to Counsel - Civil Case - Criminal in Nature. In proceedings civil in form but 
criminal in nature, the due process liberty interest, the Sixth Amendment, and Const. art. I, § 22 require that 
a party threatened with jail be represented by counsel. 

[13] Contempt - Civil Contempt - Penalty - Threat of Confinement - Right to Counsel - I ndigent Party -
Appointed Counsel. A party threatened with a civil contempt order that may result in incarceration is entitled 
to appointed counsel if private representation cannot be afforded. 

[14] Appeal - Decisions Reviewable - Advisory Opinion. The appellate courts in this state do not issue 
advisory opinions. 

Nature of Action: Actions to enforce a parenting plan. Superior Court: The Superior 
Court for Jefferson County, No. 02-5-00010-0, Thomas J. Majhan, J., found the mother 
in contempt of court, modified the parenting plan, and entered a restraining order against 
the mother. 

Court of Appeals: Holding that the trial court failed to follow statutory procedures in 
modifying the parenting plan and that the trial court's failure to appoint counsel for the 
mother in the contempt proceedings deprived the mother of due process of law, the 
court reverses the modification orders, vacates the contempt orders, and remands the 
case for further proceedings. 

Jeffrey C. Halls, pro se. 

Jason T. Vail (of Northwest Justice Project) and Carol S. Vaughn (of Thompson & 
Howle ), for appellant. 

Salvador A. Mungia /I and Colen J. Folawn on behalf of CIRCLE, amicus curiae. 

Kathleen M. O'Sullivan, Katherine E. Page, Sally L. Morgan, and Rebecca S. Engrav 
on behalf of Northwest Women's Law Center, amicus curiae. 

~1 ARMSTRONG, J. - June Arden appeals two permanent parenting plan modifications 
granting sole custody of her children to their father, Jeffrey Halls. She also challenges 
several contempt orders entered against her when she was not represented by counsel. 
Finally, she asks us to vacate a 10-year temporary restraining order the trial judge 
entered against her. Because the trial judge failed to follow the procedures RCW 
26.09.260 requires, we reverse the two modifications. And because the trial court 
violated Arden's due process rights by not appointing counsel to represent her when she 
faced the possibility of incarceration, we also vacate the contempt orders and remand to 
the trial court for further proceedings. We decline to consider, however, Arden's rquest 
that we order the trial court to appoint counsel to represent her in the modification 
proceedings. 

FACTS 

~2 June Arden and Jeffrey Halls have three minor children, Trina Halls (age 12), Jeffrey 
Halls, Jr. (age 11), and Selma Halls (age 8). The court entered a final parenting plan 
(Original Parenting Plan) on February 4, 2003; both Arden and Halls were represented 
by counsel in that proceeding. Under the plan, during the school year, the children 
resided with Arden and had residential time with Halls on the first and third Saturday and 
Sunday of each month and on certain holidays every other year. The summer schedule 
remained the same except Halls would have the children for the month of July. Arden 
and Halls had joint decision-making power. 
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,-r3 In April 2003, Arden was evicted from her home. On April 7, 2003, she took the 
children to Red Wing, Minnesota, where she could stay in a family home. Arden and the 
children arrived in Minnesota on or around April 12. A few days later, Arden called Halls 
and told him she was in Red Wing with the children. Arden did not deliver the children to 
Halls for their next scheduled weekend visit. At the time, Halls was not in Washington; 
he was visiting his mother in Wisconsin. 

I. Motion for Contempt 

,-r4 On April 22, Halls moved for a contempt order, alleging that Arden violated the 
Original Parenting Plan by failing to give notice of her move to Minnesota and by failing 
to make the children available for Halls's scheduled weekend visit. Halls asked the court 
to sanction Arden with jail time. 

II. Contempt Hearing: May 9,2003 

,-r5 At the first contempt hearing on May 9, 2003, Arden represented herself, appearing 
by telephone.«1»The trial court found her in contempt of the Original Parenting Plan and 
ordered her confined in the Jefferson County jail. 

,-r6 On May 12, 2003, the trial court ordered Arden's release and set a show cause 
hearing on May 30, 2003, for Arden to appear and show cause why Halls should not 
have primary residential care of the children. The court did not appoint counsel to 
represent Arden at the May 30 hearing, and Halls had still not petitioned to modify the 
parenting plan. 

III. Return Hearing: May 30, 2003 

,-r7 Arden again represented herself at the May 30 hearing. At that hearing, the court 
stated that if the children were not delivered to Halls in 24 hours, he would incarcerate 
Arden. The court also set a review hearing for June 13, and explained to Arden that it 
would appoint counsel for her at that hearing because she faced possible jail time if it 
found her in contempt. On May 30, the court found her in contempt of the parenting plan. 
And, although Halls had not yet petitioned to modify the plan, the court granted him sole 
custody of the children. 

IV. Review Hearing: June 13, 2003 

,-rS At the June 13, 2003 hearing, Arden was not present but a public defender appeared 
on her behalf. By then, Halls had custody of the children, and Arden had been visiting 
them on weekends. The court asked Halls, "Want me to put her in jailor are you 
satisfied?" Report of Proceedings (RP) (June 13, 2003) at 33. Halls stated that he was 
not asking the court to incarcerate Arden. Instead, his attorney asked the court "to enter 
a new Parenting Plan that reflects what's going on now." RP (June 13, 2002) at 33. 

«1»Also present was an attorney, James Bendell, who had withdrawn as Arden's counsel and did not 
represent her. 

,-r9 The public defender, Richard Davies, moved to withdraw as Arden's counsel, stating 
that he understood he was to represent Arden only as to the threat of imprisonment. The 
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court allowed Davies to withdraw and then entered a final judgment and modified 
parenting plan (First Modified Parenting Plan). 

~1 0 The First Modified Parenting Plan changed the children's primary residence from 
Arden to Halls. The parties retained joint decision making authority. Nothing in the record 
shows that Halls petitioned to modify the Original Parenting Plan. 

V. Motion for Reconsideration 

~11 Arden asked the court to reconsider the first parenting plan modification and the 
May 30, 2003 contempt order. The court denied the motions on July 21, ruling that 
because "it was not in the children's best interest to be denied visitation with their father, 
the Court changed their residence. It's up to the father's lawyer to straighten out the 
paperwork." Clerk's Papers (CP) at 122-23. 

VI. Notice of Appeal and Petition for Modification of Parenting Plan 

~12 Arden appealed to this court on August 19, 2003. On August 22, while the appeal 
was pending, Halls petitioned to modify the Original Parenting Plan. Appearing pro se, 
Arden opposed the petition. 

VII. Contempt Hearing: September 5,2003 

~13 On September 5, 2003, the trial court heard Halls's motion for an order finding 
Arden in contempt of the First Modified Parenting Plan and for entry of a new parenting 
plan "that doesn't leave any room for error." RP (Sept. 5, 2003) at 3. Halls alleged that 
Arden failed to return the children on time. Arden, again representing herself, denied that 
she had failed to comply with the parenting plan. 

~14 The trial court found Arden in contempt, entered a new final parenting plan (Second 
Modified Parenting Plan), and entered a temporary order (Temporary Order) restraining 
Arden from (1) molesting or disturbing the peace of Halls or any child; (2) entering 
Halls's home, the grounds of his home, or his workplace; or (3) entering the children's 
schools. The order also restrained her from removing the children from Jefferson 
County. While labeled "[t]emporary," the order does not expire until 2013 (10 years from 
the date of the order). CP at 188. 

~15 As to this last ruling, the court reasoned: "All it takes is two contempts and the Court 
can change the parenting plan without further findings." RP (Sept. 5, 2003) at 8. The 
Second Modified parenting plan ordered that the children reside with Halls; it allowed 
Arden visitation for two weekends a month, two blocks of two weeks each during the 
summer, and certain holidays every other year. It also delegated major decision making 
authority to Halls. 

VIII. Second Notice of Appeal 

[1,ro16 On October 3,2003, Arden appealed a second time, challenging the most recent 
contempt order, the Second Modified Parenting Plan, and the Temporary Order. We 
consolidated the appeals. Due to Halls repeated failure to file a brief or make a motion to 
extend time, we precluded him from filing a brief or presenting oral argumenL(2)> 
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«2»Halls failed to file a response brief by March 15,2004, as required. We repeatedly informed Halls that he 
must file a brief or face sanctions. Because Halls nevertheless failed to timely file a brief, we precluded him 
from arguing. RAP 11.2(a). 

ANALYSIS 

I. Entry of the Modified Parenting Plan Violated RCW 26.09.260 

1[17 Arden argues that the trial court entered a series of orders that violated the 
substantive and procedural rules governing the modification of final parenting plans. 
Specifically, she argues that the court modified a final parenting plan without a pending 
petition for modification, an adequate cause hearing, or adequate consideration of the 
statutory criteria. We agree. 

[2Jfl18 Generally, we review a trial court's rulings about the provisions of a parenting plan 
for abuse of discretion. In re Marriage of Littlefield, 133 Wn.2d 39 , 46, 940 P.2d 1362 
(1997) (citing In re Marriage of Kovacs, 121 Wn.2d 795 , 801, 854 P.2d 629 (1993)); In 
re Marriage of Wicklund, 84 Wn. App. 763 , 770, 932 P.2d 652 (1996). A trial court 
abuses its discretion if its decision is manifestly unreasonable or based on untenable 
grounds or untenable reasons. Littlefield. 133 Wn.2d at 46-47 (citing Kovacs, 121 
Wn.2d at 801 ); Wicklund , 84 Wn. App. at 770 n.1. A decision is manifestly 
unreasonable if, based on the facts and the applicable legal standard, the decision is 
outside the range of acceptable choices. In re Parentage of Schroeder, 106 Wn. App. 
343,349,22 P.3d 1280 (2001) (citing Littlefield, 133 Wn.2d at 47 ). 

1[19 RCW 26.09.260 sets forth the procedures and criteria to modify a parenting plan. 
These procedures and criteria limit a court's range of discretion. In re Marriage of Hoseth 
,115 Wn. App. 563,569,63 P.3d 164 (citing In re Marriage of Shryock. 76 Wn. App. 
848,852,888 P.2d 750 (1995)), review denied, 150 Wn.2d 1011 (2003). Accordingly, a 
court abuses its discretion if it fails to follow the statutory procedures or modifies a 
parenting plan for reasons other than the statutory criteria. Hoseth . 115 Wn. App. at 569 

[3, 4Jfl20 Under RCW 26.09.260 , the court may modify a parenting plan only if it finds "a 
substantial change has occurred in the circumstances of the child or the nonmoving 
party and ... the modification is in the best interest of the child and is necessary to serve 
the best interests of the child." RCW 26.09.260 (1). These findings must be based on 
"facts that have arisen since the prior decree or plan or that were unknown to the court 
at the time of the prior decree or plan." RCW 26.09.260 (1). We employ a strong 
presumption against modification because changes in residences are highly disruptive to 
children. Schroeder, 106 Wn. App. at 350 (citing In re Marriage of McDole, 122 Wn.2d 
604,610,859 P.2d 1239 (1993)). Thus, the moving party must prove that a modification 
is appropriate. Schroeder, 106 Wn. App. at 350 (citing George v. Helliar, 62 Wn. App. 
378,383-84,814 P.2d 238 (1991)). 

[5Jfl21 A substantial change has occurred when" '[t]he court has found the nonmoving 
parent in contempt of court at least twice within three years because the parent failed to 
comply with the residential time provisions in the court-ordered parenting plan.' " 
Schroeder, 106 Wn. App. at 350 (alteration in original) (quoting RCW 26.09.260 (2)(d)). 
Thus, when one parent prevents another from having contact with a child in violation of 
the parenting plan, a court may consider these violations in deciding whether to change 
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the children's residence. See, e.g ., McDole, 122 Wn.2d at 610 -11; In re Marriage of 
Velickoff, 95 Wn. App. 346 , 357-58, 968 P.2d 20 (1998). But absent a finding that 
modification is in the best interests of a child, the court may not modify for mere 
violations of the parenting plan. See, e.g ., Thompson v. Thompson, 56 Wn.2d 244 , 
250,352 P.2d 179 (1960); Schroeder, 106 Wn. App. at 351 . 

[6,ro22 RCW 26.09.181 requires a petitioning party to file and serve his motion to modify 
with a proposed parenting plan. Further, under RCW 26.09.270 , a party seeking to 
modify a parenting plan must submit with his motion "an affidavit setting forth facts 
supporting the requested ... modification and shall give notice, together with a copy of 
his affidavit, to other parties to the proceedings, who may file opposing affidavits." And 
the court must deny the motion unless it finds adequate cause from the affidavits to hear 
the motion. RCW 26.09.270 . Jefferson County's local rules also require a petition and 
the "affidavits as required by RCW 26.09.270 ." JCLR 94. 

,-[23 Halls filed only a motion for contempt. And the motion complied with none of the 
requirements of RCW 26.09.270 . It did not ask for a modification of the parenting plan; it 
provided no basis for an adequate cause finding (and the court did not find adequate 
cause); and it gave Arden no notice that Halls sought to modify the parenting plan. 
Because of these basic procedural flaws, the court lacked authority to modify the parties' 
parenting plan. 

[7,ro24 In addition, the First Modified Parenting Plan states that it was entered following 
an "order entered on May 30, 2003." CP at 40. The only order appearing in the record 
entered on May 30, 2003, is a contempt order. In the section of the order reserved for 
allocating additional residential or make-up time, the court wrote "[Halls] is granted sole 
custody" of the children "pending further order." CP at 30. This grant of sole custody was 
an improper exercise of the court's contempt power, deviating from the contempt 
remedies RCW 26.09.160 provides. 

[8,ro25 Moreover, the court never found that a modification was in the children's best 
interests. Rather, the court found "that it was not in the children's best interest to be 
denied visitation with their father." CP at 123. This does not meet the statutory best 
interests requirement. Finding that it was not in the children's best interest to be denied 
visitation with their father is not the same as a finding that a changed primary residential 
parent was in their best interests. Specifically, the court did not find that living with their 
father or removing them from their mother's care was in their "best interests." 

A. Second Modified Parenting Plan 

[9, 10lf[26 The Second Modified Parenting Plan suffers from some of the same defects 
as the first. Again, the court held no adequate cause threshold hearing RCW 26.09.270 
and Jefferson County Local Rule 94 require. And the court concluded that "[a]1I it takes is 
two contempts and the Court can change the parenting plan without further findings." 
Appellant Br. at 18. But the court cannot modify a parenting plan solely on the basis of 
"two contempts." RCW 26.09.260 (1) requires, in addition to contempt findings, a finding 
that the proposed change is in the children's best interests. See Schroeder, 106 Wn. 
App. at 351 (stating that absent a finding that modification is in the best interests of a 
child, the mere violation of the parenting plan cannot per se require a change in custody 
when such change is contrary to the best interests of the child). Thus, we reverse the 
order granting the Second Modified Parenting Plan.«3» 
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B. Temporary Order 

[11f1127 Arden argues that entry of the 10-year Temporary Order was actually an 
impermissible, permanent parenting plan modification. Again we agree. 

,-r28 In In re Marriage of Christel, 101 Wn. App. 13 , 24, 1 P.3d 600 (2000), the court 
held that a temporary order amounted to an impermissible modification. The court found 
that the trial court's order establishing a new dispute resolution procedure for matters 
affecting the parties' child had a permanent effect on the parenting plan, and because no 
petition to modify had been submitted, the modification was impermissible. Christel, 101 
Wn. App. at 23 -24. Accordingly, the court vacated the trial court's "Temporary Order," 
finding an abuse of discretion. Christel, 101 Wn. App. at 24. 

,-r29 The Temporary Order here has the same permanent effect. It restricts Arden's right 
to travel with her children outside of Jefferson County and prohibits her from going to the 
children's residence or schools for 10 years. By the time the order expires, all of Arden's 
and Halls's children will have reached the age of majority and the parenting plan 

«3»Halls also violated RAP 7.2(e). Arden had appealed the first modification before Halls presented his 
second modification. Under RAP 7.2(e), the trial court could not enter an order that affected the appeal 
without first obtaining our permission. It did not. 

will no longer apply to them. And Halls submitted no petition to modify and no adequate 
cause affidavits, and the court did not find facts sufficient to modify the parenting plan. 
Thus, we vacate the order. 

II. Contempt Orders 

,-r30 Arden argues that independent of the RCW 26.09.260 violations, the Second 
Parenting Plan Modification must be overturned because it is premised on findings of 
contempt that were entered in violation of due process. Although the issue is likely moot 
because we have reversed the First and Second Parenting Plan Modifications for 
procedural flaws, we consider the issue because the contempt orders may be a factor in 
future proceedings. 

Right to Counsel in Contempt Proceedings 

[12, 13f1131 In proceedings civil in form but criminal in nature, due process rights to 
liberty, the Sixth Amendment, and Washington Constitution article I, section 22, require 
that a party threatened with jail be represented by counsel. See Tetro v. Tetro , 86 
Wn.2d 252,253,544 P.2d 17 (1975) (citing In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1,87 S. Ct. 1428, 18 
L. Ed. 2d 527 (1967)). Accordingly, wherever a contempt adjudication may result in 
incarceration, the person accused of contempt must be provided with state-paid counsel 
if she is unable to afford private representation. Tetro, 86 Wn.2d at 253 ; see also, In re 
Dependency of Grove ,127Wn.2d 221 ,237,897 P.2d 1252 (1995). 

,-r32 Arden faced jail time at the May 9, May 30, and June 13 contempt hearings, and the 
trial court knew she was indigent. At one hearing, the public defender initially 
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represented her, but then withdrew before the hearing concluded. At another hearing, 
her attorney was present but did not represent her, explaining that he was withdrawing 
and was not prepared to represent her. The court should have appointed counsel to 
represent Arden throughout these hearings. It did not and we, therefore, vacate the 
contempt orders. 

III. Due Process in Modification of Parenting Plan Proceedings. 

1f33 Arden argues that under the due process clause of the fourteenth amendment to the 
United States Constitution and article I, sections 10 and 32 of the Washington State 
Constitution, she is entitled to appointed counsel in the modification proceedings. She 
asks that we direct the trial court to appoint counsel to represent her on remand.«4»But 
the issue is not before us yet. 

1f34 Although not part of the appeal record, counsel advised us during oral argument that 
the children are back living with Arden. In addition, Halls has not participated in the 
appeal process, ignoring our letters and order concerning his right to file a brief and 
argue the case. Given this history, we question whether a real dispute still exists 
between the parties. 

[14l1f35 In addition, if there is a dispute on remand, we do not know whether Arden 
would now qualify as indigent. Moreover, Halls asked to modify the parenting plans only 
because of Arden's alleged contempts. But as we have discussed, contempt findings 
alone will not support a parenting plan modification. If Halls still seeks modification, he 
must file a new petition alleging more than contempt. We do not know what such 
allegations might be or whether the contempt proceedings would necessarily threaten 
Arden with incarceration. Yet Arden asks for an attorney on the modification because it is 
so interwoven with the contempt issues. In short, without knowing whether the parties 
still have a dispute and the parameters of the dispute, we are unwilling to issue an 
advisory opinion. 

1f36 We reverse and vacate the May 9, May 30, and September 8, 2003 contempt 
orders; we also vacate the First and Second Modified Parenting Plans and the 
Temporary Order. We remand to the trial court for further proceedings 

QUINN-BRINTNALL , C.J., and HUNT, J., concur. 

«4»No Washington case has held that a party to a child custody dispute is entitled to representation at State 
expense. 
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9 Wn App. 13, ELINE G. STRODE, individually and as a Guardian, Respondent, v. 
WILLIS GLEASON et al., Appellants 

[No 1293-1. Division One-Panel 2. Court of Appeal May 21,1973.] 

ELINE G. STRODE, individually and as a Guardian, Respondent, v. WILLIS 
GLEASON et al., Appellants. 

[1] Torts - Remedies - New or Unique Cause of Action. The common law is sufficiently adaptable to 
provide a remedy for one Injured by the conduct of another even though the asserted right is novel and 
there is no precedent for such an action. 
[2] Parent and Child - Alienation of Affection - Parent's Right of Action. A parent may bring an action for 
damages based on the malicious alienation of the affections of a minor child. [Sec Ann. 12 A.L.R.2d 1178, 
1181; 59 Am. Jur 2d, Parent and Child 107.] . 
[3] Parent and Child - Alienation of Affection - Elements - Malice. In order to establish a cause of action 

for alienation of a child's affection a parent must show malice in the form of an unjustifiable interference 
with the parent - child relationship. 
[4] Torts - Alienation of Affection - Accrual of Action. An action for alienation of affection accrues when 

the loss of affection is sustained, i.e., when some overt act takes place indicating a lack of affection and 
making the parent aware that a hurt is suffered. 

Appeal from a judgment of the Superior Court for King County, No. 709304, George H. 
Freese, J., entered July 22, 1971. Reversed. 

Action for alienation of affection. The defendants appeal from a judgment entered on a 
verdict in favor of the plaintiffs. 

Stuart W. Todd, for appellants. 

Barnett, Robben, Blauert & Pease and Paul W. Robben, for respondent. 

CALLOW, J.-

This is an alienation of affections action brought by the natural mother of two children, a 
boy and a girl, against the couple with whom the children lived for several years. The 
defendants have appealed from, a jury verdict in favor of the plaintiff. 

From 1952 until 1962, the Strode children lived with the defendants Gleason during the 
week and visited their parent on weekends. Thereafter, the children lived at home for the 
next 4 years but frequently visited with the defendants. From 1964 until 1966, the boy 
grew difficult to handle. He made a tape recording attempting to demonstrate his natural 
mother's unfitness to care for him and exchanged frequent phone calls with the 
defendant Mrs. Gleason. As a result of his complaints to a school counselor, a juvenile 
court petition was filed. The plaintiff mother contends that the defendants caused the 
filing of the petition and that that act evidences the alienation of the children. 

The jury was instructed alienation of affections and/or direct interference with family 
relations is characterized as an intentional tort. 

Basically to establish a prima facie cause of action for these torts the complaining party 
must show the following: 1. An existing family relationship 2. A wrongful interference 
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with the relationship by a third person 3. An intention on the part of the third person 
that such wrongful interference results in a loss of affection or family association 

4. A causal connection between the third parties' conduct and the loss of affection. 5. 
That such conduct resulted in damages. 

The defendants contend the instruction was improper, that no cause of action for the 
alienation of the affections of a child has been recognized in Washington law, and that 
the action should have been dismissed. In addition, the defendants claim, inter alia, that 
the statute of limitations had run barring the action. 

No Washington cases deal directly with alienation of the affections of a minor child, 
standing alone, as a permissible cause of action. The common law held liable anyone 
who intentionally interfered with the custody of children by abducting a child, enticing a 
child away or harboring a child who had left home against the wishes of the parent. The 
parent was required to prove deprivation of the services or custody of the child by the 
actions of the defendant; but having proven this element, the parent was then also 
entitled to damages for loss of the society of the child and for accompanying mental 
distress. Magnuson v. O'Dea, 75 Wash. 574, 135 P. 640, 48 L.R.A (n.s.) 327 (1913), 
would permit a recovery on such a footing. This was an action for damages caused by 
the concealment of a minor child from the parent. The court said that a right of action in 
such cases was based upon loss of services and that, under such circumstances, 
parents could then also recover compensatory damages for mental distress and the loss 
of the companionship of the child. See also W. Prosser, Torts 124, p. 882 (4th ed. 1971); 
H. Clark, Domestic Relations 10.4 (1968); Annot., 12 AL.R.2d 1178 (1950); Pound, 
Individual Interests in the Domestic Relations, 14 Mich. L. Rev. 177, 185 (1916); 59 Am. 
Jur. 2d Parent and Child 107 (2d ed. 1971). 

The few cases where the sole basis of the complaint has been the alienation of the 
affections of a minor child unaccompanied by loss of custody or of the services of the 
child have denied recovery. 3 Restatement of Torts 699 (1938), takes a similar position 
at page 501: 

One who, without more, alienates from its parent the affections of a child, whether a 
minor or of full age, is not liable to the child's parent. 

Miles v. Cuthbert, 122 N.Y.S. 703 (Sup. Ct. 1909), held there was no action for 
alienation of the affections of a child simply because there was no authority to support 
such an action. In Pyle v. Waechter, 202 Iowa 695, 210 N.W. 926, 49 AL.R. 557 (1926), 
the court denied recovery by the parent and emphasized that recovery had always been 
based upon the loss of custody, care, companionship or services of the child. Analogies 
to the right of a parent to recover for loss of affection and mental anguish stemming from 
the seduction of a minor daughter and to the right of recovery for alienation of the 
affections of a spouse were rejected. See also Montgomery v. Crum, 199 Ind. 660, 161 
N.E. 251 (1928); Ronan v. Briggs, 351 Mass. 700, 220 N.E.2d 909 (1966). 

These cases are commented upon in 1 F. Harper & F. James, The Law of Torts 8.5 
(1956) as follows at page 623: 

The reasoning here is not persuasive. As to the first point, it is true that the action for 
loss of the companionship and custody of a child or for its seduction was based on the 
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loss of real or imaginary services but in modern law this has become a complete fiction. 
Loss of services need not be shown. "The true ground of action is the outrage, the 
deprivation; the injury the father sustains in the loss of his child; the insult offered to his 
feelings; the heart-rending agony he must suffer in the destruction of his dearest hopes, 
and the irreparable loss of that comfort and society, which may be the only solace of his 
declining age." It is rue, as the Iowa court pointed out, that the parent had not been 
deprived of the child's custody and society, but it must be obvious that the loveless 
companionship of a minor child leaves much to be desired in the relationship. Much the 
same can be said of the court's second point as to the analogy of the affection between 
spouses. To be sure it is different than that which exists between parents and their 
children, but application of a Latin name to the one makes it no more important or worthy 
of legal protection than the other. 

(Footnotes omitted.) See also H. Clark, Domestic Relations 10.4, at 270 (1968); 40 Harv. 
L. Rev. 771 (1927). 

[1] The novelty of an asserted right and the lack of precedent are not valid reasons for 
denying relief to one who has been injured by the conduct of another. The common law 
has been determined by the needs of society and must recognize and be adaptable to 
contemporary conditions and relationships. Funk v. United States, 290 U.S. 371, 78 L. 
Ed. 369,54 S. Ct. 212,93 A.L.R. 1136 (1933); Russick v. Hicks, 85 F. Supp. 281 (W.O. 
Mich. 1949); Miller v. Monsen, 228 Minn. 400, 37 N.W.2d 543 (1949). [S]tability should 
not to be confused with perpetuity. If the law is to have a current relevance, courts must 
have and exert the capacity to change a rule of law when reason so requires. In re 
Stranger Creek, 77 Wn.2d 649,653,466 P.2d 508 (1970). 

[2] The trend of the law as we perceive it would recognize a cause of action in a parent 
for the alienation of the affections of a child. Daily v. Parker, 152 F.2d 174, 162 A.L.R. 
819 (7th Cir. 1945), reversed the dismissal of a complaint initiated by a minor child for 
the alienation of its father's affections. The issue was stated as follows at page 176: 

Is the family relationship and the rights of the different members therein, arising 
therefrom, sufficient to support a cause of action in each, the father, mother, or children, 
against one who breaks it up and destroys rights of the said individual members? 

The opinion noted that while courts have been slow to accept social changes they have 
adopted change after the need has been recognized. The court conceptualized the 
family as follows at page 176: 

The duties of each member of the family are measured (at least in theory and in legal 
conception) by the position, the role, each takes in the family .... children of tender 
years take on the family financial burdens when father is incapacitated and mother must 
attend him or for other reasons is unable to contribute to the financial support of the 
family. Relativity of rights and duties marks the rights and the obligations of the group 
and relativity is determined in each case by the situation of the family. But relativity does 
not eliminate or destroy the rights of any member. We hesitate to stereotype people in 
any way and set forth this quote merely to indicate the recognition of the rights of 
parents in children and the duties and responsibilities they can expect children to accept. 
The court concluded that a child had an action against one who had injured the child's 
right to support and maintenance "as well as damages for the destruction of other rights 
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which arise out of the family relationship and which have been destroyed or defeated by 
a wrongdoing third party." 

The conclusion that all members of a family have a right to protect the family relationship 
and that a minor child may bring suit against a third person who wrongfully induced a 
parent to desert the child has also been reached in Russick v. Hicks, supra; Johnson v. 
Luhman, 330 III. App. 598,71 N.E.2d 810 (1947); and Miller v. Monsen, supra. 

We see no basis for granting a child a cause of action for loss of the love and affection of 
a parent without recognizing that a parent has a like cause of action for damages against 
a third person who spitefully alienates the affections of a minor child or maliciously 
interferes with the family relationship resulting in a loss of the child's affections. The loss 
of custody or the services of a child should not be a necessary element to be proven as 
a requisite for recovery but is instead an element of damages. We believe an interloper 
who maliciously interferes with the affections of a child should be answerable to a 
damaged parent. In McGrady v. Rosenbaum, 62 Misc. 2d 182, 186,308 N.Y.S.2d 181 
(Sup. Ct. 1970), a right to recover for the lost companionship of a child was recognized. 
The court said: 

Undoubtedly, . . . a parent who has been wrongfully deprived of the company of his 
child, by interference with such custody, association and companionship, may recover 
damages from the wrongdoer for the mental anguish and wounded feelings and for the 
expenses incurred in vindicating the parent's rights to have his child. (Pickle v. Page, 
252 N. Y. 474 [169 N.E. 650, 72 A.L.R. 842;]; McEntee v. New York Foundling Hosp., 21 
Misc. 2d 903 (194 N.Y.S.2d 269].) See also Rosefield v. Rosefield, 221 Cal. App. 2d 
431,34 Cal. Rptr. 479 (1963). We believe that equally, if not more, damaging to a parent 
would be the loss of the love and affection of a child who continues to reside with the 
parent he or she has come to despise as a result of the wrongful action of a third party. 
Not only would the loss of companionship and mental distress be present, but the 
constant antagonism of the alienated child would be an omnipresent reminder and 
aggravation of the injury. Recovery for mental anguish and distress is permitted in cases 
which involve malice or wrongful intent even though there has not been an actual 
invasion of the person of the plaintiff. Schurk v. Christensen, 80 Wn.2d 652, 497 P.2d 
937 (1972); Smith v. Rodene, 69 Wn.2d 482, 418 P.2d 741 (1966); Murphy v. Tacoma, 
60 Wn.2d 603,374 P.2d 976 (1962). 

The reasons given for refusing to allow an action by a child for the loss of the affections 
of a parent are not persuasive to us in that situation nor do they persuade us that an 
action should be forbidden by a parent for loss of the affections of a child. In Nelson v. 
Richwagen, 326 Mass. 485, 95 N.E.2d 545 (1950), the court held that the child had no 
right of action against a third party for the loss of the personal care or presence of a 
parent. The court citing 83 Pa. L. Rev. 267, 277 gave as reasons for denying recovery 
(a) the possibility of a multiplicity of suits, (b) the possibility of extortionary litigation, (c) 
the inability to define the point at which the right would cease, and (d) the difficulty in 
assessing damages. Similar arguments are set forth in Restatement (Second) of Torts 
702A (2) (Tent. Draft No. 14, 1969), which would not grant a child a right of action for the 
alienation of the affections of a parent. There the pretexts for denial of the right are listed 
as (1) the lack of precedents, (2) the fear of a flood of actions, (3) the fact that a child 
has no legal right to the services of the parent or "consortium" in the husband-wile 
sense, and "even the parent cannot recover for mere loss of the child's affections," (4) 
the possibility of extortion suits, (5) the difficulty of determining when a child ceases to 
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be a "child," and (6) the difficulty in measuring damages. We note that the reporter 
setting forth these reasons for rejecting the imposition of liability to the child who has lost 
the affections of a parent is not enthusiastic about any of the reasons and indicates that 
each is without real consequence as a basis for rejecting the existence of the right of 
action. Likewise, we do not grant them weight in regard to the counterpart cause of 
action by a parent for the alienation of the affections of a child. Each of the palliations for 
denying such a right to redress is a specious bugaboo without present day basis. They 
reflect a distrust in the ability of courts and juries to distinguish just causes from false 
claims - a distrust we reject. 

We hold that a parent has a cause of action for compensatory damages against a third 
party who maliciously alienates the affections of a minor child. (3] The instruction given 
by the trial court properly reflected the elements of the action with the exception that the 
specific term "malicious" is appropriate rather than the ambiguous word "wrongful." The 
maliciousness that need be shown is an unjustifiable interference with the relationship 
between the parent and the child. See Swearingen v. Vik, 51 Wn.2d 843, 322 P.2d 876 
(1958); Lankford v. Tombari, 35 Wn.2d 412, 213 P.2d 627,19 A.L.R.2d 462 (1950); 
Allard v. La Plain, 147 Wash. 497, 266 P. 688 (1928); Thomas v. Lang, 135 Wash. 675, 
238 P. 626 (1925). 

[4] The alienation of the affections of one family member for another may be a gradual 
process, and it cannot be said to have occurred until some overt act takes place which 
shows a want of affection. An action for alienation of affection accrues when the loss of 
affection is sustained. Flink v. Simpson, 49 Wn.2d 639, 305 P.2d 803 (1957). In our 
opinion, the right of action in a cause of this nature should accrue when the parent is 
aware that the hurt is suffered. 

Here, in either event, the period has run. This action was filed on May 26, 1969, 3 years 
after juvenile court authorities filed a petition regarding the child. Prior to May 26, 1966, 
the overt acts of the alienated boy evidenced alienation of his affection for his mother. 
She was aware of the erosion of the affection of her son for her by his many belligerent 
acts which occurred over 3 years prior to the initiation of this action. See RCW 4.16.080. 
The period preceding the cutoff date, 3 years before the filing of the action was replete 
with acts which put the plaintiff on notice of her harm. The action was barred by the 
statute of limitations. 

The judgment is reversed, and the cause is remanded to the trial court with directions to 
dismiss the action. 

HOROWITZ and WILLIAMS, JJ., concur. 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
COUNTY OF KING 

In Re The Marriage Of: 

TAMMY TRIPLETT, 
Petitioner, 

and 

STEPHANIE CASE, 
Respondent 

MEMORANDUM 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

ACTION AND PARTIES: 

NO. 99-3-00253-2 KNT 

STEPHANIE CASE'S TRIAL 
MEMORANDUM 

This is an action brought by STEPHANIE CASE. Legally, STEPHANIE CASE, 

is the biological father of the minor children. However, STEPHANIE CASE underwent a 

gender reassignment as a result of her gender identity disorder. As of June 2004, her 

gender reassigmnent was officially recognized by State of Washington. It is now 

inappropriate to refer to STEPHANIE CASE as the father of the children. 
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TAMMY TRIPPLETT is the mother ofthe children in this action .. 'F i (:j1tJr, 5%1& 

~:::~ .. .;:~:::.::::-~- --~- -11 . The children in this case are SHAWN (SHA WN will be 13 on 

August 1 st), The youngest child is AL YSHA who is nearly 11 and a half. 

The original trial date for this Modification was set for 4/26/07, however, because 

of the mother's refusal to answer interrogatories, the trial was continued to 5124107. The 

mother has now answered the interrogatories sufficiently to proceed. 

LEGAL BASIS FOR MODIFICATION: 

The previous order in this matter was entered more than two years ago and there 

has been a change in the incomes of the parents. Additionally, the current order works a 

severe economic hardship on STEPHANIE CASE. 

One child has moved into a new age category. The second child will move into a 

new age category as of January 2008. 

Additionally, there has been the following substantial change of circwnstances 

since the order was entered: 

The Order of Child Support was entered on March 23rd, 2005. It was revised on 

Apri128th,2005. Pursuant to the Order on Revision, "either party may file a 

modification action in the event respondent's inCome changes due to employment or 

income from social security disability or any source of inCome other than GAD. It is 

difficult to detennine what the Court actually did or intended in the 3/23/05 order. In 

that order, the Court indicated that the standard calculation was $1,134.00 per the 

attached worksheet which was based on a 7/03 DCS review. The Court then indicated 

PETITIONER'S LEGAL 
MEMORANDUM 

2 



that using 2/28/00 child support worksheet, the standard calculation would' have been 

$971.00 per month. The Court then accepted the $971.00 calculation as the standard 

calculation and then granted a $71.00 per month deviation. In neither one of the 

worksheets does the Court take into consideration the mother's actual income. Pursuant 

to Order itself, the mother's net income was $2,901.00 per month. Under Exhibit uA" 

her net income is $1,999.00 and under exhibit "B" her net income is $2,053.00 per 

month. In either instance, her income was calculated at nearly $1,000.00 per month less 

than it actually was. 

Next, the support was also based on day care figures from 2000 and 2003. 

There was no requirement that the Petitioner demonstrate actual day care paid. It is 

difficult to fathom why there is a $969.00 per month obligation for day care when one 

of the children is nearly 13 and the other child is 11 and a half. 

Finally, the Respondent has extensive medication costs that are not covered by 

insurance. The Respondent is required to be on the medications permanently. This 

infonnation is provided under seal. 

EVIDENCE: 

STEPHANIE CASE has filed a petition in this matter. She has filed a financial 

declaration as well as required infonnation under seal. The mother has filed a response in 

this matter. She has filed a financial declaration. She has filed documentation under seal. 

Interrogatories were served on the mother as well. The mother initially refused to answer 
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the interrogatories. STEPHANIE CASE filed for an order to compel answers. The mother 

was order to comply and ultimately she was in substantial compliance. 

STEPHANIE CASE'S INCOME: 

There does not appear to be any dispute regarding STEPHANIE CASE'S income. 

Both parties have used the same income in calculating their respective support obligations. 

MOTHER'S INCOME: 

There is also little dispute over the mother's income. The only dispute is that her 

pension should be capped at $167.00 per month for calculating support instead of $268.21 

as she proposes. 

DAY CARE EXPENSES: 

Day care is probably the biggest "bone of contention" in this matter. The oldest 

child will twn 13 this summer. The youngest child will tum 12 in January 2008. The 

children are stable, responsible and are not special needs. Despite this, the mother insists 

on keeping them in Day Care and expending $850.00 per month for the day care. There is 

currently no need for day care. 

This includes the nine months that there is only before and after school care. The 

mother claims that she has to be gone 12 hours a day. However, the mother only works 

eight hours per day for five days per week.. 

According to the information received in the interrogatories, the mother paid 

$11,444.60 in day care in 2003. She paid $10,792.00 in 2004. She paid $7,510.00 in 

2005. Finally, in 2006, she paid $10,206.00. In the interrogatories, we asked for receipts 
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for day care and cancelled checks for day care. The mother provided year-end statements 

from the day care provider for 2004, 2005 and 2006, however she did not provided any 

monthly receipts. The mother did not provide any cancelled checks for the day care. 

When looking at the bank statements, there is no indication we can find that day care was 

paid from her account 

EXTRAORDINARY MEDICAL EXPENSESIMEDICAL EXPENSES 

STEPHANIE CASE was out of work from 6/04 until just before this action was 

initiated. This was due to a ruptured disc and pinched nerve in her lower spine. As a 

result, STEPHANIE CASE went on GAD public assistance pending disability through 

Social Security. As a result of these afflictions, STEPHANIE CASE'S child support was 

reduced to $50.00 per month until she was terminated from GAD. Because of her 

termination from GAU we had to bring this action because she cannot financially survive 

paying the current child support obligation. 

STEPHANIE CASE is required to be on constant medication as a result of her 

gender reassignment, as well, the medication is permanent and mandatory. The problem 

is, under the Regence BlueShield Plan, benefits for this issue are specifically excluded. 

Previously, STEPHANIE CASE was under the Community Health Plan of Washington. 

Under that Plan, her uninsured prescriptions were right at $100.00 per month. However, 

under her current plan, she is required to pay full price and this amounts to $336.00 per 

month. The mother refers to STEPHANIE CASE'S gender reassignment as elective and 

therefore the prescription expenses are voluntary. However, Dr. Sciata advises that 
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STEPHANIE was being treated for her "gender identity disorder" and fOWld in his medical 

opinion that gender reassignment surgery was medically necessary for the long term 

treatment of STEPHANIE CASE to resolve her gender identity disorder. 

STEPHANIE CASE'S condition is permanent. The costs of her uninsured 

medications reduce her net income by $336.00 per month. Allowing a deviation based 

STEPHANIES CASE'S extra-ordinary debt/expense not voluntarily incurred is 

appropriate. 

RCW 26.19.075 states in part: 

(1) Reasons for deviation from the standard calculation include but are not limited to the 
following: 

(c) Debt and high expenses. The court may deviate from the standard calculation after 
consideration of the following expenses: 

(i) Extraordinary debt not voluntarily incurred; 

To succeed on a petition to modify child support and maintenance obligations, 
the moving party must show a substantial change of circumstances. RCW 26.09.170(1 ); 
In re Marriage of Shellenberger. 80 Wash.App. 71, 79-80, 906 P .2d 968 (1995); In re 
Marriage ofArvev. 77 Wash.App. 817, 820, 894 P .2d 1346 (1995); In re Marriage of 
Ochsner. 47 Wash.App. 520, 524, 736 P.2d 292, review denied, 108 Wash.2d 1027 
(1987). The change of circumstances must have been uncontemplated at the time the 
decree was entered. Arvev. 77 Wash.App. at 820, 894 P.2d 1346 (citing Holaday v. 
Merceri, 49 Wash.App. 321, 331, 742 P.2d 127, review denied, 108 Wash.2d 1035 
(1987) (citing in tum In re Marriage of Zander. 39 Wash.App. 787, 790, 695 P.2d 1007 
(1985)). The phrase change of circumstances refers to the financial ability of the obligor 
spouse to pay vis-a-vis the necessities of the other spouse. In re Marriage ofeoyle. 61 
Wash.App. 653, 658, 811 P.2d 244, review denied, 117 Wash.2d 1017,818 P.2d 1099 
(1991) (quoting Ochsner. 47 Wash.App. at 524, 736 P.2d 292). 
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The statute provides for certain exceptions including permitting 

modification without a showing of substantially changed circumstances after a 

2 year lapse and a change in the parties' income, see RCW 26.09.170(8)(a). 

The determination of whether a substantial change of circumstances has 

occurred which justifies modification of child support is within the discretion of the trial 

court and will not be reversed on appeal absent abuse of discretion. Lambert v. Lambert, 

66 Wash.2d 503, 508, 403 P.2d 664 (1965); Shellenberger, 80 Wash.App. at 80,906 

P.2d 968; Arvey, 77 Wn.App. at 820-21. 

The legislature enacted the child support schedule to insure that every child 

support award satisfy the child's basic needs and provide additional financial support 

commensurate with the parents' income, resources, and standard of living. RCW 

26.19.001; In re Marriage of Leslie. 90 Wn.App. 796,803,954 P.2d 330 (1998), review 

denied, 137 Wn.2d 1003 (1999). The legislature also intended that the schedule would 

equitably apportion the child support obligation between both parents. RCW 26.19.001; 

In re Marriage of Clarke. 112 Wn.App. 370, 377-78.48 P.3d 1032 (2002). In setting 

child support, the trial court must first compute the parents' total income (RCW 

26.19.071); determine the standard child support level from the economic table based 

on the parents' incomes (RCW 26.19.020); decide whether to deviate from the standard 

calculation based on consideration of statutory factors (RCW 26.19.075); and allocate 

each parent's support obligation (RCW 26.19 .080). Crosetto. 82 Wn.App. at 560 (citing 
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In re Marriage o{Maples. 78 Wn.App. 696, 700, 899 P.2d 1 (1995». The trial court 

must set forth specific reasons for any deviation from the standard calculation in written 

fmdings offact. Crosetto. 82 Wn.App. at 560. 

Finally as to this issue, we are requesting an order preventing the mother from 

disseminating STEPHANIE CASE'S medical information or otherwise sharing the 

infonnation with anyone. 

PERIODIC ADmSTMENTS: 

Periodic adjustment should be as allowed by statute. There should be no 

compulsory language requiring the parties to adjust child support. 

INCOME TAX EXEMPTIONS: 

Each party should be allowed to claim one child as an exemption for income tax 

purposes. When there is only one child to claim, the exemption should be alternated. 

MEDICAL INSURANCFJEXTRAORDINARY EXPENSES: 

The mother should be required to continue to carry medical insurance for the 

children. As to extta-ordinary medical expenses, these should be as per the worksheet. 

ATIORNEY'S FEES 

STEPHANIE CASE has also requested attorney's fees based on need versus 

ability to pay. The mother is clearly in a superior financial position. STEPHANIE 

CASE had to bring this action because the amount of support is overwhelming 

financially. It is easy to argue that it would be unjust to award fees because 

STEPHANIE CASE is delinquent in her support obligation. However, the majority of 
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the delinquency is a result of STEPHANIE CASE'S physical condition which resulted 

in her inability to pay child support. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 10th day of May, 2001. 
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JOHN F. CURRY, 
Attorney for STEPHANIE CASE 
WSBA#15140 
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LAW OFFICE OF 

John E Curry 
Dan C. Williams 

CURRY & WILLIAMS, P.L.L.c. 
515 B STREET NORTHEAST 

AUllURN, WA 98002 

AUIlURN (253) 833-2044 
FAX (253) 939-2758 

TACOMA (253)383-3069 

March 15, 2007 

Ms. Tammy Tripplett 
4205 Auburn Way S. Space #80 
Auburn, WA 98092 

Re: Interrogatories Propounded to Ms. Tripplett 

Dear Ms. Tripplett : 

Interrogatories and Request for Production were served upon you on 
or about February 10, 2007 which should have been answered by 
March 14, 2007. To date no response has been received. 

As required by CR 26 (i), I am scheduling a conference to discuss 
the failure to respond. The conference will be in my office on 
March 21, 2007 at 2:00 p.m. I will make myself available at that 
time to confer with you by telephone if you would prefer to not 
appear in my office. You must call my office on the date and time 
specified if you are attending via telephone. 

If you fail to respond to this letter, I will be forced to bring a 
Motion to Compel Discovery and at the same time seek ~n award of 
attorneys fees for the necessity of bringing the matter before the 
Court. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Client 
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TAMMY TRIPPLETT, 
and 

STEPHANIE CASE, 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

Petitioner FOR THE COUNTY OF KING 

Respondent 
NO. 99-3-00253-2 KNT 
NOTE FOR MOTION DOCKET 
KENT REGIONAL JUSTICE CENTER ONLY 
(Clerk's Action Required) (NTMTDK) 

TO: THE CLERK OF THE COURT and to all other parties listed on Page 2: 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that an issue of law in this case will be heard on the date below and the Clerk is 
directed to note this issue 01 the calendar checked below. 

Calendar Date: 41tD _Or Day of Week: ~~ 
N t f M t · MCYI'ION TO CCM?EL ANSWERS 'ID INTERR03A'IDRIES/REQUE T FOR PROD. a ure 0 0 JOn: 

EX PARTE MOTIONS [LR 0.13J - RJC Room IJ 
The original of this notice must be filed at the Clerk's OffIce not less than six court days prior to requested hearing date for 
these calendars. Motions are scheduled 9:00-11:30 a.m. in Courtroom IJ (except as indicated): 
[ ] Eviction Hearing Time: 9:00 a.m. [ ] Other Ex Parte Motion. Hearing Time: 
The original of this notice must be filed at the Clerk's Office not less than fourteen calendar days prior to requested 
hearing date - Deliver Working Papers (on accountings. contested or complex cases) to the Judges Mailroom 2D at RJC. 
Ex Parte hearings do 1101 require cOlljirnzatioll. 

[ ] Adoption Final Hrg. Hearing Time: 1:30 p.m. (LR 93.04) 
[ ] Family Law Final Decree [] Atty to Appear Hearing Time: [ ] No Attorney Hearing Time: 1 :30 p.m. 
[ ] Probate/Grdnshp Hearing Time: 10:30 a.m. (LR 98.04, 98.16,98.20) 

FAMIL Y LAW MOTIONS [LFLR 6J - RJC in I G 
The original of this notice must be filed at the Clerk's Office not less than fourteen calendar days prior to the 
requested hearing date, except for Summary Judgment Motions (to be filed with Clerk 28 days in advance). Mllst cOlrjirm 
at (206) 205-2550 (LFLR 6). Deliver Commissioner's copies to ~2 RJC. SEE PA GE 2 FO~ IMPORTANT NOTI~' 
[ ] Domestic Motion 9:30 a.m. daily ~, . 1/ ~ tL.-t Jl.. .J 

[ ] Sealed File Motion 1:30 p.m. Man, Wed, Thur, Fri VVr,J) -. J -0]'- ~. 
[ ] Parenting Plan Modification (threshold) 1 :30 p.m. Mon, Wed, Thur, Fri ./1A , I 

address that is not your residential address where you agree to accept legal do uments. 

Sign: Printtrype Name: JOHN F. CURRY Phone: 253-833-2044 
WSB--f.....J:2~ ......... .,..,.......!....-+--'=--I-fa-tt-o-rney) Attorney for: Respondent Datc;,:uBW.2/~ 98002 

St. NE City, State, Zip: __ Pi. ___ I_I_, ______ _ 

Party requesting hearing.must file motion & affidavits separately along with this notice. List names, addresses and 
telephone numbers of alJ parties requiring notice (including Guardian Ad Litem) on page 2. Serve a copy of this notice of 
hearing, with motion documents, on alJ parties. 

DO NOT USE THIS FORM TO SET HEARINGS BEFORE CHIEF CIVIL JUDGE OR THE ASSIGNED JUDGE 
FOR THE CASE. 

Note For Motion Docket - Kent RJC Only 
(NTMTDK) Rev. 11/13/06, Page 1 Of 2 
AEES #968, 1117/07 

CURRY & WILLIAMS, P,L.L.C. 
515 B St. NE 

Auburn, WA 98002 
(253) 833-2044 1/ 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
COUNTY OF KING 

In Re The Marriage Of: 

TAMMY TRIPPLETT, 

Petitioner, 

and 

STEPHANIE CASE 
Respondent. 

M 0 T ION 

NO.99-3-00253-2 KNT 

MOTION & AFFIDAVIT 
TO COMPEL ANSWERS 
TO INTERROGATORIES 

COMES NOW the Respondent, STEPHANIE CASE, by an 

18 through her attorney of record, JOHN F. CURRY, and moves the 

19 Court for an Order requiring the Petitioner, TAMMY TRIPPLETT, 

20 to fully answer the Interrogatories served upon the her by the 

21 
Respondent/STEPHANIE CASE by a date certain, an Order pursuant 

22 

to CR 37 (d) striking Petitioner's pleadings and rendering a 
23 

24 judgment by default against the Petitioner, and an Order 

25 pursuant to CR 37 (d) rendering judgment in the amount of 

26 $1000.00 for costs and attorney's fees in making this Motion. 

MOTION TO COMPEL - Page 1 of 1 CURRY & WILLIAMS, PLLC. 
515 B Street Northeast 
Auburn, Washington 98002 J '"L 
(253)833-2044 / (253)383-3069 .:r 



2 
THIS MOTION is based upon the files and records 

3 herein, the Interrogatories submitted to the Petitioner, an 

4 upon the Affidavit of JOHN F. CURRY attached hereto. 
f) ~ 

DATED this {/'2-- day of March, 2007. 5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 
A F FlO A V I T 

12 

13 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

ss. 
14 COUNTY OF KING 

15 

16 
JOHN F. CURRY, being first duly sworn upon oath, 

17 deposes and says: 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

That I am the attorney of record for the Respondent 

in the above-entitled cause of action and make this Affidavit 

in support of my Motion to Compel Answers to Interrogatories. 

Pursuant to Civil Rules 33 and 34 of the Civil Rules 

for the Superior Court of the State of Washington, the 

Respondent submitted Interrogatories to the Pet i tioner. The 

MOTION TO COMPEL - Page 2 of 2 CURRY & WILLIAMS, PLLC. 
515 B Street Northeast 
Auburn, Washington 98002 
(253)833-2044 I (253)383-3069 13 



Interrogatories were to be answered separately and fully under 

2 
oath and signed by the Petitioner within 30 days from 

3 the date of service of the Interrogatories upon the 

4 Petitioner. 

5 The Peti tioner is currently Pro Se in this mat ter. 

6 
The Interrogatories were mailed to the Petitioner on Februar 

7 

8 
7, 2007 and served upon the Petitioner on or about Februar 

9 10, 2007 (see Exhibit "A" attached hereto and incorporate 

10 herein). More than 30 days have passed since the Petitioner 

11 was served with the Interrogatories. 

12 
A letter was written and mailed to the Pet i tione 

13 
dated March 15, 2007 which advised the Petitioner that she ha 

14 

15 
failed to answer the interrogatories timely. The letter als 

16 advised the Petitioner that as required by CR 26(1) a 

17 conference would be held to discuss her failure to respond to 

18 the Interrogatories and to discuss any problems she was 

19 
having. The conference was set for March 21, 2007 at 2: 00 

20 

21 
The Petitioner was given the choice of personall p.m. 

22 
attending the conference in my office or calling by 

23 at the designated date and time (see Exhibit "B" attache 

24 hereto and incorporated herein). The Petitioner failed to 

25 appear at the conference or telephone my office. 

26 

MOTION TO COMPEL - Page 3 of 3 CURRY & WILLIAMS. PLLC. 
515 B Street Northeast 
Auburn, Washington 98002 
(253)833-2044 1(253)383-3069 j 4 



The Petitioner is well informed that more than 30 

2 
days have elapsed since the service upon her and the request 

3 that the completed interrogatories be delivered to my office. 

4 The Petitioner's intransigence may force the 

5 Respondent to request a continuance of trial date and incur 

6 
further unnecessary attorney's fees. The Trial by Affidavit ir 

7 

this matter is scheduled for April 26, 2007 and the first set 
8 

9 of documents/working papers are due April 12, 2007. Without 

10 this information Respondent's counsel cannot attempt to 

11 negotiate possible settlement prior to trial and/or prepare 

12 
trial paperwork. 

13 
The Answers to the Interrogatories have still not 

14 

15 
yet been received from the Petitioner, thus necessitating this 

16 Motion to Compel Discovery, as well as the request for 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

at torney 1 s fees in the am0uvY of 

DATED this ~ V day 

$1000.00. 

SUBSCRIBED AND 
of March, 2007. 

MOTION TO COMPEL - Page 4 of 4 

~ J-:. da 

for the 
State of Washington. 
My Commission Expires:cf?/S9ID~ 
~ t- (){(_1A~,1; ~ 1/1 

CURRY & WILLIAMS, PLLC. 
515 B Street Northeast 
Auburn, Washington 98002 
(253)833-2044 1(253)383-3069 
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ECEiVE'f) R.,.!"- '-~ 

~IOHN P. CLtMY 
DAI~ C. WlU1P;J\I!@: 

7 I 2T ~'CF!::OR C')UP.T OF THE ST,L\TE OF' WASHINGTON 

i C(i'.1NTY or ~:I NG 

8 i 

9 

10 

11 

12 

14 

'15 

Ir. Re The Marriage Of: 

TAl"lf'1Y TRI PPLETT, 

Petitioner, 

and 

S1 ~-::?HMJI E CASE 
Respondent. 

N0.99-3-00253-2 KNT 

ORDER ON MOTION 
TO COMPEL ANSWERS 
TO INTERROGATORIES 
(JUDGMENT SUMMARY) 

CLERK'S ACT I m,l 

REQUIRED 

J U D G M E N T SUM MAR Y 

17
1

' 1. ,Juc!grnen t Creditor: ST[~PHAN IE CASEI JOHp~ CURRY 
'18 

19 Ii = ..ILlc:';lcner,::' DebLoI; TN'lHY TRI PPLETT 

20 3. Principal Judgment Amount: $0. 00 

21 ,1. Interest to Date clf Juc:igment: $0.00 

22 5. Attorney's F'ees: $1000.00 

Costs: $0.00 
23 

6. 
24 

-, 
I • Other Recovery Amounts: $0.00 

25 

26 8. ?ri!lCipal Judgment Shall Bear Interest at Itt Per Annum. 

ORDER 0,," ;\'10TlU!\' -Page 1 of ,1 '- CTRRY & WILLIAMS, PLLc' 
515 B ,street NOl'rlJeasr 
Auburn, \V.lshington 98002 
. - -.... ... _.. _.... . . . .. -- . ,- , .. - ......... ~ ... 



. 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1'" ~-

13 

14 

15 

16 

, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
i 

~;. Au:-::>rney's fees( Costs a:ld Other Recovery AIT:ourts Shall 
Bear Interest at 12 56 Per Annum. 

10. Attorney for Judgment Creditor: JOHN F. CURRY 

THIS MATTER having come on regularly for hearing 

upon t he Mot ion of the Respondent; t he Respondent, STE PHAN I E 

Ch~E( being represented by and ~hrough her attorney of re~ord, 

JOHN f. CURRY; the Petitioner( TAMMY TRIPPLETT, being 
0>A6. VlO't \XO""~ a.. v..N\ ~ mpCN'\AU ui,.~cL.d;-

Fl.'.:; Se"~ ) not appearing ( ) appearing;J\t.',n:l ths COllrt 

1-o/'~(1 ~lrg6U+lGnt ::If counsel, reviewecl the files an 

premises; Now, Therefore, it is hereby 

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED as follows: 

That the Petitioner is hereb)' ordered to 

17 fully answer the' Interrogatories and return them to the 

18 Respondent's attorney no later than -L~~~~~~'\~_~1~5~ __ , 2007. 

19 
That if Petitioner fails to fully answer 

20 
REspondent's Interrogatories propounded and return them to 

21 

F.E;sp':)!',dent's attorney by no 1.ater than 

23/ ':'; {- .. 

:?.:l i ~:: r 

[hen ~-'et.itioner's this modificat.ion action 

Ii 
i 

25 

26 

ORDER ON MOTlON - Page 2 or 2 CURRY & WILLlAMS, PLLC. 
515 B Street Nurtheast 
Aubul"n, Washington 98002 
12S3)833-2044 11253\1R:i-3069 

17 



2 
rr:,:+ifiC--c:r1:"~CFi actio)1 ale Ilel.eby stJ.tcR'E'n. 

3 
(>< ) Tha t the Respondent I s attorney I JO~:!\) !:. CURF'~' I 

4 15 hereby awarded a":torney' s fees and judgment ,~gail1st the 

5 Fe L.i L;.oner I TAM[vJ'i TRI PPLETT in the amount of $ J(;OC. C'O. 

6 DON E IN ~T t: his .~ \10 cla'j of _llp.:i.l ___ . __ _ 
7 I 

2007. 
B 

9 

10 

11 Presented By: 

12 

13. ;/,,1 / 
14 icf1 J./ G' C _--,'------\----

, ,-, OHNF. CUR 15740 
15 IAr.. ~··.Jrl1ey tor 

16 

. ~ , I 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

i 
I 

II () RJ) ER O~ MOTlO" - I',", 3 or 3 
CTRRY & \\'ILLIAi\lS. PLLC. 
515 B Street Northeast 
Auburn, \\'ashington 98002 /~ 
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KING COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT CAUSE NO.. 99-3-00253-2 

In re the Marriage of: 

Tammy J. Triplett, 

Petitioner, 

v. 

Stephanie L. Case, 

Respondent. 

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

July 3,2007 

JUDGE BRADBURN JOHNSON 

Attorney for Petitioner: 

Tammy J. Triplett, Pro Se 

Authorized Transcriber: 
Teresa L. DiTommaso 
P.O.Box 84483 
Seattle, W A 98124 
206-767-4335 

Attorney for Respondent: 

John Curry 

o 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 i 

21 I 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Judge: We are going on to our next case. No.2. This is Case v. Case, this is 

on Cause No. 99-3-00253-2. Good afternoon. 

Curry: Good afternoon, Your Honor 

Judge: And let me for the record would you state who you are please. 

Curry: For the record Your Honor my name is John Curry, I am here on behalf 

of Stephanie Case the respondent in this action. 

Judge: Okay. And you are? 

Triplett: Tammy Triplett. 

Judge: Okay. And let me just tell you I have received information from both 

parties and it may not be in any particular order here but I do have from Mr. 

Curry's office, I have a number of pleadings which include and I just want you to 

listen carefully because I am just kind of go through these and I want to make sure 

you have received everything I have. I have Stephanie Case's trial memorandum. I 

have another document that has that same caption on it but it is only two pages and 

it is signed by Ms. Case. I have the Summons, I have the Petition, I have 

worksheets, all from Ms. Case, I have a financial declaration, sealed file, financial 

source documents times two. One includes pay stubs and medical information. 

The other includes income tax records, pay stubs and the income -----

verification, Valley __ information re medical coverage. And I have a copy of 

the Order on Revision that was filed back in 2005 under Judge Fleck's signature. 

So, that is what I have from Ms. Case. I also actually did also receive the orders on 

continuance and so forth, but they are not particularly pertinent. And then from 

1 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 I 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

you, Ms. Triplett, I have received your response to the petition, I received your 

financial declaration, sealed financial source documents, which include the income 

tax records, pay stubs, day care receipts for 2006 expenses, I have received a copy 

of the First Set of Interrogatories, I have financial information which includes a 

2003 W-2, 2004, day care, child care receipt for 2005 and attached to that is an 

income tax return for 2005. I have a 2000 W-2 from Ms. Triplett, copies of the, I 

have a number of financial documents here, but they include earning statements, 

like I have got expense receipts here and then I have a copy of the case payment 

history, I have something that is two pages, total charges submitted, health care 

professionally, and one for each child that shows what was paid and what you pay 

out-:-of-pocket. So I have those two documents. And then finally I have the last 

two documents, a vehicle certificate of ownership and property tax records for 

2007. Do I have everything from you? 

Triplett: Urn hum. 

Judge: Okay. Do I have everything, okay, Mr. Curry, you are looking puzzled. 

Curry: I am sorry, Your Honor. 

Judge: Are you not sure you have everything? 

Curry: I am not, I don't think I was aware that the interrogatories were filed 

because 

Judge: I don't know ifthey were filed. I was served a copy. 

Curry: I mean, I mean, I didn't know that you had received a copy. I don't think 

that is the appropriate fashion to do it, because I didn't know that she, the only 

2 

'/J C> .. , 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 II 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

thing that I received that she had turned into the Court, Your Honor, was the 

original financial declaration, the original 

Judge: response 

Curry: response and the original ___ . Other than that I haven't heard from 

Mr. other than getting the interrogatories back and the interrogatories I think a lot 

of the information you have is attached to the interrogatories. 

Judge: Counsel I can show you that what was provided to me was separately 

paper clipped. My staff did not do this. 

Curry: Okay. 

Judge: So I don't know ifit actually was attached to the interrogatories initially 

or if this was just information that was provided. So, it looks like it is about the 

same thickness as yours. 

Curry: Okay. 

Judge: I did review, frankly, everything that was provided to me. So, I don't know 

if there is an issue here that we need to deal with preliminarily. 

Curry: I don't either, Your Honor. I think we can go forward and probably 

should go forward. I just wasn't aware that you had all the interrogatory answers 

20 I! because typically it is not what is done. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Judge: And I will tell both of you that although I have them, I did not look at 

the interrogatory answers because frankly it is not evidence in front of me. So to 

that extent there were attachments that pertain to that, they probably would not be 

something that would come in front of me. So, that being said, are you ready to go 

3 
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7 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

forward? 

Curry: I am, Your Honor. 

Judge: Okay, Ms. Triplett, are you ready to go forward? Did you understand all 

of that exchange in dialogue that we just had about what is and is not in front of 

me? Okay. 

Triplett: I did. 

Judge: It's okay for you to tell me that you didn't because you are not a lawyer, 

so, you're okay? All right. 

Triplett: Yeah. 

Curry: I am a lawyer and I didn't understand. 

Judge: Don't insult the bench before we start. So, all right, let's, Mr. Curry, it 

is your note, this is your client's case, you get to start and I have as I said, read 

everything with the exception of the interrogatories that were provided to me. 

Curry: Thank you, Your Honor. I do intend to be as brief as possible. There 

are no issues apparently regarding income to parties. The only difference between 

our two worksheets are two incomes is that I believe that she took a $268 

deduction which I believe the maximum is $167 which leaves my client's income 

at $2080.89 and hers at $2728.66. What would be a transfer payment under that 

scenario of $536.49. That is the first part of this. The second, I guess where I 
221 

23 

24 

25 

complicate things and I don't really mean to but I think the case calls for it, is that 

my client is number one questioning why there is still day care. Number one the 

one child will turn 13 I believe August 1st• And I believe a licensed day care 

4 
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8 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

cannot take a child 13 years old because 13 years olds are not allowed in day care 

anymore. The second child will turn 12 in January of2008. So we have a 13 year 

old, a near 13 year old and an 11 'li year old that are going to day care. And the 

problem with day care is you are having 4 hours of day care morning and night, 

well total 4 hours morning and night, 2 hours before and 2 hours after school for 

kids this old number one, and number two, the daycare is $969, between $850 and 

$969 depending on what year. One ofthe things that we did ask for in the 

interrogatories is we asked for receipts and we didn't get any of the receipts and 

when I looked through the checks that we were given, the bank statements, I 

couldn't find any payments to day care, so I don't know how day care is being paid 

and I didn't get a response declaration to tell me how it was getting paid. But the 

third difficulty we have is we have a 13 year old that has no disability, has no 

problems, no criminal issues, that is essentially going to a day care. Maybe there is 

an argument for an 11 Y2 year old but still that is an expense my client simply 

cannot afford. With a $2,000 a month income, with her income then being 

reduced by nearly $900, a little over $900, she would have a little over $1,000 to 

live on, it simply is not enough. And then you add on top of it the other requests 

for deviations, we have $336.00 a month of permanent medication. And the 

argument in the past has been that permanent medication, her situation is voluntary 
22 
23 I and I don't want to get into the issues in open court, but they are not voluntary, and 

24 in fact we have a doctor report indicating they are not voluntary. The real final 

25 issue Your Honor is that we did give medical records over and we want to make 

5 
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sure, I know the Court has them sealed but I want to make sure that they aren't 

otherwise disseminated because they are personal in nature. Realistically, Your 

Honor, we would ask for attoneys fees, but in reality there is not enough disparity 

in these parties incomes to be asking for it, so we will not be asking for attorneys 

fees at this juncture. I believe those are my issues, you have read the papers, I have 

nothing else. 

Judge: Ms. Triplett I am sure that you are aware that there are topics here, I 

have read everything, so I would appreciate some discretion on your part. I don't 

want to limit your argument. If you feel it would better for me to close the 

courtroom so that you can make whatever arguments you want to, I am glad to do 

that. All right, so go ahead. 

Triplett: __ my argument regarding the day care issue, is that a little over a 

year ago, isn't even related, unrelated in the parenting issue before the Court, 

Stephanie stated that she was not allowed day care, to watch the kids for day care. 

Curry: I am going to simply object Your Honor. This is something that should 

have been provided in response and I don't have my client here and I can't respond 

to that. She had the opportunity to provide that in the information. 

Judge: There was, there was, something I believe in the response, where Ms. 

Triplett had indicated that there was, there was an issue about yeah, here it is, the 

non-custodial parent insisted that the day care not be changed and that they must be 

supervised by a licensed day care provider. And that is on page 2. 

Curry: Your Honor, a response petition is not a declaration under perjury in the 
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State of Washington and it is not something my client actually would respond to in 

a normal situation. 

Judge: Okay. 

Triplett: And the day care that they are currently in does take children up to the 

age of 15. I work in downtown Seattle. I live in Auburn. I am gone 12 hours a 

day. I leave the house at 6:00 a.m. I don't return until around 6:00 p.m. And that 

is far too long for children 11 and 12 or even 12 and 13 to be left alone and 

unsupervised. Therefore, daycare is the option because day care is a joint decision 

and that has been something that Stephanie has refused to address or consider. I 

think that is the only objection or difference that we have. ___ and my son 

also has a learning disability. 

Judge: I don't think I have any evidence of that in front of me in this. But 

do either of you have a copy of the parenting plan? ____ so I may not have it 

---. What I have are the support mod, modification papers counsel. Let me 

just ask you. Ms. Triplett has indicated that she believes that her, that the issue 

with regard to day care is really ajoint decision, do you have any disagreement or 

agreement 

Curry: I have no comment on it because I don't know. 

Judge: Okay. 

Curry: And Your Honor does, I would agree that in those instances __ pretty 

much who is going to provide or not, my client specifically came to court 

indicating that there is no basis for having day care especially for a 13 year old and 

7 
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11 
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14 I 

15 

16 

an almost 12 year old, and that was not responded to, that is the issue here, and I 

think that the decision making is the issue. There is another issue. I don't think 

there is joint decision making, as I understand it, the original parenting plan was 

modified and there has been some limitations currently and that is the reason we 

have to remodify because there is some issue about long distance transportation 

issues that are coming up. I haven't got that far yet. 

Judge: Okay. All right. Okay. 

Curry: So I don't know if the current, status, I have no reason to doubt. 

Judge: Okay. 

Curry: Nothing else, Your Honor. 

Judge: Mr. Curry has an advantage in that he works with child support all the 

time. We are limited to $167 as a deduction unless it is a mandatory form of 

penSIOn. 

Triplett: It is mandatory. It is mandatory. I don't have a choice. They just take 

17 it. It is %. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Judge: Do you have, what I need is some proof of that. That is the issue. 

Something like law enforcement or teachers, frankly, we are all pretty familiar with 

it, so generally speaking, we don't, we are pretty lax about asking for any kind of 

proof. 

Triplett: City of Seattle. 

Judge: City of Seattle? 

Triplett: Yeah. 

8 
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Judge: Mr. Curry? 

Curry: Your Honor, I don't know 

Judge: I don't know either. 

Curry: In most counties and cities I have dealt with, there is an amount that is 

mandatory, but it is not the amount that is taken out. 

Judge: Right. 

Curry: There is a second amount that you are allowed to pay and it is up to a 

certain percentage. So I can't tell you. 

Judge: What I think I am going to do with this, because I frankly don't want 

either of you to have to come back, I am going to give you, I am going to let Mr. 

Curry put in the $167 but if you can provide him with proof that the amount that is 

taken out, I think it is $268, is actually something that is required, it is a mandatory 

deduction, you have no choice over. If you could send that to him, he will, he will 

modify those orders and they can just be submitted to me after you sign for my 

signature and I will just sign it, you won't have to come back in. But I don't have 

any proof. I looked at your paystub and couldn't figure out that it was actually 

mandatory. So if you could provide that, otherwise I am going to leave it at $167. 

Curry: I think that the difference in the child support 

Judge: I don't think it is going to be a lot, but I also 

Curry: significant 

Judge: try and make sure that these orders are as accurate as we can make them 

because these children are young enough you may very well find yourselves back 
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in court, so I try not to set a precedence that is going to be relied on later on. You 

know this issue of day care, I just got off the BECA calendar where I sat and dealt 

with adolescents all day, five days a week, in addition to raising my own two, who 

are now thankfully beyond that point Leaving kids unsupervised for long periods 

of time is a recipe for disaster for most kids, even if they are good kids and they 

come from good homes and they have good parents and you know, etcetera, 

etcetera. If, in this age range they can get into more mischief and of course their 

brains are not really, well they are kind of __ and so I have a fair amount of 

sympathy for the daycare issue. I am aware that most people do not put their kids 

in day care beyond the age of 12. There can be a lot ofreasons for that. Usually it 

is financial. But at this point what I am going to say is I think it is a reasonable 

expense. If there is something in the parenting plan about how that is decided then 

frankly you are going to have to go through whatever the dispute resolution process 

16 is, and it may be that it is back into court if there is _____ . But at this point I 

17 am going to leave it in as far as child support, so there is a bit of an evidentiary 

18 I proof problem here. What I am going to indicate is that you do need to provide 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

monthly receipts of what the amounts are but I am going to put the amount in as 

the transfer payment. 

Curry: What is that amount? 

Judge: I am going to put the amount of $850 in. 

Curry: Okay. 

Judge: It frankly seems high to me, but if it is a licensed day care that may be 

10 
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what they charge because often they don't have, you know it is 

Triplett: It is $800 per child. 

Judge: Yeah. I know that your declaration said that but the problem again 

becomes a proof issue. So you need to provide proof every month so that, and let 

me explain to you what is going to happen if you don't. Mr. Curry hasn't done 

this, I can't say that he won't on behalf of his client, but they are absolutely entitled 

to come into court and ask for reimbursement of day care if you do not provide a 

receipt. So rather than seeing that happen, it is just easier if you provide it every 

month. I will have it come out of the but here is the other issue, there is a 

needs standard that is going to come into effect for your client. 

Curry: Just before we talked about the day care issue, there are two issues, 

whether or not it is being paid and again who is it being paid by? Because again 

when you look at the record that is not an issue now, and that is a concern because 

whether or not someone is providing the day care expenses then he is entitled to 

that benefit as well. But that was what I was hoping to get answered and what I got 

was that day care was paid and the tax returns. So that is kind of a difficult 

question 

Judge: And so what I was intending and thank you for clarifying that, what I 

was intending is that there would be a receipt from the actual day care provider. So 

that they know who the provider is, they have the amount and they have the name 

of the child or children who are being provided for. By receipt, that is what I mean. 

I know you have got it in your tax return, but that is a different level of prrof. 

Generally speaking what they are looking for and what they are entitled to is the 

11 
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name of the daycare provider. Unless there is some limitation that I am not aware 

of. 

Triplett: Okay. And I can do that but it is not going to show the $850 a month. 

What it is going to show is a $600 payment per month, and I will explain, there is, 

there is, I pay her $600 per month and then I tum over my tax refund to her to make 

up the difference. Because support has not been paid regularly, I wasn't able 

Curry: Well, what was paid in a sufficient amount when my client was on 

DAU. 

Judge: Well, you know folks, I have looked at the record, so I know what they 

say. Here is the problem, here is the problem, and you know the law unfortunately, 

you are not represented so this makes it difficult. I can't act as your lawyer. I 

cannot. All I can do is given what I have in front of me try to make a decision that 

is fair to everybody and that is based on the evidence. What you have just admitted 

to me is that you pay $600 a month plus your tax refund that varies. 

Triplett: But 

Judge: What refund did you get for 2006? Do you recall? 

Triplett: __ _ 

Judge: Mr. Curry, what I think I am going to do if you wouldn't mind, a couple 

of the orders that I need to sign, we are still on the record, would you mind maybe 

you and Ms. Triplett going out and talking about this in a little more detail and 

then maybe here than ___ I have your return here. It looks like there was a 

25 $3300 refund. At this point what I would say, you know we have no proof of any 
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of this and that becomes problematic in terms of making a ruling. Mr. Curry I am 

going to let you and Ms. Triplett go in the hall and talk a little bit and see if you can 

come to an agreement and f you can't I am ready to rule on what the amount will 

be. But I would prefer to do that after the two of you have had a chance to talk. Is 

that all right? 

Curry: Yes, Your Honor, and I offered to help this gentleman fill out an 

affidavit 

Judge: That would be lovely if you would do that. Would you mind a few 

minutes while he did that? And I have a couple other orders here I need to look at. 

So, all right, so, I don't see, no that's fine, it is not a problem, and there is always 

more to cases and I just wanted to give the two of you to talk and see if we could 

work something out. I don't know were you not able to? 

Curry: And I told Ms: Triplett, when we were out there, was I truly don't know 

what we can do and again if I were in her position I don't know what I would do 

17 and she understands if ___ Ms. Case _____ what to do, but the reality 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I 

is here we are so you are the know all be all. 

Judge: Well, I am always reluctant to take that label. But let me explain to you 

why I said I was ready to rule on it. Here is the difficulty. Whenever we deal with 

cases we always have to have evidence. So Mr. Curry had raised an objection 

because there weren't any receipts. I couldn't find anything other than what was in 

your tax records that really indicated, today in court you basically admitted that it is 

$600 plus your refund. But I have nothing from the daycare provider that tells us 

13 



1 II 
II 

of that arrangement. What I think is probably, and frankly in some cases I don't 

2 i I 

II 
3 

I 4 

know that this is going to make any difference because there is a needs standard 

that comes into play here and I am guessing that with the day care you are not going 

to get much of it anyway because the needs standard is going to come into play, 
5 

and do you know what that means, the needs standard? There is a threshold below 
6 

7 
which we cannot go in ordering child support. And frankly, Ms. Case is right 

8 there. So this may all be academic anyway. The needs standard comes into play 

9 because we cannot put somebody below the certain poverty level is what it 

10 amounts to. She has asked for a deviation based on medication. Again, I think in 

11 some respects, all of this is moot because I think the needs standarad and you know 

12 
Mr. Curry, I meant to bring that back in with me. I don't have the figure offthe top 

13 
of my head and I don't have the figure off the top of my head and I don't know that 

14 

15 
you do either if it is on a worksheet. I can get it for you. What I was going 10 do is 

16 say is that day care, the transfer payment will be $600 per month. That would be 

17 the figure I would put into the worksheets. Frankly, I think anything else is 

18 academic, because I don't think you are going to get it. I don't think there is the 

19 money there. And I will go fish out the information on the needs standard, because 

20 
I think she, I think Ms. Case is right, pretty much close to that level for a single 

21 
person. 

22 

23 
Curry; I think it is 1119. 

24 Judge: It has gone up, and I can't remember, I just looked at it the other day, so 

25 let me go get that. Put in the $600 for daycare. Indicate that that is based on 

14 
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mother's oral representation in court that it is $600 per month plus the refund. But 

at this point I don't have the 

Curry: That is what she proposed and I couldn't say yes or no because my client 

Judge: I understand. I do understand. Mr. Curry is a little bit at a disadvantage 

by not having a client here even though he is an agent, but without consulting with 

his client it can create problems for him if he just agrees, so I understand that 

Curry: But I don't want to give the impression that she was being mean or 

anything in the hallway. She was being very kind. 

Judge: Well, I get that sense in court so that doesn't always transfer outside. So 

let me go get the new standard intonation. If you want to go ahead and do the 

worksheets. Do you have an ability to do them here? 

Curry: If the court is still open, I do, but I think they close here real quickly, and 

if not, I believe that Ms. Triplett and I could work it out, and come back, and I 

don't think there is going to be a problem with entering an order. 

Judge: Well the day care amounts I think we have already gone over, the 

~oo~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

and the only other issue now is the needs standard. Correct? 

Curry: Ifwe can't agree, can we set up a presentation on your next calendar? 

Judge: No. I would rather you not do that because frankly I don't want either of 

you to have to take time off. What I would rather is that you just submit it without 

oral argument. So that means pick a date on the calendar, I don't care what date it 

is. Give Ms. Triplett 14 days notice and you get a chance to respond and we will 

15 
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just do a regular motion thing, there will be a motion without oral argument. 

Curry: And the order, whatever it is, if it is not below the needs standard, he 

pays. 

Judge: Correct. 

Curry: Is that it? 

Judge: That's it. 

Curry: Thank you, Your Honor. 

Judge: Does that make sense to you? 

Triplett: Yes. 

Judge: Are you sure? 

Triplett: it actually did make sense. 

Judge: Okay, well, if it doesn't, why don't you, why don't you give me just a 

minute and let me go get the needs standard information and then I am going to 

send you upstairs to try to get ___ _ 

Bailiff: All rise. 

Judge: I will let you take a look at that. Do you have a calculator? 

Curry: I do. I should have. 

Another attorney interrupts on another case. 
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that this is a true and correct record of the proceedings. I do 
further certify I am in no way related to or employed by any party in this matter, 
nor to any counsel, nor do I have any interest in this matter. I certify that the 
transcription of this CD is true and complete to the best of my ability given the 
quality of the CD itself. 

SIGNED at Seattle, Washington, this 19th day of March, 2011. 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON FOR KING COUNTY 

In re: 

TAMMY J. TRIPLETT, 

Petitioner, 

and 

STEPHANIE L. CASE, 

Respondent. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NO. 99-3-00253-2 KNT 
ORDER DENYING 
RESPONDENT'S MOTION 
FOR A NEW TRIAL 

This matter having come before the court upon motion of the respondent for a 
new trial based on CR 59(2)(9) the court finds that the motion and declaration does not 
specify which of the many trials and hearings on petitions to modify that have occurred 
under this cause number. In respondent's recent motion for revision the document said 
to be the basis for a fraud allegation was an allegedly forged receipt for day care. In the 
current petition for modification the order being revised was the order on respondent's 
motion to vacate judgment, and orders dated 12118/02, 3/23105/6/6/07 and 6/10104. 
The affidavit referenced by the respondent in the current motion before the court did 
invoive an declaration by Barbara Arnoid, offered to confirm that the 2001 document 
bearing her apparent signature was in fact her signature. The respondent has not 
provided any factual evidence in support of the allegation of misconduct with reference 
to the most recent declaration' of Ms. Arnold confirming that she signed the allegedly 
fraudulent receipt in 2001. On that basis alone the motion is invalid on its face. Further, 
if the motion before the court is to retry the initial dissolution proceeding in which a final 
decree was entered some time in 2002. since that trial was apparently the time when 
the allegedly false document was considered by the trial court. then the 10 day 
requirement of CR 59 has not been met. which is a different and independent basis to 
deny the current motion. The court has not asked for a response to this motion 
because of it facial invalidity (the 10 day requirement). the substantive failure to provide 
factual support for allegation that the more recent declaration of Ms. Arnold intentionally 
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'1 omits or makes a false statement or intentionally concealed a material fact. Finally, the 
2 current motion appears not to have been noted properly. For the foregoing reasons the 
3 court hereby 
4 
5 ORDERS that the respondent's motion for a new trial is denied. 
6 
7 DATED this 2ih day of January, 2009. 
8 
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Superior Court of Washington 
County of King 

In re the Marriage of: 

Tammy J. Triplett, 

Petitioner, 

vs. 

Stephanie L. Case, 

Respondent. 

No. 99-3-00253-2 KNT 

Order Denying Motion to Vacate and 
Awarding CR 11 Sanctions & Fees 

Clerk's Action Required 

16 I. Judgment Summary 

17 The judgment summary: 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

A. 
B. 
C. 
I. . 

J. 
K. 

Judgment Creditor: Tammy J. Triplett 
Judgment Debtor: Stephanie l. Case 
Attorney's fees $ 962.50 
Attorney's fees, costs and other recovery amounts shall bear interest at 12% per 
annum. 
Attorney for Judgment Creditor: 
Attorney for Judgment Debtor: 

II. Order 

Prose 
Pro se 

The Respondent's Motion and Order to Show Cause to Vacate 
Judament/Orders/Complaint for Fraud/Reimbursement of Oaycare expenses is 
frivolous, meritless, and without grounds in law or fact. The Motion is denied. 

The Petitioner has incurred $962.50 in reasonable attomey's fees to respond to this 
Motion, and shall be awarded judgment against the Respondent in said s~ 
~ ~ +- {"v'\~ 1ivJ--~ ~ rlJQ/I t; 

\V\. b~~ ~*,,-. 
OrcierDenying Motion to \Ii~t~ and ... -. 
Awarding CR 11 Sanctions & Fees 
Page 1of2 
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Dated: December 5, 2008. 

21 Presented by: 
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Order Denying Motion to Vacate and 
AwalTling CR 11 Sanctions & Fees 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KING 

In re: 

TAMMY J. TRIPLETT 

Petitioner, 
and 

STEPHANIE L. CASE, 

Respondent. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

No. 99-3-00253-2KNT 
ORDER ON MOTION FOR 
RECONSIDERATION 

/' 

. ''ll .. ) 

THIS MAnER having come before this court on Respondent's Motion 

for Reconsideration of the Order entered on December 5, 2008 denying the 

Respondent's Motion to Vacate and Awarding CR11 Sanctions and Fees. 

ORDERED as follows: 

The motion for reconsideration is denied. 

DATED this 15~ of December, 2008. ORDER SIGNED 

DEC 1 ~ 2008 

ORDER ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION - 1 
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• 
CLERKJS MINUTES 

SCOMIS CODE: MTHRG Revision of Commissioners ruling 

Judge: George T. Mattson 
Bailiff: Lisa Zimnisky 

Court Clerk: Nancy L. Slye 
Digital Record: DR 3A 

start: 10:00 
Stop: 11:03 

• 

KING COUNTY CAUSE NO.: 99-3-00253-2 KNT 

Case (Triplett) vs. Case 

Appearances: 

Petitioner appearing with Counsel Jennifer Rydberg 
Respondent appearing Pro Se. Pro Se form executed 

MINUTE ENTRY 

Dept. 36 
Date: 1/23/2009 

This cause comes on for Respondent's Motion for Revision of Court Commissioners 
rulings of 1215/09 and 12115/08 -

10:22:38 Petitioner makes oral argument -
Discussion regarding additional information and motion of fraud ~ 
Petitioner motion for fees of $2,500. -

10:51:20 Courts ruling - Court affirms Commissioner's decision 
Court will entertain Petitioner's motion for fee. Declaration for fees to be provided to the 
Respondent by email. 

Order to be signed 

Hearing concludes 

Page 1 of 1 
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KING COUNTY 
SUPERIOR COURT CLERK 

KENT. WA 

Superior Court of Washington 
County of King 

Inre: 

Tammy J Triplett 

and 

Stephanie L Case 

Petitioner(s), 

Respondent( s). 

No. 99 - 3 - 00253 - 2 KNT 

Motion for Order to Show Cause 
to Vacate Judgment/Ordersl 
Complaint for 
FraudlReimbursement of 
Daycare expenses 
(MT) 

I. Relief Requested 

Stephanie Case moves the court for the following: 

(1) An Order to show cause requiring Tammy J. Triplett to appear and show cause why the 

court should not grant Respondent's Motion to Vacate Judgment/Orders and (2) an Order 

vacating the J udgmentslOrders dated 

12118/2002 Commissioner Leonid Ponomarchuk 

3/23/2005 Commissioner Michael Bungi 

6/612007 Commissioner Nancy Bradburn-Johnson 

Additionally, 611 0/2004 ALJ Carolyn Pickett 

Motion for Order (MT) - Page 1 of 5 
WPF DRPSCU 01.0050 (6/2006) 

i 
.; 
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(3) The moving party also prays that the court enters an order to vacatejudgment/orders and 
restore the Status quo ante: 

(A) Fees and costs: 

(B) Reimbursement of alleged expenses. 

(C) Judgment for civil damages to restore the status quo ante. Reserved. 

(D) Initiate a zero balance arrears with the Division of Child Support on record, with a 

repaired statement of release to the IRS and to all credit bureaus reflecting an 

error. 

(E) Awarded judgments shall remain full and in effect throughout and shall hold the 

same statue status, regardless of any statue oflimitation or insolvency. 

(4) Approve a new Order of Child Support, Attached as proposed. 

II. Statement of Facts/Statement of Grounds 

I am asking the court to vacate the following Orders entered on: 

Parenting Plan Modification: Commissioner Leonid Ponomarchuk 
Child Support Modification: Commissioner Michael Bungi (pro Tern) 
Child Support Modification: Commissioner Nancy Bradburn-Johnson 

Additionally, 
Administrative Order re: Drivers License suspension: ALJ Carolyn Pickett 

Motion for Order (MT) - Page 2 of 5 
WPF DRPSCU 01.0050 (612006) 



The Orders should be vacated because: 

There is new evidence that supports the supposed receipt provided to DeS by the petitioner Nov. 

2001 is in fact a forgery Exhibit B, and is not a valid receipt as purported to be; therefore 

invalidating the foundation or force in fact, reason or law on the basis of fraud. 

Moreover, the petitioner HAS NEVER provided any verification of expenses that states to whom 

the payments were made; when or what payments where paid and/or what credits/deductions 

were given that corroborate any proof of incurred expenses, nor has the petitioner provided any 

monthly receipts or provide any canceled checks upon numerous requests during the process of 

discovery and interrogatories for the listed trials referenced within this motion. 

Furthermore, the fraudulent misrepresentation of forgery and offering false instruments for filling 

or recording caused by the petitioner; had the court known of such misrepresentation on such 

basis as fraud, the courts would have ruled differently in every case presented to be vacated in this 

motion. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of Washington that the foregoing is 
true and correct. 

Signed at Kent, W A on __ ['_1 +1-' 1--+-1 fJ ...... ~_· __ Date]. 

\~~z 

Motion for Order (MTJ - Page 3 of 5 
WPF DRPSCU 01.0050 (612006) 

Stephanie L. Case Pro Se 



I .. 

\ , 
! 

• • ·,t .. 

Superior Court of Washington 
County of King 

Inre: 

Tammy J Triplett No. 99 - 3 .. 00253 - 2 KNT 

and 

Stephanie L Case 

Petitioner, 

Respondent. 

Summons to Complaint for Fraud .. 
Petition for Show Cause Order .. 
Order to Vacate Judgment/Orders .. 
Reimbursement of Oaycare 
Expenses (SM) 

To: TAMMY J. TRIPLETT 

An action has been started against you in the above entitled court by STEPHANIE CASE, 
Respondent. 

Respondent's claim is stated in the written complaint, a copy of which is served upon you 
with this summons. 

In order to defend against this action, you must respond to the complaint by stating your 
defense in writing, and by serving a copy upon the person signing this summons within 20 
days after the service of this summons, excluding the day of service, or a default judgment 
may be entered against you without notice. 

A default judgment is one where the respondent is entitled to what is asks for because you 
have not responded.. If you serve a notice of appearance on the undersigned person, you are 
entitled to notice before a default judgment may be entered. 

Summons (Vacate Judgment/Orders) 
- 1 -

/D 



-----_._-

• • 
You may demand that the respondent file this action with the court. If you do so, the demand 
must be in writing and must be served upon the person signing this summons. Within 14 days 
after you serve the demand, the respondent must file this action with the court, or the service 
on you of this summons and complaint will be void. 

If you wish to seek the advice of an attorney in this matter, you should do so promptly so that 
your written response, if any, may be served on time. 

This summons is issued pursuant to rule 4.1 of the Superior Court Civil Rules of the State of 
Washington. 

FHe original of your answer and 
other documents with the clerk 
of the court at: 

Sumznons (Vacate Judgment/Orders) 
-2-

Serve a copy of your answer and 
other documents on: 

Stephanie L. Case Pro Se 
Respondent 
619 _1 ST Ave S. Apt 8 
Kent, WA 98032 
253 -266- 8211 

II 
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Superior Court of Washington 
County of King 

Inre: 

Tammy J Triplett 

Petitioner, 
and 

Stephanie L Case 
Respondent. 

_. __ .... _ .. _------

• 
FIL ED 

08SE 7 AN 9: 25 
SUP)R\JNG C 'N-, y 

• t:. lOR COU 
K £HT. rt A CLER K 

No. 99 - 3 - 00253 -2 KNT 

Complaint for Fraud! 
Petition for Show Cause Order! 
Order to Vacate Judgment-Orders 
!Reimbursement of Daycare 
Expenses 

1.1 IDENTIFICATION OF MOVING PARTY. 

Name (firstIlast) STEPHANIE CASE Birth date 10111/1958 

Last known residence KING COUNTY, WASHlNGTION. 

1.2 IDENTIFICATION OF NON-MOVING PARTY. 

Name (firstIlast) TAMMY TRIPLETT Birth date 09119/1960 

Last mown residence KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

Pet for Vacate Judgment/Orders) - Page 1 of 5 



• 
1.3 DEPENDENT CHlLDREN. 

Name (:first/last) SHAWN CASE 

Name (:first/last) AL YSHA CASE 

II. BASIS 

• 
Age 14 

Age 12.5 

2.1 PETITION FOR AN ORDER VACATING JUDGMENT/ORDERS AND 
COMPLAINT FOR FRAUD. 

This is a petition for an order to vacate prior judgment/orders as follows: 

Parenting Plan Modification: Commissioner Leonid Ponomarchuk 

Child Support Modification: Commissioner Michael Bungi (pro Tern) 

Child Support Modification: Commissioner Nancy Bradburn-Johnson 

Administrative Order re: Drivers License suspension: AU Carolyn Pickett 

Additionally, 

A complaint for fraud regarding daycare expenses and purported child interviewing notes of 
altered discrepancies; alleged to be received from a child care provider. 

2.2 ADEQUATE CAUSE 

Motion for order to show cause to vacate judgment/orders is filled with this petition. 

Pet for Vacate Judgment/Orders) - Page 2 of 5 



• • 
2.3 CHILD SUPPORT. 

An order establishing child support in conjunction with the proposed order to vacate 

judgment/orders should be entered. A child support worksheet and a financial declaration have 

been filed with this action. (No separate petition for modification of child support needs be 

filed.) 

2.4 JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

The court has proper jurisdiction and venue. 

The moving party resides in King County, Washington 

The other party resides in King County, Washington 

The children reside in King County, Washington 

2.5 JURISDICTION OVER PROCEEDING. 

This court has jurisdiction over this proceeding for the reasons below. 

This court has exclusive continuing jurisdiction of the parentingplanJresidential schedule and an 

order of support in this matter :filed February 28, 2000 and retains jmisdiction under additional 

judgment/orders: 

12/18/2002 - Parenting Plan Modification: Commissioner Leonid Ponomarchuk 

03/2312005 - Child Support Modification: Commissioner Michael Bungi (Pro Tern) 

06/0612007 - Child Support Modification: Commissioner Nancy Bradburn-Johnson 

Pet for Vacate Judgment/Orders) - Page 3 of 5 



• • 
m. EVIDENCE RELIED UPON 

1. Records and pleadings in the court file. 

2. Declaration of: Stephanie Case, Respondent 

3. Declaration of: Dr. Joe Alexander, MD, CDE (ExhIbit H) 

4. Reserved as additional evidence 

N. LEGAL AUTHOURlTY 

This petition in conjunction of the motion for order to show cause is made pursuant to 

RCW 4.16.080(4), RCW 4.72.010(4)(7), RCW 4.72.080, RCW 9A.60.010, 
RCW 9A.60.020(1), RCW 9A.60.030, RCW 9A. 72.010, RCW 26.19.080(3), RCW 40.16.030 

Civil Rule 60(b)( 4): Fraud, misrepresentation or other misconduct of an adverse party. 

Civil Rule 60(b )(9): Unavoidable casualty or misfortune preventing the party from prosecuting 
or defending. 

Pet for Vacate Judgment/Orders) - Page 4 of 5 
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• • 
V. RELIEF REQUESTED 

The moving party prays that the court enter an order vacating judgment! orders and approve the 

proposed order of support, which is filed with this petition and finding that the petitioner has 

engaged in fraud, misrepresentation and forgery. 

The moving party also prays that the court enter an order on: 

1. Fees and costs. 

2. Reimbursement of alleged daycare expenses. 

3. Initiate a zero balance arrears with the Division of Support on record with a written 
statement to the lRS and to all credit bureaus reflecting an error. 

4. Judgment for civil damages to restore the status quo ante. Reserved. 

5. Awarded judgment shall remain full and in effect throughout and shall hold the same 
statue status, regardless of any statue oflimitation or insolvency. 

Dated: _-iq,-+b..L.-+-7f-~"",,-O~g_~ 
'/ ( Steph . e Case, Pro Se 

I declare under penalty ofpe.rjury under the laws of the state of Washington that the foregoirig is 
true and correct. 

Signed at ---=«2'--J-C-en....L....L-...!.-T_-_[City] -=-vJ~A-~_ [State] on l,b/o yJ [Date]. 

~~~ 
Signature of Moving Party 

Stephanie Case, Pro Se 
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Superior Court of Washington 
County of Ki n9 

Inre: 

Tammy J Triplett 
Petitioner(s), 

and 

Stephanie L Case 

This declaration is made by: 

C;\f;:r' 
.. ~ ~ • ';: \. "~'i •. t .' 

I 
LonB SEP " At~ 9: 30 . 

KING COUNTY 
SUPERIOR COURT CLERK 

KENT~ WA 

No. 99- 3 • 00253 - 2 KNT 

Declaration of Stephanie Case 
(DCLR) 

Stephanie Case 48 

Relationship to the parties in this action: Respondent. 

I Declare: 

The respondent has paid childcare expenses since 1999 through the support registry in addition to 

child support payments. 

The Order of Support filed February 28,2000,3.15 requires the petitioner to provide verification 

of childcare expenses with monthly receipts/canceled checks to DCS continually on a quarterly 

basis. The order of support is attached hereto by reference as a convenience to the court. 

ExhibitA. 

Declaration (DCLR) - Page 1 of 4 
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November 2001 the petitioner presented a single document to Des that consisted of one full year 

of alleged child care expenses. Exhibit B Questions were raised by the respondent with reference 

to the specific contractual instruction written in the Order of Support that required monthly 

receipts and canceled checks, and presented Des with a written statement from several witnesses 

stating the person named on the document did not give receipts. Exhibit C 

Regardless, DeS continued to increase support obligations due to alleged increases in childcare, 

including a certification to the IRS April 18, 2002 for an erroneous debt total in the amount of 

over $14,000 that was never owed andlor incurred. Exhibit D. 

If alleged monthly receipts andlor canceled checks were provided to DeS by the petitioner, unless 

the petitioner had something to hide by their representation, which she did. Exhibit E. Then 

WHY were these receipts and canceled checks NEVER disclosed by the petitioner during the 

process of discovery and interrogatories in preparation for the listed trials referenced by this 

motion. The petitioner has failed to provide valid monthly receipts or provide any canceled checks 

to the respondent or this court and has purportedly provided DeS an apparent fraudulent receipt. 

In 2007, the respondent returned to court seeking a modification, which was assigned to 

Conunissioner Nancy Bradburn-Jolmson. Attached as Exhibit F by reference as a convenience to 

the court. 

Prior to trial the petitioner was penalized $1000 for failure to provide timely interrogatories 

causing a trial delay. Attached as Exhibit G by reference as a convenience to the court. 

Notwithstanding, the petitioner STILL HAS NEVER provided the requested documentation of 

monthly receipts and canceled checks, nor has the petitioner contributed to this order. 

During the 2007 trial Commissioner Bradburn-Johnson informed the petitioner that specific 

monthly receipts are still required by informing the petitioner that year -end tax fonns fall into a 

completely different category. 

Declaration (DCLR) - Page 2 of 4 
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However, the 2007 trial outcome consisted of all respondent's disposable income over the needs 

standard and denied all deviations. Furthermore, the commissioner allows child care expenses for 

children that are near 13 and 14, by verbally formulating a ruling strictly based on comment, and 

without any substantial evidence of incurred expenses. The order also stipulates payment of 

arrears be paid in full and current before any tax credits would be allowed to the respondent. 

Yet, the petitioner HAS NEVER provided any monthly receipts or canceled checks that states to 

whom the payments were made; when or what payments were paid and/or what 

credits/deductions were given that corroborate any proof of incurred expenses. 

Now, the respondent recently received information that supports the alleged receipt provided to 

DCS by the petitioner November 2001 is a forgery. It is a blatant attempt by the petitioner to 

fraudulently manipulate the court, DCS and the respondent. 

Documents were sent to Dr Joe Alexander, MD, CDE, attached as Exhibit G including curriculum 

vitae. Ex. H( 1) Dr Alexander is a licensed medical physician and a certified forensic document 

examinerihandwriting expert. 

Dr. Alexander first described the questioned document containing a "Received" stamp at the 

bottom of the page with the date November 30, 2001 and the words "Seattle OSE" otherwise 

known as "Seattle Office of SuppOJi Enforcement." Ex. H(4) 

Dr. Alexander then opinioned that the handwriting, numbers and signature of the comparison 

documents has significant dissimilarities to the author of the questioned document and was 

therefore written by someone other than the author of the comparison documents. Ex. J(2) 

Dr. Alexander furthered his expert professional opinion in stating the handwriting, numbers and 

signature of the suspect document having significant similarities to the questioned document and 

then further opinioned to a greater degree by stating that Tammy Triplett is in fact the author that 

created the questioned document. Ex. H(3) 

Declaration (DCLR) - Page 3 of 4 
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In addition to the above malice caused by the petitioner, the petitioner also refused to address 

support adjustments and by so doing forced the respondent to incur an unnecessary amount of 

arrears while being treated for a major spinal disc disability the petitioner had full knowledge of 

since November 2004 and/or as early as 1996, Exhibit J, whereby fiJrther keeping the respondent 

from financially ever prosecuting or defending and subsequently allowing the court to continually 

see the respondent with extreme prejUdice. 

Furthermore, had the court known of such misrepresentation on the basis of fraud, the court 

would have ruled differently in every case listed by this motion. Whereas, the fraudulent 

misrepresentation of forgery and offering false instruments for filling or recording, the petitioner 

has manipulated the court to look at the respondent with additional prejudice. 

Nevertheless, the petitioner's fraudulent actions have caused the respondent to lose her home, her 

business and source of income, loss of personal and business property, to be subjected to financial 

ruin, and sustain extensive credit burdens. 

I declare under penalty of peIjury under the laws of the state of Washington that the foregoing is 
true and correct. 
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Stephanie Case 
Pro Se 
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KidKare· Child Care 
832-21 ST. SE Auburn. WA 98002 

253-939-4550 

FederallD #91- 1666728 

N.m.:I~T~ 

Child Care Expense 'or Dependent Child/Children -in 2006 

Amount Paid: $ If) I ~ (J 6 · 
j • 

Please Do Not Lose this recep!. A replacement will take several weeks to obtain. 

Child Care Ex~en.e Is norma II" a deductible ell~ente 'or your taxes. Your Tax pnlIDimal 

wrtl be able to mist you In the .~eclnc' •. 



KidKare SehoolHouse 
FEE SCHE.ULE J.n.2007 

ALL FEE'S ARE DUE THE FRIDAY IN ADVANCE OF THE SERVICE WEEK. ALL LATE 
PAYMENTS wn.L AUTOMATICAllY BE CHARGED A 20% LATE fEE. AlL RETURNED CHECkS ARE CHARGED $30.00 
IN ADDmON TO THE 20% lATE fEE. CHECkS THAT NEED TO RUN THROUGH A SECOND TIME FOR PAYMENT 
ARE CHARGED A $10.00 HANDl..ING fee. All Of THESE ADDlIIQNAILATE fEE'S ARE A MAND~TORY PART OF 
'lOUR CONTRACT. 

Standard HfNlts are 6:00..-----6:CHJt.. .....y --F,w.y 
Non-dan ... rd HfNlr •• ,. w.... 6:00am .n" alter 6:~ ..... y--Fri ... y 

We de ...... _. PSHS ",lfted fer ,hiM II,. It .. ia • n.iIH ..... ift. so .Ita. 'heelc fird. 

H.u,I, Care ........................ ,., Chilcl, Pe, Hour, It .n, tttfioa th.,.., ......... $9.50 

'aUy Care: All hily In" .... ,. Can .. ust .. ptt-rtticttn4. 
Cha,. he On The '" Of Strvlet: StaH.rd H ... 0.1, 
Pe, hy lip to 10 hean) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $J~.OO 

Full n.1 Care: All ean we, 4 ... n--.p .. 10 hfNIn a .. , •• Sta ..... rd Hta" 0.1, • ..... , ..... 
24-16 IIIHfhs ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $910.00 
1-6 yeln (inclacli ... 1d ...... rfln) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $.SO.OO 
7-14 yeln'ow" 4 hOI,. a ... ,) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $800.00 F ~ Id . 

Before & After Sch_' Care: Sta .... ,.. HountMolthly RIft/N .. -mnd.reI u .. full 
---. n. Clre Rate .. 

Up to 4.5 hOI, •• .rlf .•....•....•••.••.•.•.•••.•••.•...••••••..••••.•.•..•...•.•• $560.00 

"$COUNTS AVAILABLE OILY WHEN TUmO" IS PAID II ADYANCE ~ 

*StH1.' SttvIeu FH. ••• ____ ....... _ ..... .A441tft11 •• .....tWy .... _._. __ .$270.00 

Annual Rqlttrttie. Fe ................................................................. $ t 00.00 

You will ••• h.,.... pur full .... nthl' tuiti. ev.. if y.u, ,hlN I. not h.,.. If you an ... nll ... for 
full-If ... lin ,... may take .... week .... fU' (11 .. ,....ti" ... ,.) wIt""t ""At fll ..... YOlr "acatio .. 
w'lk. PIt ... uti" II. in writlq. fw. wHks II "a"" " you, ..... utaH .... n. daYI the Center il 
elo. for H ..... y', an IIItH I .. ,ou, e ....... ". Def hiD .'n.d, ~ee. nfI_lnf. fill' .. onthly leel , .nd 
no .ddit""ll dI,eolat i. giftn. 

TWO WEEKS .Rlm" NODCE OR TWO WEEKS TUmON IS REQUIRE. WHEN SERVICES ARE NO LONCER 
NEEDE •• 



FEE SCHEDULE Jan. 2006 

ALL FEElS ARE DUE THE FRIDA\' 1M ADVANCE OF THE SERVICE WEEIt AU LATE PAYMENTS 
Will AUTOMADgUY BE CHARIED A 20% LATE fEE. AU RmRNED CHECKS ARECHARIED $JO.OO IN 
ADDIDO. TO THE 20% LATE fEE. CHECKS THAT IEED TO ft. THROUOH A SECOND DME FOR PAYMENT 
ARE CHARIED A $10.00 HANDLINI FEE. ALL OF THESE ADDIDONAI LATE FEElS ARE A MANDATORY 
PART OF YOUR CONTUCT. 

Stand.td Hours are 6:00am-----6:00pm Monda, --Friday 
Non-standatd Hoart ate Wore 6:00am and aIte,6:oopm Moada,--Frlday 

W. d. aec.~ some DSHS taP'ed'" child lire HI i, • nmited ""cif¥. so please cheek first. 

Hourly Care ........................ P., Child, Per Hou" Dr any portion thereot ......... $9.S0 

Daily Care: All Dail, a .... Drop-in Care must .. pn-resistered. 
Chaqes Due On De Da, Of $eMee: Standard Hours On', 
Per Day lip fa 10 hourt) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $17.00 

For Children under J6 months a •• $to.oo to each .ail, fee. 

Full Time Care: All lire Dflr 4 hours--up to 10 hou ... a da, •• Standard Hou ... Onl, • 
...... yRaftt 

24-16 month •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .$910.00 
J-6 years (inc._ine Idn.er.arfea) ..................................... $8S0.oo 
7-12 ye .... (Mr 4 heirs a d.,) ........................................ $800.oo 

Befote & Alter Seh .. , Care: Sta .... r. Moun/Monthl, Rate 
Up to 4.5 hili,. I day •••••••••••••••• ~ ............................................ $560.00 

DISCOUNTS AVAILABLE. ONLY WHEN TUITION 1$ PAIP IN ADYANCE 

*~Jtl Sarflees Ftt .......... _ ................... 44m ........... , ., ............... $270.00 

Annual Registration Fee ................................................................ $100.00 
< 

You will lie charged your fuff monthly tuitiOtJ even if your child is not here. If ,ou are enrolled for 
full-tim. care yeu ma, take ... wHk ea.' par ( __ Illig •• p) without .ayin, t.ilian as you, vacation 
week. Please notify It. in writing. two weeks in advance of your planned vaeatiol. The days the Center is 
cl ... d for Holida,,! are litftll in ,lIlr contract. Dey hlft already hen reflected ilto your monthly feels and 
no additional discount I. givI'. 

TWO WEEKS WI.ruN NOTICE OR TWO WEEKS TUITION IS REQUIRED WHEN SERVICES ARE NO LONGER 
NEEDED. 
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Dr George Heatherington 
515 M StNE 
Auburn Wa 98002 

Dr ] ack Reiter 
1404 YestlerWay Ste 201 
Seattle W A 98 

To both of you, 
12114/09 

My name is Stephanie Lynn Case and I happen to be the biological father to one of your 
mutual patients, that being Shawn M. Case. 

I am writing this to address both of you equally and at the same time. However, I have 
spoken with Dr. Reiter once via the telephone; yet have not heard back since that 
conversation. 

In this letter I will attempt to address a few concerns and equally share some aspects that 
neither of you may be aware of. 

Dr Heartherington, you will find several pages of exchanged emails between Shawn's 
mother and me, which I equally shared with the daycare director. To which indicates that 
you are requiring me to attend at a minimum of five counseling sessions with a separate 
counselor, which you in turn you will have a discussion with and after you speak with 
Shawn for his approval and that which was said equally of his mother's approval before I 
will be able to see my son again. 

Let me first ask you Dr Heartherington, with all due respect, what in Gods name has 
given you the right to dictate these requirements when: 

1. You have never had any formal discussion with me as the other parent 
2. You have not been provided 100% disclosure to every facet of truth and 
3. You do not have the full depth of these truths to weigh such claims 

I am a 51-year-old transsexual female, I am educated not stupid, nor am I in any form 
foolish. I am in no way perfect, nor have I done anything wrong. I am and will always be 
the father of my son and I have told him this. I am equally entitled to confer with any 
medical, school or childcare providers independently in full authority and confidentiality, 
without the mother's consent and/or agreement. I have provided you with the existing 
parenting plan to confirm this. I am equally open to any meeting with either of you, with 
or without my son present. 

Nevertheless, you have received perhaps false and/or misleading inaccurate information 
regarding my relationship with my son. I may perhaps be firm and require accountability 
for negative actions, but to believe this issue he, as well as his mother is pursuing about 
some issue he is having regarding my transsexualness, is absurd, confusion perhaps and if 
there truly was an issue, it has never been shared with me in any form. 



So, with that said, I could never attempt to fix and/or explain, what I did not know was 
even at issue, although I did initiate fOID1al steps to curtail this very issue in 2002 at the 
early elementary school level and I personally asked Shawn that very question in 2006, 
his reply was no it was not an issue. However, now in 2009 I find out a completely 
different story altogether, although I have been left completely clueless as to these issues 
and/or claims. 

Nevertheless, it is a convenient way to eliminate my authority andlor requirements of 
responsibility with atonements for his negative angry behavior. Which I will inform you 
have been prevalent and documented long before my transition ever began. Nevertheless 
continues even without my presence and/or involvement. 

I have attempted several times to motivate Shawn; the last attempt was for reading. I 
provided him several Computer Magazines, showed him visually with an open computer 
the components inside, with allot of excitement showed him via ebay components for 
purchase and then instructed him to read the how to parts and informed him that he would 
need to have such knowledge to let me know which parts were best and we would 
together then purchase those components and build the computer from the ground up, but 
the requirement was for him to read and have the knowledge. He did seem motivated, 
although short lived. I tried to explain that he was 14 and in a few short years would be 
18 and without the basic tools to succeed, what and where is he going to be, I would 
indicate that he was running out of time, and explained it just as I did with his older 
brother, whom I raised from a baby, he is now 25, a US Marine with several years of duty 
already behind him and also has a formal education in motorcycle fabrication, welding 
and repair. 

So, if I am guilty of anything, I am guilty of teaching my children to try. 

Furthermore, I have equally attached a letter addressed to Shawn's mother. Please read it 
carefully and then perhaps you will find that I have been denied any amicable 
relationship with both my children since 2005; unfortunately it has now reached the 
degree of serious harm. My involvement has been restricted to one mere 30 hour 
weekend and subsequently stripped of my parental authority in front of both children. 

Nevertheless, I have screamed for several years to be with my children and to simply be 
included within their lives, alas to no avail it continues. The 20+page letter in my 
opinion speaks for its self, although there certainly is a great deal more. 

It should also be noted that one of the men in Shawn's life, perhaps seen as a possible 
male roll model (although I have my own reservations of how positive) was his cousin's 
husband, which from my understanding suffers from post traumatic stress syndrome since 
returning from Iraq and has been in and out of the hospital several times. Just an FYI. 



I have equally provided a few photos of my children with me, if for nothing else to 
provide an insight that I personally have never seen this issue that is now being used. In 
addition, I would like to also ask both of you to equally confer with Carol Livingston, the 
daycare director with Kidkare Kidz; 253-939-4550, she can certainly provide many 
aspects of interest and equally that of behavior since she has cared for both of my 
children since 2001. I would have no hesitation in providing her and both of you a release 
of information for this to take place and to truly provide you with all the tools to 
adequately help my son with whatever the true issue is he is having. 

Now, after reading what I have provided and yes, everything I have said and/or provided 
is completely verifiable if you should need to see the full information. So, I must ask both 
of you to please explain to me how is it that I am going to have any kind and/or form of 
any quality for a decent relationship with my children? My involvement has been forced 
by restrictive custodial interference to 30 hours per month and virtually zero full 
disclosure information to bring about accountability, discipline and responsibility. 

To say that fun, laughter and amusement had been eliminated when and during those 
minimal hours, no, I did make the most out of them and we still had some great times 
with plenty oflaughter. 

I have equally tried to have several conversations with my children regarding behavior 
within the limited restrictive time; nevertheless some points were taken out of context 
and because of the limited time not finished or as shown, inevitably used against me. 

Regardless of these issue, his mother refuses to listen and in one instance had formed her 
own conclusion based on what a 14 year old child had said, regardless of my input, when 
she denounced my authority in front of the children during my residential time, without 
regard to (as the letter and parenting plan indicates) the fact that I am the other parent 
with every legal right to confer with and equally establish both accountability and 
discipline. 

Nevertheless, accountability and responsibility has never existed with Shawn and this can 
be equally confirmed with a conversation to the childcare director. Although since 
accountability was a huge issue, what was left for control had then been removed with 
these issues now being presented and that Sir's was me. 

Nevertheless, as my letter affirms, I was left clueless to many of these events, among 
others, as it was something never disclosed by Shawn's mother. In some of the attached 
material alone, you will find emails along with reports I was force to acquire on my own, 
the information disclosed is only about 111 oth the actual information that should have 
been or it is not disclosed at all. 

Again, how am I to attempt any fix, what I never knew was even broken, notwithstanding 
the children were shown by example from their mother that my authority was totally 
meaningless to follow. 



Although, I seriously doubt that it has any true bearing on my transsexualness, again 
perhaps confusion, as much as it has to do with my finn grasp of accountability and solid 
responsibility. 

Nevertheless, if Shawn had just spoken to me and shared his feelings, I could have 
explained things to him much better. I can no more change me than Shawn can change 
being left handed; regardless my love is unconditional & undiminished with these events. 

Okay, I have attempted to bring another side to this story and provide you with some 
alternative insight to truly help my son. 

For whatever it is worth, I sincerely miss seeing my son. If I could just sit with him face 
to face, perhaps in front of both of you so that both concerns are heard, I am quite 
confident this unfortunate circumstance could be resolved. Regardless of the outcome, I 
have nothing to hide. However, with this said, it could never be brought to fruition as 
long as the opposing parent continues to manipulate. 

Since I had never heard from either of you regarding my son, I will provide you with all 
of my contact information: My address is 619 - 1 st Ave S. Apt 8 Kent, W A 98032 
My cell is 253-266-8211 and my office is 425-455-4929, no ext, just ask for me by name. 

I thank you for your time and I equally look forward to any further conversations either 
of you would like to have. 

Respectfull y, 

Stephanie Lynn Case 
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Subj: 
Date: 
From: 
To: 

email 11/26/04 
11/2710412:55:51 AM Pacific Standard Time 

5'~ 
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Page 1 ot 1 

1. I wast given an email fromyouonWed.11/24/04 at 10:41 am from your work. when you told me that 
Alysha was having her award at 2pm. Then again you sent me one from your hot mail address on the same day at 
1:24pm, not but a half hour before it started. I had a doctor appointment on the same day, so I did not even get 
your email til 130 pm. I was informed by my mother that you already know of this last Friday. Yes, I went to the 
parentlteacher conference, I was never told about any award or an assembly. 

2 True there has been some changes to the schedule, I told you when I moved that my arrangements 
were at someone else's home. I do not have a place of my own. Till that happens, there are going to be some 
adjustments to the shedule and that includes holiday's, dont you really have any idea how much I want them to 
be with me, my god, stop it. As for your comment about support, No, the parenting plan does not say anything 
about it. That is a completely separte issue altogether. I told you that I was placed on disablitiy, J also tried to 
discuss it with you many many months ago, your refuse to address it. I have already told you that I am on public 
assitance and a part of the GAU grant from the state. 

3. I never sent you any request for visitation, that was orignally sent to you on Saturday, one full 
week in advance. I simply sent it to you again as a forwarded message, because I never got any response to it 
the first time I sent it.. 

4 You made a statement that you send email to me, yet it gets kicked back to you. Well seems to be 
ok from your work and I have gotten every one of these since you sent them on Wed 

Once again, I will say that the parenting plan has place for adjustments as to time, it does not mean that 
any other areas had changed. I have made requests from you. The only thing I said was that you can pick them 
up at 5pm at the safeway parking lot. I also made mention that if information thats important need be sent 
through a phone call rather than an email, but then again you already knew of it for almost a week, yet you 
waited to the last minute to even mention it. Likewise on Nov 20, that same saturday I even asked you about the 
issues around the award for Alysha, yet I hear nothing, till mid day on Wed the day of the arward. 

I will be there between 10/11 am Saturday morning to pick them up and I am guessing that I will see you again 
on Suday at the 272nd Safeway Sunday at 5pm. 

Sincerely, Stephanie 

Saturday, November 27,2004 America Online: Guest 



j 

Subj: 
Date: 
From: 
To: 

Re: Alysha 
11/26/04 7:48:34 PM Pacific Standard Time 
I~"II~ 
~.,.v~ 

Sent from the Internet 

Once again you had the information on Friday. Via Email from me and Parent Teacher Confrence. 

Page 1 of 1 

The parenting plan also requires that you pick up the children at 6 or 8 on Friday night the First and Third 
Weekends each month. That we have schedules in place for the weeks you are to take them when they are out 
of school. And that you pay child support. Emails on Monday when you want them for a few hours on the 
following weekend is a little short notice too. 

Thank you, Have a nice day. 

T CM'YIA'Yo/ 
>From: Stph2Ca@aol.com >To: tripletttammy@hotmail.com >Subject: Re: Alysha >Date: Thu, 25 Nov 2004 
05:36:18 EST >MIME-Version: 1.0 >Received: from imo-m16.mx.aol.com ([64.12.138.206)) by mc3-
f23.hotmail.com with Microsoft SMTPSVC(5.0.219S.6824); Thu, 25 Nov 200402:36:21 -0800 >Received: from 
Stph2Ca@aol.comby imo-m16.mx.aol.com (maiLouCv37 _r3.8.) id i.42.5d1dOa7c (4184) for 
<tripletttammy@hotmail.com>; Thu, 25 Nov 200405:36:18 -0500 (EST) >X-Message-Info: 
JGTYoYF78jEwF10aFSKSCWlpKKDJl/Od >X-Mailer: B.O for Windows sub 6036 >Return-Path: Stph2Ca@aol.com 
>X-OriginaIArrivaITime: 25 Nov 200410:36:21.0751 (UTC) FILETIME=[9AF29870:01C4D2DA] > > > 
Nevertheless, I should have gotten a call. It appears that >something besides an email is needed, so that 
everyone knows whats what. Perhaps >that may be an answer. As for Sunday, again, the parenting plan calls for 
>shared transportation and it was always that way before, Now its again that >time to start back with it, I will be at 
the Redondo Safeway for you to pick >up the kids on Sunday night at 5pm. Thank you. Have a happy 
thanksgiving >day, Stephanie 

Saturday, November 27,2004 America Online: Guest 



EXHIBIT 8 



RI::. Update on Shaw~ 

Fri 6/05.j09 1 : 28 Pili! 
trIplEtt \"rlmr(, V@hOl:rnbil.com 

n t"n'< i!(WV been 4 davs c1nc1 :el'o worcJ fiorn \'OU on Shdwn's rnndiil(llL :~,~ ·:'(',',;r'-:. 
and/or reiease. TneSE events and that vvhiell is being S2!cj are extrernf;:,/ 
Ijl if':;' ;, ,lnate. ] so was looking forv·.tard to taking them to Califcrnia to see their 
!:,;TJUlCr during my v;:.cat'ion this ~/ear. SincE: school was about to end, and Tri"r,!i f ' 

' .. ;,r: >"~E'r, I'Fr" inl Lnl';! J"i'l;'lite>r" 'In+-jI ''::('n' en' \fr"'.r.: C!O,...·"",- 'Le' I~t;'~- ,'",-;' r,-I' i',F-fc';-'_ : ".r· ..... · .\".. ... ~ iJ_ t ( '<'t--'I': .. _H.' .. \.oo-- \,.., 1 ... 1 .. __ , .\;,. .. 1 \.0_ : ,::.,t:. L .... 1.,. ....... lH L ...... J._ 

I ;_Jif.~,+,I'd:ed it for discisicJII. Fiannlng liad already started Witll Travis to mal<t: 

:; '.i;'f; ~l h1uulci I,.,ork into his schedule; then the 2nd stage WiJS letting you knmi\.' eii' 
SG:1IF~ d2tes to schedule a vaction vveek with i-he kids and the add res::.' Ie. vv' if?;; t;­

we v'!ould be, you already nad nw (eli number. Since Shawn has rnCide thesE' 
,('jlnrC; known, ), Gue::s it v,'ou;d be Alysha and me only, !lmvever, I have never' 
t:.<ciuded them, you navPr he IS still more than welcome to go, although with 
the~t: events, 1 think some \\J,xk wili bE needed to COfrect these issues, 
Originally I was looking at around end of July/Aug, that wa)' Sha\vn could have 
LI(-':t,l't \ldith his braihE'/, for his birthday, hovvever again with these events, J rlln 

iust nor: sure. Regctrdless; Aiyshd, I am sure would be up for the trip; ,dthu;"gi'i 
well into the summer and of course when schooi IS completed. If you hcwe 
ar.)' vacation plans, give me those dates and I wlil work around them planning 
[hi;-; trip. You should also mention this to the children, as it does involve them 
and their UVvfl sumlnel' scneduie. Lel me know. Steph(lflle 



RE: U!)dcte on Shawn 

!\'1on 6/08/09 9:25 A 1"\ 
~~fepl)r.ni€ Lynn (rnlstephallielynn@jhotrnatl.com) 

-;-i-,:_ :>i1.cmne as of now i~ thai. he is Stable enough to leave the hospital. he:5 
'::1'\ ","":-cilcation lor i3fl>,lcty c1nj in counseling to help resolve the intemal issues 
,,,-, (.I'''~ t' hr.. nr0hit"l~ To-;: 'i"";::;·il·~ n F r'l/'r; c'-'u,"\CC-i;ng '/"'''Itc, ::)~e hpj··.,·:>,:;", .... '-l'" I ;,1' ..... , ,,_ct- 'i..,-:" ....... I_-.V .... ',t .. !." ,.~1 .. l._l ......... . .11, . ,\) t ... "-•• dt 1_ \',')~, .. ,,- .. ! ~ '. 1.C,._.·r ,j,', ,." 

his counseior until he is reoo)l to take it bEyond that. 
Tile· :nly thing tha! IS ';(:1"';' cleal is tr~al he sees you 25 the major issue l+jOl t12' 
~~-,Ii,lGt ,esolVE- WittlO;Jt help, 

::Jii':\V\ri v:ilI (ont-inuE:. tc see Zanny so 'lOU could continue {'o attempt 
,c" :u;q:Mions though the family' counselor as that is the reason for her to be in 
i):',ce. ~ ;-ec!l~l wi~h that' tt)ings had not corne to thIS and h:JI"JC ~"our re:(;t-iC"";~h~:) 
'Nith Shavm will at some pOInt be able to saved. Please work to save your 
~el?1:":';1S'hip with Aiyshi'l, she wants that 

;- i)iWe let the children both knol-\' you ere attempting to plan a trip '1'0 Caiilorrw 
tnis summer' so you wor~'t take Alysha completely by surpr-ize, Shawn is a'Jjr::re eif 
i'he inp, 

Pk~2.c;(:: lei !Tl€ knOt\' if you nepci furthei" information or if I can bi;: (If illCitP tiel;; 



RE: Update on Shawn 

c-e" &:.. .. [~',-"" Ie \rr:-r,",\, (mz-.l.~nh~'"\iel\!nn0lh r,tTYj,-,:f -~-,.".,-, ,.;. L j,';'l i Co I \C:~'. ..: r. ,- ~} l t: I~' ': .. 11 I· '1 ll. , Il, .I! c.; I . '._, I,,' ~ ': 

Sun 6/07/09 7:04 1-\1\', 
tnpletttafTIITI}I@hotrnail.com 

J \/i!! Flddl'es:: your Fr:day emClil within the conj'e>:t Df thi~ rc:! !;:'/, 

'y'es, under the circumstances 1 agree that Shawn be delayed; altl'lOugh 
:lL!, ;~: most defll1!teiy does in not seeing him, 

l\~everthelessf you have discussed nothing vvitl1 regards to the uutcomc-: 
;~r the diaynosis and the treatment plan. ] would like to kno\tv the 
del ?lils (If those visits and j';-IOSE: i-esults. 

1 will have a discussion with Alysha on Sat June 20th at lOam thdr 
SUI1(1ay at 6pm and get her input and wishes defined regarding a 
~~urnrnei" vacation, although I do think it would he 2' good ide?, ; fl('t 
Shawn knows about the implementing subject, keeping in mind tho'': 
tile!"e \Vii! ITlost definitely be some discussions made regarding what 
Ilas b(~,en getting said, 

Nevertheless, I will keep you informed as to timing and duration of any 
~Ians being made and they will be decided before I make nny 
confc'f-rnational acquisitions, 



Cie:H,,;h;:'Mlr f \T P (m7r.!-c'nh;::dliel\lnnlG'\ .... ()+-L:iT~1!! rc~:··\ 
r.,. .. "~'"""'f~' ...... '-l.wt'i ' • ,. J+ ___ '\..\, f'< .• ~! }' II, .. ,I~ ! "'. ~" . ..I 

\I./ed 9;-J':';/(l9 4'\ uP ;::;[\"1 ) "'. - ?:..,~ .... i \J • , "" I 

tnpietttr.d CllrtvrQihotrnali. corn 

!;t ,.)J:;!1t:-:~ (j\r~1 (:-h;"'\rf~'\ " t ... \.. "\.. - .~ >,v'- [ I ~ ~ . I 

Fmm: Tammy lripietr C1.np ietHammyghotmail.com) 
~;'-ni. !-",; 6/05/[\9 1: 5::: r'i/, 
; co: Stephanie L \'nn (mzste~)hanjeiynn@h('ltrnail.com) 
,~;C(j /Jrcd:o:::,n ~~tcph2rjic! 

i~;hc,v\';i i:; :"lOrrle, HE is T~~i(inQ antianxiety rnedice;tion and is currently st;;:;b!E .. he 
:li":~ c':;) appointment set up fo\" continued counseling with GeCJrge Hethenngton a: 
Ctirel·;':u:: Counselinfy .s~' S .tfY,!, 5'L. j~E Aut1un\ VVA 98002, Phone 2(V',99~.; .. C·PLi~;. 
He ',Iv'ill also continue \Nith thE Fan iily counseling with Zanny. 

; reql1(sted Recor'ds be sel it t(:: lanny from the Hospital as I've!! as to i!: 
I'K'Keiglien at enumclaw (,,1ecikai Center, Sli Ice lie IS Oil mt.';dic?lion wi ii', ::\\:i;i 
: leed mllnitoring, 

Vvhat i'ir"e your' p:ans regi1rdinq June 20th - 21 ~;t, The last email :\::',qdrc:inc; 
visitatio'l !'ind this months as questionable as 'i'OU had plans that were !lui (,rt 01 

Ulat t:rne. 

1$1rl~re a chance tftat you woufd allow Shawn to skUL9.QlmLf.bI5. 
l'l1onth? 

Flease let n1e know so I can rnake the appropriate arrang'2ments. 
T:"lank r'OLI 

-:-aIn Iny 
li//illl/i/////!/!!I!!/!!!/! 
Tdrnmy vou are the one that made thiS request clt-ar bock In JlJne, il INhr:: ire, 
you, it \NaS not from any co~nselor or doctors recommendation, 

J ITiissed seeing my son In June, July! Aug and now Sept. And it looks like yl:!ll 

qOIr~CJ to see to it tl12t I cion't get to see hint at ~iI, 

l'JOjJ j"ou are telling me that you need to discuss it with them before I can seE: 
icY;' s:Jn again, You can bet your ass I will be contacting them. 



EXHIBIT 9 



Subj: Happy Children r / /- H: b S 
Date: 4/211048:35:50 PM Pacific Daylight Time ~~,:h( "ll-f! I 
From: kidkarekids@hotmail.com ... ~~ ..... ::...-.-----
To: MzStePhanieLynn@AOL.Com')...J"\"'II/ .. /'-. ... "7C,-. 
Sent from the Internet (Details) bJf'1) c..rr/~ 

Hi, 

Just a note to let you know that you made the kids so happy! There was some left over fruit snack and so 
everyday they say "If you're hungry have some of those fruit snacks that Stephanie brought for our friends" 
Isn't it funny how the little thin8ll make kids feel secure! 
Hope your day is going peaceful. When will the Avon be in? 

carol 
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From: mzstephanielynn@hotmail.com 
To: tripletttammy@hotmail.com 
Subject: RE: August Visitation 
Date: Fri, 26 Jun 2009 06:46:23 -0700 

So, now that it has been confirmed with Alysha, as to her wishes. I would say the clock times 
are what needs to be defined. Although, I truly wish that Shawn could be an equal part of all 
this. 

July 2nd I can pick her up at around 5 or 6pm, perhaps earlier, as I am not sure exactly the time 
I will be off work, and pick up at the usual place July 19 at 6pm 
Aug 17th works good too, its a Monday, although would be at around 6pm when I get off work, I 
can meet you at the pick up QFC parking lot, I will call you to let you know when I am close 
enough so that neither one of us is waiting long and pick up Aug 30 at 6pm usual place. 

Frankly, I do not feel that bringing Shawn is such a wonderful idea, in all actuality serves only to 
encourage his behavior and shows him that what he is doing is acceptable behavior, I was very 
unhappy to see that you had brought him when I dropped off Alysha. I suggest that you 
consider that allowing him such a freedom only shows your acceptance to such negative 
unacceptable behavior. 

I am sorry, how you could have come to such a monetary conclussion is very typical of you. 

The only thing my email implies is the need, wish and equally the desire to be with and around 
my children, it has always and I do mean always been there, you are the only one that effected 
such change, denial and contempt in keeping them from mel no matter how many times I had 
asked you over the years. It never created any undue hardship on you or the children. 
Nevertheless, you continued to deny me additional time when I requested it. Had you just left 
things alone when we created the shared equal parenting, all these issues your dealing with now 
would not be an issue. 

I had spoken with Carol the other day, to which only re-enforced the fact that all these 
allegations of Shawn's are naturally BS and that too was told to you. Nevertheless, I am an 
authority and to use what he has been now using only as an escape goat to his own bad 
behavior and equally your acceptance of his behavior, fully knowing that it is BS, yet your 
~unning with it. Sad Tammy, truly very sad. So, tell me, what are you going to do the next time 
he gets into trouble, surely I wont be the cause and/or the blame, since the fact that I am now 
excluded, what's left to blame and the sad fact is, you know it is going to happen because there 
is no enforcement, disapline and accountablity for his actions. If in fact he is truly having 
blackouts, then I truly suggest seeing a doctor, there are plenty of physical issues that can cause 
such things. Just a suggestion to rule out any medical issues. Nevertheless, I want any and all 
updates when they are known. 

Let me know how if those times work, otherwise I will see you when I pick up Alysha. 

VIR 
Stephanie 



RE: August Visitatio/11 

Tammy Triplett (tripletttammy@hotmail.com) 
Fri 6/26/09 7:34 AM 
Stephanie Lynn (mzstephanielynn@hotmail.com) 

We, as parents, have not confirmed anything. 
The daycare issue: if she is required per the shared parenting agreement (.fin issue which you 
have refused to discuss) to be in daycare while I am at work then she is also required to be in 
daycare while you are at work. (there will be no double standard) 
I need you to state one way or the other an agreement as to which it will be before we reach an 
agreement for the rest of the plan. You brought it up. 
Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 
Tammy 
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1 I! Judge: We are here on a Motion to Dismiss and for Sanctions filed by the 

I
II 

2 I' defendant and then we also have a motion that was filed by the plaintiff seeking 

3 II extension of time. Why don't we start with, well, let's introduce ourselves. 

4 III Rydberg: Good morning, Your Honor, I am Jennifer Rydberg and I an making a 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 I 

171 

, 

I limited representation appearance for this hearing only on behalf of the defendant 
I 

I Tammy Triplett who is seated to my right. 

Judge: And ma'am, you are Stephanie Case? 

Case: Yes, Your Honor, I am. 

Judge: Why don't we dispose of the Motion to Extend Time for hearing this 

motion. I understand that you say that there are some pending matters in front of 

Judge Fleck that need to be decided before I can hear the underlying motion to 

dismiss, is that correct? 

Case: No, Your Honor, it is being considered for appeal. 

Judge: What do you mean it is being considered for appeal? 

Case: It has already been ruled so I have to file an appeal at this point. 

1811 
I 

Judge: So nothing is pending before Judge Fleck? 

19 I 

20 

21 

22 , 

23 

24 

251 

I 

II 
Ii 

Case: No. Other, no, she already signed off on the reconsideration. 

Judge: So, are you asking me to wait until the Court of Appeals has decided the 

appeal? 

Case: No, no, that was prior, it was prior to any of the rulings in the case when that 

was presented. 

Judge: So it is moot. 

Case: Yes, it is moot at this point, yes. 

Judge: All right, why don't we then proceed to the defense motion. 

2 
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2 I 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Rydberg: Your Honor, I take it then that you are denying the Motion for Extension 

of Time? 

Judge: As moot. Yes. 

Rydberg: Yes. Okay. Thank you. Your Honor, the complaint filed by the 

plaintiff does not state a claim upon which relief can be granted by the Court and it 

should be dismissed and apparently the plaintiff filed a declaration in response to 

this motion that was filed with the Court on Monday. It was sent to my client by 

UPS with signature required. My client is working during the day so it has not 

10 II been delivered to her. When I went to the clerk's office this morning to get a copy 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 I 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

of it, it was not yet on ECR and so the plaintiff did give me her copy to review 

prior to this hearing and I am willing for the Court to proceed if the Court has 

reviewed it. When I look at that declaration which is I suppose an attempt to 

demonstrate to the Court that there is in fact a claim upon which relief can be 

granted, I, what I note is that she claims that my client's allegation that continued 

conflict in this case, in this family is harmful to the children is "an unrealistic 

amount of frivolous emotional language." I don't know what that has to do with 

whether or not the complaint states a claim for which relief can be granted. She 

urges the Court to use the best interests of the children standard and again this is 

not a dissolution action. It is not a parenting plan action. That standard does not 

apply. The standard, the legal standard that applies is 12(b)(6). Does the 

complaint state a claim upon which relief can be granted and it does not. 

Judge: Let me indicate what my issues are. 

Rydberg: Okay. 

3 
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16 

Judge: It appears that a lot, as you have already pointed out that many of the 

allegations in the complaint seem to overlap with the family law case and if that is 

so then there, there would be collateral estoppels or res judicata issues. For 

example, if the matter has already been decided adversely to the plaintiff then we 

are not going to re-litigate those issues here. My problem is in viewing the 

complaint I don't know what has been decided and what hasn't. So perhaps you 

can assist the Court in answering that question. I mean that is one of the issues 

I upon which the 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss could be granted. But if you wouldn't 

mind fleshing out for the Court why you believe that it doesn't state a claim. 

Rydberg: Okay. I get to that last question first and then give you the history 

briefly. It appears that the complaint is alleging an intentional tort of parental 

alienation. That is what I am getting out of it. Well, in the first place an 

intentional tort has a statute of limitation of two years. And in the second place 

there is no authority cited by the plaintiffthat gives her a cause of action for 

17 j parental alienation. And I am not aware of any such authority in the State of 

18 1 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Washington. Okay. Now back in, let me get, I am looking for a year so it makes 

sense to you. 

Rydberg to client: What year was the first order entered that restricted her access 

to the kids? 

Client: 2005. 

Rydberg: Okay, when these, when Ms. Case and Ms. Triplett divorced in 1999, 

2000, somewhere in there, a parenting plan was entered. In 2005 a court order was 

signed by Judge Middaugh that restricted Ms. 

Case: I object to that, Your Honor. 

4 



1 : i Judge: I will give you an opportunity to state 

Case: Thank you. 

Judge: your objections when it is your tum. Go ahead. 

Rydberg: That ordered that Ms. Case's time with the children would be one 

weekend a month. 

Judge: Ms. Case 

Rydberg: Ms. Case's time. Yeah. The children reside with Ms. Triplett. After the 

divorce occurred Mr. Case became Ms. Case. On, and anyway, so that order was 

entered in 2005. There have been various motions for contempt filed by Ms. Case 

throughout the family law issues. Those have all been denied by the Court. The 

most recent, there was an interaction of motions before Judge Matsen retired, about 

a year before he retired, that I was involved in and was a motion for contempt 

brought by Ms. Case and it was denied. At the same time Judge Matsen restricted 

I 

16 11 Ms. Case's ability to file pleadings with the court because there had been a history 

17 I of frivolous filings. But that was restricted just to the dissolution action. Then 

18 most recently this fall, Ms. Case filed a motion for contempt in the dissolution 

19[ action and in response to that order, at the same time as responding to that, Ms. 

20 I 

21 I 

Triplett moved and requested an order of adjustment of child support. And also 

'I based on the, the treating psychiatrist's report, asked the Court to restrict Ms. Case 
22 

23 

24 

25 

to having no time with her 16 year old son, Shawn. On November 9th a hearing 

was held in front of Judge Fleck. She restricted the time between Ms. Case and her 

son to no time at all. When that order was entered she then issued her ruling on the 

order of adjustment of child support orally, asked for written presentations and the 

written orders were signed on let's see, now that hearing was back in October, I 

5 
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apologize, it was on October 19th is when we had that hearing in front of Judge 

Fleck and then the written orders were signed on, the order denying Ms. Case's 

motion for reconsideration was signed on November 9th and the order adjusting 

child support were signed on November 8th. There are no pending issues in 

Superior Court in the family law case. What Ms. Case is really complaining about 

here is she has not been able to seek the remedies that she wants in the dissolution 

action through the contempt actions that she has filed. She continues to argue 

about child support and day care when those issues have been resolved in the 

dissolution action and are res judicata. And now she is seeking a new forum to 

raise those issues. And I agree with you res judicata, collateral estoppels both 

apply to preclude her from raising those issues in this action and I am not aware of 

any statute or appellate case law in the State of Washington that gives rise to a 

parent, parental alienation of affections cause of action. 

Judge: Thank you. Ms. Triplett? 

Case: Ms. Case. 

Judge: Ms. Case, I apologize. 

Case: Thank you. Your Honor, the complaint addresses the destruction of the 

parent childhood relationship, not necessarily just the alienation of affection. The 

2005 order by Judge Middaugh specifically addressed pending in mediation or a 

modification of the parenting plan. I have been denied even having my children 

because of this order and the way it was done. Mediation took place in October, or 

November of 2005. From that point it should have went right back to the original 

parenting plan and that was argued in front of Judge Fleck. 2009 in front of Judge 

Matsen had to do with the vacate of the prior hearings because of the discrepancies 

6 
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21 

of not receiving requested information. There was no history of frivolousness until 

it was considered frivolous on the 2009 motion for vacate. The 2010 in front of 

Judge Fleck again totally ignored the fact that I was literally eliminated a 

relationship with my children based on that 2005 order that specified pending in 

mediation. A mediation occurred. There were no modifications and it should have 

I moved forward to the original 2000 parenting plan. My claim has shown 

hypothetically the conceivable raised the difference of the CR 12(6) motion for the 

legal sufficiency. RCW 4.56.250 Destruction of Parent Childhood Relationship is 

defineable under the non-economic damages. I have had a destroyed relationship 

and I have been trying to get this heard. I have shown by the orders that were given 

to provide monthly receipts, that has never been, that was a misrepresentation of 

intention. It was promised. It was promised in front of Commissioner Bradburd-

Johnson. Judge Matsen did, in fact, note he saw a misrepresentation of intention. I 

have been denied my children. 

Judge: Ms. Case, let me ask you a question so that I can focus on the issue that I 

think is most prevalent here. Are you making any allegations in your complaint 

that were not already addressed in some way or another. 

Case; No, I am not, Your Honor. 

I· Judge: Let me finish the question. 
221 

I Case: Okay, I'm sorry. 
23 

24 

25 

II 

Judge: in family court? And if not, if there are claims that you are making that you 

think are independent of the family, the issues that you raised in family court and 

what are those? What is different about this complaint that you think entitles you 

to bring a civil action when all of these issues, it seems to me were addressed over 
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the years during the divorce proceeding, the parenting plan issue and so on. What 

is new about it? 

Case: Disclosure, Your Honor. 

Judge: Disclosure of what? 

Case: Disclosure of information that prevented my knowledge of even having a 

relationship with my children. As shown in my declaration that I supplied, on 

Exhibit 4, I had stated that it was, as far as the defendant ignoring the follow 

through recommendations for preventing the extremely significant information 

from the plaintiffs knowledge to cause irreversible harm. The further evidentiary 

documentation in lieu of Exhibit 4 to support the argument would require 

procedural protection under sealed file in order to make it reasonably clear. The 

information that was not disclosed, I literally took the measures myself and invited 

the defendant to attend through the daycare and the elementary school level to 

prevent any harm of self-esteem or behaviorial problems that my children might 

have regarding my transition. The defendant concealed those measures in 2004. 

She has made accusations of physical and sexual abuse in 2002 that I was never 

made aware of. The destruction has been manifested by this concealment. I had no 

clue that these existed. I have, in a sealed file, medical information of my son's 

file. It specifically addresses the counselors that were given in 2004. They have 

never been stated. I asked in 2010. Who is this person? It was ignored. These 

measures were ignored. 

Judge: All right. Thank you. Ms. Rydberg did you research the question on 

whether or under what circumstance some one who has been involved in a divorce 

proceeding apparently then can give a civil action relating to those issues or pre-
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formulating them __ I know you indicated that you are not aware of any tort for 

potential alienation of the parental relationship. But I am wondering whether there 

is any precedence. 

Rydsberg: I could find none. I could find none and I did spend some time looking. 

I mean I had ghost written Ms. Triplett's pleadings that you see in this cause of 

action. I have found none and as a family law attorney in Washington I have 

access to a brief bank maintained by the State Bar Association Family Law Section. 

I didn't find anything in there either. And it is, that brief bank is collated by Doug 

Becker at We schier Becker in downtown Seattle and it is updated several times a 

year. I keep the most current version in my, in my computer and you do the legal 

research in the appellate case law in the State of Washington independently of that 

as well and I just don't find anything. And I, this is a rehash of issues that have 

been argued and re-argued and argued again multiple times in the dissolution 

action. 

Case: I object to that Your Honor. They have not. 

Judge: I am sure you disagree. I am going to grant the motion to dismiss. And I 

am finding that the claims should be dismissed based on the 12(b)(6) because it 

appears to the Court that all of these claims that are being made relate to the 

dissolution action and whatever claims are now being made, could or should have 

been made in the action below. If, Ms. Case, you feel that an injustice was done to 

you 

Case: That's why I am here, Your Honor. 

Judge: proceed below and I am not going to provide you with legal advice I am 

simply saying that you have filed an appeal with the Court of Appeals based 
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Case: I have it right here, yet 

Judge: on __ and I would suggest that if you think that these issues should be 

heard by another court, it is not this court, it is the Court of Appeals because they 

are reviewing the actions taken by the judges . That's my ruling. You, 

Ms. Rydberg, you filed a motion for sanctions? 

Rydberg: I did ask for the Court to consider Civil Rule 11 sanctions. 

Judge: I am going to deny that motion. 

Rydberg: Okay. 

Judge: I believe based on at least what I have heard is that Ms. Case has brought 

this action in good faith, whether or not it is legally sound is another issue but I 

don't believe that it __ that anything rises to the level of what would count, 

would call for sanctions under CR 11. 

Rydberg: If you will give me about five, two or three minutes here Your Honor, I 

will prepare orders to present to you. 

Judge: I will take a brief recess and then you can just hand me the order. So why 

don't we go ahead __ and I will sign the order once that 

Rydberg: Your Honor, before you leave me 

Judge: Yes? 

Rydberg: When I did research the 12(b)(6) statute or court rule and the case law 

interpreting that, the legal standard that you have to find is what is written in my 

proposed order and that is that the complaint does not contain statements showing 

that the plaintiff is entitled to relief. It does not apprise the defendant of what the 

claim is. It does not apprise the defendant of the legal grounds upon which the 
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complaint rests and it is beyond doubt that proof of no set of facts would entitle the 

plaintiff to relief. 

Judge: I think I would like you to include some reference to res judicata __ _ 

Rydberg: Okay. I would just add to that what you had recited on the bench. But I 

just, I didn't want you to be blindsided by those findings. 

Judge: All right. I appreciate that. 

Rydberg: Okay. Thank you. 
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CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that this is a true and correct record of the proceedings. I do 
further certify I am in no way related to or employed by any party in this matter, 
nor to any counsel, nor do I have any interest in this matter. I certify that the 
transcription of this CD is true and complete to the best of my ability given the 
quality of the CD itself. 

SIGNED at Seattle, Washington, this 25th day of January, 2011. 

~id. O:i6rn~),~~ 
Teresa L. DiTommaso 
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FILE]) 
KJN6 COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

DEC -8 201D 

SUPERIOR COURT CLERK 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF 
WASHINGTON IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KING 

CASE 
Plaintiff/Petitioner, 

vs. 

TRIPPLETr 
Defendant/Respondent 

NO. 10-2-35077-2 KNT 

ORDER ON TRANSFER OF 
INDIVIDUAL JUDGE ASSIGNMENT 

(ORCJ) 

Effective January 10, 2011 

Dept ~,toJudge 

I this case is transferred from Judge Bruce Heller -----------------Regina Cahan , Dept. J..Q., 
Parties should not contact the newly-assigned judge prior to January 10, 2011, except for purposes of 
scheduling matters that will be heard after January 10, 2011. 

Motions already scheduled to be heard after January 10,2011 shall be heard by the newly assigned 
judge. For motions with oral argument, you should confirm with the newly assigned court that the 
previously scheduled date and time is available to that court. 

The trial date and all other dates in the case schedule shall remain the same, unless revised by the 
assigned judge. 

IJ final documents for this case have been entered, please disregard this notice. 

It is so ordered this December 8, 2010 

CASE, STEPHANIE L 
4205 AUBURN WAY S #80 
AUBURN, WA 98092-7235 

Rpt~iCTransferNotice 

Presiding Judge 

10-2-35077-2 KNT 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 
Superior Court of Washington 

8 County of King 

9 Stephanie L. Case, 

10 

11 vs. 

12 Tammy J. Triplett, 

13 

14 

Plaintiff, 

Defendant. 

Ie Judge Bruce Heller 

No. 10-2-35077-2 KNT 

Order of Dismissal 

Clerk's Action Required 

15 This matter having come on for hearing upon the Defendant's Motion to Dismiss 

16 for Failure to State a Claim upon Which Relief May be Granted, the court having 

17 considered the Defendant's Motion, the Plaintiff's response, if any, the Defendant's Reply, 

18 if any, the file and record herein, the arguments of the parties, and otherwise being fully 

19 advised, NOW, THEREFORE, 

20 The Court FINDS that the Plaintiffs complaint does not contain statements 

21 showing that the Plaintiff is entitled to relief, does not apprise the defendant of what the 

22 plaintiffs claim is, does not apprise the defendant of the legal grounds upon which the 

23 Complaint rests, eM it is beyond doubt that proof of no set of facts would entitle the 

24 Plaintiff!Orelie~fuP/~ ~~~~. . 
25 ~ ~~pa.~izu)/K/~{b~.(!!I&.u...u1l99-3-00;2S3-
eoud~ 9'-~~.~~hv~~, 

:~ ~.(!:il:~#it~~~~ 
Order of Dismissal Q - ~(tt'\... ~t£'/ 

28 Page 1 of 2 It , 

/ 

III 
{ 



1 Based upon the foregoing Findings, 

2 It is hereby Ordered that the Plaintiff's Complaint for Damages, 

3 Misrepresentation/Misrepresentation of Intention - Destruction of the Parent-Child 

4 relationship - Claim of Outrage & Intentional Interference - Intentional and/or Negligent 

5 infliction of Emotional Stress Pursuant to RCW Title 4 Civil Procedures is dismissed with 

6 prejudice. ~ CRII ~~ ~. 
7 Done in open court on November 19, 2010. 

8 

9 

10 

11 
Presented by: 

. Rydberg, 
Limited epresentation 
Tammy J. Triplett, 
Defendant, pro se 

15 WSBA #8183 

16 Copy received, approved as to form, 
Notice of presentation given: 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 
Order of Dismissal 
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4 

5 

6 

7 Ie Judge Bruce Heller 

Superior Court of Washington 
8 County of King 

9 Stephanie L. Case, 

10 

11 vs. 

12 Tammy J. Triplett, 

13 

14 

Plaintiff, 

Defendant. 

No. 10-2-35077-2 KNT 

Order Denying Plaintiff's Motion for 
Extension of Time 

15 This matter having come on for hearing upon the Plaintiff's Motion for Extension 

16 of Time, the court having considered the Plaintiff's Motion, the Defendant's response, and 

17 the Defendant's Reply, if any, the file and record herein, the arguments of the parties, and 

18 otherwise being fully advised, the Court finds that thers is no reason justifyiFl9 granting 
CA~ 

19 Plaintiff's Motiorx and further delay may cause irreparable harm to Respondent and to the 

20 parties' children, and therefore, 

21 

22 It is hereby Ordered that the Plaintiff's Motion for Extension of Time is denied. 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 Order of Denying Plaintiff's 
Motion for Extension of Time 

28 Page 10f2 

/(P 



1 Presented by: 

Copy received, approved as to form, 
7 Notice of presentation given: 

8 
b-

9~~~~~~~~ __ ~~~·b~~~ 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 Order of Denying Plaintiff's 
Motion for Extension of Time 

28 Page 20f2 

Jl 



1 

2 

3 
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6 

7 
Superior Court of Washington 

8 County of King 

9 Stephanie L. Case, 

10 

11 vs. 

12 Tammy J. Triplett, 

13 

14 

Plaintiff, 

Defendant. 

15 
TO: Clerk of the Court 

Ie Judge Bruce Heller 

No. 10-2-35077-2 KNT 

NOTICE OF LIMITED APPEARANCE 
AND OF COMPLETION OF 
LIMITED APPEARANCE 

[Clerk's action required] 

16 
TO: Stephanie L. Case, the Plaintiff above named, pro se, and 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

TO: IC Judge Bruce Heller 

YOU AND EACH OF YOU will please take notice that Jennifer C. Rydberg hereby 

makes a limited appearance in the above entitled cause, pursuant to CR 70.1 (b). for the 

Defendant, Tammy J. Triplett. for the purpose of representing the Defendant at the 

hearing scheduled before Judge Heller on Friday, November 19, 2010. Forthe purpose 

of the subject matter described above, you are directed to communicate only with the 

undersigned limited representation lawyer. not with the Plaintiff, pursuant to RPC 4.2 and 

4.3. 

27 Notice of Limited Appearance 
and of Completion of Limited Appearance 

28 Page 10f2 



1 This representation shall terminate upon the entry of Superior Court orders 

2 concluding the above-referenced hearing. Court approval of this withdrawal/completion 

3 is not required. 

4 The last known address of the Defendant is: 

5 4205 Auburn Way S., #80 
Auburn, WA 98092-7235 

6 

7 

8 

9 

This matter is set for trial on March 26, 2012. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

DATED: November 19, 2010. 

Copy received on 11/19/10: 
B t.o:;z:o~ e-- ff~~ 

~L~ 
19 Stephanie Case, Plaintiff, pro se 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 Notice of Limited Appearance 
and of Completion of Limited Appearance 

28 Page 20f2 

8407 S. 259th, Suite 203 
Kent, WA 98030-7536 

Office: 425-235-5535 
Fax: 253-852-0400 
Jenny@jcrlaw.com 
www.jcrlaw.com 
WSBA#8183 

Tammy J. Triplett, Defendant 
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15 

r, ' ,,- '! '-.' I , 

Defendant. 

i .' . , .. 

!'~ r \' r. r, ') 
{ .. j r.l i U' '-.' '-

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF KING COUNTY 
OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

No. 10 - 2 - 35077 - 2 KNT 

Declaration of the Plaintiff in strict 
Reply of Defendant's Declaration dated 
November 8,2010 

16 I, Stephanie Case, Plaintiff respond in strict reply to the Defendant's Declaration dated 

17 Nov 8,2010. 

18 

19 The Notice for Hearing, re: Motion for Extension was assigned to Judge Heller, the 

20 assigned Judge in this matter and incorporated with working papers. It was not erroneously 

21 noted as the Defendant proclaims, it was a clerical error mistake working between two cause 

22 numbers and missed. The Plaintiff requested an Extension of time on Civil Matter No. 10-2-

23 35077 -2 KNT as shown in the body of the notice, not the family law matter No. 99-3-00253-2 

24 KNT. The Plaintiff expressly apologizes to the court for this clerical error by providing an 

25 amended notice with this declaration. 
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24 

25 

The Defendant's declaration does not provide for further adjudication under an appeal 

process as a matter of right. Therefore the Defendant misstates the conclusion before the 

matter has reached completion. 

Notwithstanding, the Defendant continues to provide an unrealistic amount of frivolous 

emotional language as a defense. The Defendant's statement that this complaint should be 

dismissed in the best interest of our children or that this will be detrimental to our children's 

emotional security and their enjoyment of the upcoming holiday season, or how a Motion for 

Extension will cause irreparable harm to our children is outrageous. 

The Defendant provides fallacious language to plagiarize the court with written emotion. 

The Defendant's continued use of fallaciously motivated language as a cover remains irrelevant 

to the alleged allegations provided in the Plaintiff's complaint. The continued manipulative use of 

our pre-adult aged children as a pawn to achieve that goal remains equally outrageous. 

The Plaintiff will present further upon trial the substantial amount of fallaciousness used 

by the defendant to cause repeated conflict and significant harm, ranging from among Emotive 

Language, Misrepresentation, False Cause and more. 

Notwithstanding, the Defendant should have been concerned with what was in the best 

interest of the children long before causing the substantial harm to the children and the Plaintiff 

as alleged within the Plaintiff's complaint. 

Furthermore, if the Defendant was truly concemed with the best interests of the children, 

in that the Plaintiff's complaint should be construed in a manor that is detrimental to the children 

or that it deprives our children the benefit of child support. Then the Defendant should have 

considered paying the childcare tuition when it was due, instead the Defendant paid if at all 

randomly for several years, incurring a substantial debt that is now in excess of $6500.00 and 

kept this debt concealed from the Plaintiff's knowledge to cause harm. 

Page 2 - Declaration of Plaintiff re: Strict Reply 
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This debt is in complete disregard of instructions given to the Defendant by 

Commissioner Bradburn-Johnson during a 2007 Support Modification to provide monthly 

receipts, just as expressed upon the court minutes shown in (Exhibit 1) The Defendant at that 

time also provided a promise to comply with those instructions. The Defendant's promise shall 

be shown and presented as evidence upon trial. 

The Defendant has never had any intention of providing monthly receipts, regardless of 

requests to produce or interrogatory answers requesting them (Exhibit 2) and thus 

characterizes a Misrepresentation of Intention; this motivation was already noted by Judge 

Matson in prior family law proceedings. 

The debt was incurred with KidKare Schoolhouse; is now handled by Renton Collections 

and continues to accumulate. (Exhibit 3) This uninvited compulsory debt has effectively 

damaged the Plaintiff's credit and threatens the Plaintiff's financial security again for a second 

time. The Plaintiff's portion of this expense had already been paid in a transfer order that was 

included in child support payments. 

The Defendant continues to state the Plaintiff's complaint fails to state a claim upon 

which relief can be granted by any court. The Plaintiff disagrees, however, the Plaintiff requests 

leave of the court to allow the complaint to be ratified if the court should rule in such a manor. 

The Defendant continues to remove the elements of the complaint, 1) the defendant 

owed a duty to the plaintiff; 2) the defendant breached the duty; 3) the breach caused plaintiff 

injury; and 4) the plaintiff suffered damage. 

Accordingly, 

"[a] claim is adequately pleaded if it contains a short, plain statement showing that the 
pleader is entitled to relief, and a demand for judgment based thereon. Christensen v. 
Swedish Hospital, 59 Wash.2d 545,368 P.2d 897 (1962). 

It is not necessary for a plaintiff to plead facts 'constituting a cause of action'. 
Schoenig v. Grays Harbory Community Hospital, 40 Wn. App. 331,337, 
698 P.2d 593 (1985) (citing Hoffo v. Blumer, 74 Wash.2d 321,444 P.2d 
657 (1968); Simpson v. State, 26 Wash.App. 687, 615 P.2d 1297 (1980». 
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1 Even if the plaintiff's theory is not made clear in the pleading, it may be made clear in a 
later proceeding. Schoenig, 40 Wn. App. At 331. 
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24 

25 

CR 9(b) states, Malice, intent, knowledge, and other condition of mind of a person may 

be averred generally. 

The Plaintiff will present if necessary upon any modified pleadings several affidavits to 

support the Plaintiff's complaint, witnesses willing to testify, furthered discovery under CR 26; 

30; 32; 33; 34; 36 and CR 37, with documentary evidence to be presented upon trial. 

The Plaintiff also provides herein several points of authority, although appeared not to be 

a requirement of initial pleadings; however provided herein simply because the Defendant 

stated that it was not shown in the Plaintiff's complaint. Although presented herein, this shall not 

be construed to limit the scope of authority used. 

RCW 4.56.250; RCW 13.32A; RCW 26.09.160; 26.16.125; 26.26.130; 26.26.260 

Marriage of Littlefield, 139 Wn. 2d 39 (1997) 

Dicomes v. State, 113 Wn.2d 612, 630,782 P.2d 1002 (1989) 

Strode v. Gleason, 9 Wn. App. 13, 18 (Wash. Ct. App. (1973) 

Johnson v. Luhman, 330 ILL. App. 598, 71 N.E.2d 810 (1974) 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C.A. § 2000e et seq.) 

Fourteenth Amendment to the U. S. Constitution 

The Plaintiff will present proof upon trial, significant measures the Plaintiff had taken to 

prevent substantial harm to the children'S emotional well being by initiating preventative 

measures when the children were very young at the childcare and elementary school levels. 

These anticipatory measures were designed specifically to prevent any behavioral or 

self-esteem problems the children might have as a result of the Plaintiff's gender transition. 
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1 The Plaintiff will also present upon trial evidence the Defendant continued to convey 

2 similar messages of concern to Scholastic and Medical professionals. However, the Defendant 

3 concealed those concerns and preventative remedies provided by those professionals. 

4 The Plaintiff will present upon trial the Defendant ignored follow through with these 

5 recommended remedies and continued to keep extremely significant information from the 

6 Plaintiff's knowledge to cause irreversible harm. Further evidentiary documentation in lieu of 

7 (Exhibit 4) to support this argument will require procedural protection under a sealed file in 

8 order to make it reasonably clear. 

9 The current state of affairs provides further damage on the same basis; the Defendant's 

10 intentional interference is actually and proximately caused result of continued concealment, 

11 considerable conflict for the purpose of alienation, substantially maintained parental alienation, 

12 including alienation of affection, false allegations of physical and sexual abuse; destruction of 

13 the Parent-Child relationship, misrepresentation, a compulsory debt and thus depicts Outrage. 

14 The Plaintiff's questions remain the same; upon what authority did the defendant have to 

15 restrict the Plaintiff's parental function, upon what authority did the defendant have to interfere 

16 with the Plaintiff's parental relationship, upon what authority did the defendant have to withhold 

17 significant information from the Plaintiff's knowledge, upon what authority did the Defendant 

18 have to involve or dictate what the Plaintiff's parental function and authority would be or to 

19 disseminate how the Plaintiff would teach or discipline, upon what authority did the Defendant 

20 have to invade the Plaintiff's home during the Plaintiff's residential time, upon what authority did 

21 the Defendant have to create substantial harm to the parent-child relationship by maintaining 

22 these conflicts for any purpose, upon what authority did the Defendant have to exclude the 

23 Plaintiffs involvement and parental decision making authority and upon what authority did the 

24 Defendant have to continue an exclusionary practice of denying the Plaintiff's parental rights by 

25 doing all of these things. 

Page 5 - Declaration of Plaintiff re: Strict Reply 



1 There has been no hearings, no petitions, no modifications or complaints ever filed that 

2 have shown the Plaintiff's unfitness as a parent that are required under Federal and State 

3 Statutory Rules. There have been no hearings, petitions, modifications or complaints ever filed 

4 that has been shown or placed upon any restrictions of the Plaintiff's parental decision making 

5 or the Plaintiff's parental authority. 

6 Nevertheless, the Defendant continues to misrepresent statements provided to the court 

7 and continues to provide fallaciously motivated language to reach that purpose; this 

8 misrepresentation will be shown with particularity upon trial. As a result, this outrage persists; 

9 the court continues to deny the Plaintiff the benefit of an established parenting plan merely 

10 through contempt motions brought against the Defendant. The Court does not have the 

11 authority to permanently modify the residential schedule without a Petition for Modification being 

12 filed, without an adequate cause hearing, and without other procedural safeguards. This biased 

13 outcome remains outrage and continues to deny the Plaintiff's parental and civil rights and an 

14 appeal will certainly be pursued as a matter of right in the family law matter. 

15 Regardless of appeal in family law, it shall. not be construed in a manor that prevents or 

16 restricts this civil case schedule from moving forward. 

17 The Defendant has and continues to act outrageously, with the intention to cause, or 

18 with reckless disregard of the probability of causing Plaintiff severe harm, regardless of duty or 

19 legal obligation, these acts were unwarranted and uninvited. The malicious and/or oppressive 

20 conduct by Defendant was in reckless disregard of Plaintiff's rights and therefore warrants a trial 

21 seeking damages as stated in the Plaintiff's complaint and prayer for relief. 

22 I declare under penalty of pe~ury under the laws of the state of Washington that the 

23 foregoing is true and correct. 

24 Signed at Kent, Washington, on November 1,1, 2010. 

25 
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Exhibit 2 



Stephanie Case 
619_1 st Ave S. Apt 8 
Kent, WA 98032 

Tammy J. Triplett 
4205 Auburn Way S. Space 80 
Auburn, WA 98092 

RE Child Care Expenses; May 2007 to Present 

Dear Ms Triplett, 

June 12, 2009 

On May 24,2007 you were given specific instructions by Commissioner Nancy 

Bradburn-Johnson that monthly receipts are required each and every month upon a 

daycare provider's receipt, with letter head, showing charges and payments for each 

child. To which included your own word for word admission that you would comply 

with such order. You may confirm these statements by viewing RJC Family Court video 

log IFRJC-07-094. 

In the attached document, with a start date of February 2007, to which is a confirming 

statement to the above summary that specifically states ("Ms. Triplett shall provide proof 

of daycare payments every month") and found in RJC Family Court file 99-3-00253-2 

KNT as clerk no. 155. 

No where within either of these instructions given to you by the court does it state that a 

formal request was needed to provide this information, as you were ordered to provide 

them monthly. 

It has now been twenty-six months since this order was signed by the court. 



As ofthe date listed on this letter, you have not complied with either of the above 

instructions given to you by the court. 

This is a formal written request, pursuant to the above referenced court instructions. 

Upon receipt of this letter, you have 30 days to comply with this request and provide 

thirty months of day care receipts from February 2007 to the present date; as instructed in 

the above statement given to you by the court. 

This letter is being sent to you via registered mail, equally a second letter, (a duplicate) 

with the exact information here provided, will be sent to my address in the same manor. It 

will remain sealed and presented to the court should you decide to ignore this request. 

Please consider the consequences and govern yourself accordingly to eliminate further 

legal action. 

Respectfully, 

Stephanie Lynn Case 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
IN AND FOR THFCOUNTY OF KING 

the Marriage of: ) NO. 99-3-00253-2 KNT 

) 

TEIPPLETT, ) 

Petitioner, ) RESPONDENT'S FIRST SET OF 

) INTERROGATORIES AND 
) REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 

land 

ISTEPHANIE 

) PROPOUNDED TO PETITIONER 

CASE, ) 

Respondent. ) 
) 

15 TO: TAMMY TRIPPLETT, Petitioner Pro Se 

16 
INTERROGATORIES 

17 

18 
The following interrogatories aye propounded by ~he 

19 
respondent to you in the above-entitled cause, and are to be 

20 
answered under oath pursuant to Eule 33 or. or before ~hirt 

21 

I ; 30) days from the date of service. 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

Procedures. You are herewith served with the ,,;rlgir.al 

and one copy of these interrogatories. Please complete th 

answers within the spaces provided on the original. Kindl 

ORIGINAL 
INTERROGATORlESIREQUEST F'OR- Page I of 1 

PRODUCTION 

CURRY & WILLIAMS. PLLC. 
515 B Street Northeast 
Auburn. Washington 98002' 
(253)833-2044/(253)383-3069 

31 
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2. 

23. Medical Expenses . 
Have you incurred uninsured 

medical or dental expenses for the children since the 

dissolution was finalized? If so, state who the service 

was for, the date of sa id serv ice, the purpose of the 

service, the cost of the service and how much of the 

service was paid for by insurance. 
Attach all receipt, 

statements of medical treatment and Explanation of 

Benefits forms from the insurance company for all 

medical and or dental treatment provided to the children 

ADDITIONAL REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 

1. Checking account statements and check registers fro 

1/1/04 to current, on any and all checking account s 

in which you claim any ownership or upon which you 

had signature l?~i v, ileges. ~l~ "'~ Q..,t G,~ 0 

$\-~~~ ~\~:'7 ,\~~r: l- ~Q ~&- \r\.~~~, 
~(" 10< '\ QUI' S O-{\O:~b(l<.\'.1e: ~\~ '\'-.~ \'Cl"''''\\J:::Ocd~'~· 

Copies of any financial statements prepared by yoYor 

for you during the last three years. 

M~ 

INTERROGATORlESIREQUEST FOR- Page 15 of 15 

PRODUCTION 

CURRY & WILLIAMS, PLLC. 
515 B Street Northeast 

37r 
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3. 

4 . 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

.--._- -- - - --- ------ - --_.-- ------_._---- --~ .~-- --- -" _._--_.------- -----

All records evidencing any income you have received or 

which indicate a right to receive any income for the 
~~~~ ~\~ ~\\6,~ .~~\ ~~ 

past 3 years. 

All documents evidencing any ownership or leasehold 

interest, any and all real and personal property in 

which you claim or have claimed any such interests for 

\ C) ~ ~ G r:::O S-\-o \ «l . 
the past 3 years. \ cl1'~ \:C"(Y"P,, tJ\o~~\:)-~ 
All documents indicating your interest in and/or 

ownership of any type of business. 

Reports of all experts you reasonably expect to call to 

testify at trial. ~ ~~ 

Names, addresses, and telephone numbers indicated in an 

documents of any wi tnesses wi th knowledge of any facts 

of this case and all experts whom you reasonably expect 

to testify. 

All documents including cancelled checks and receipts 

evidencing payment of day care costs for the last three 

tears i '\(\J-, ~ ~ 'i6l-~ Q~ '¥ ~0-\.( ~C\\'Z 
\" ~ ""-~ \}'.> :--\:"" \": '-\ \""-l ~"--\ I>--\: i'"S. \ 
~G..~~~ ~K~~\-ZS \~)Jt>~~"SM-~' 

INTERROGATORlESIREQUEST FOR- Page 16 of 16 

PRODUCTION 

CURRY & WILLIAMS, PLLC. 
515 B Street No rtheast 
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-- -------------------- -- ---------- -_.- -~-
- -- ----.-----~--- ---- ---

-- -- -- ----- ----_. -- --- ---- -

STATE OF WASHINGTON 
55. 

COUNTY OF KING 

I, TAMMY TRIPPLETT, being first duly sworn, upon oath 

deposes and says that: 
I am the Petitioner above-named; I 

have read the foregoing Answers to Inter roga tor i es, know the 

contents thereof, and believe the same to be true and correct 

to the best of my knowledge. 

~%~~ \. \ \ 

TAMMY TRIPPb£TT, Petitioner 

SUBSCRIBED & SWORN to 

_Ap,--.. .>+-. ~8--,-; -,--1 __ ' 2 007 . 

before me this 
d:I E day of 

in and for Washington. 

My Commission Expires: __ jiL-·_-~/_---~//~--

INTERROGATORIES/REQUEST FOR- Pnge 17 of 17 

PRODUCTION 

c. 

CURRY & WILLIAMS, PLLC. 
515 B Street Northeast 
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OCT 05 2010 

MAILING ADDRESS 
P.O. BOX 272 
RENTON, WA 98057 

TAMMY TRIPLETT & STEPHANIE CASE 
619 1ST AVE S #8 
KENT WA 98032 

RENTON COLLECTIONS, INC. 

(425) 793-3172 

PHYSICAL ADDRESS 
211 MORRIS AVE SOUTH 
RENTON, WA 98057 

4100 

MAIL PAYMENTS TO: P.O. BOX 272 
RENTON, WA 98057 

YOUR ACCOUNT# 4352756 

THIS IS AN ATTEMPT TO COLLECT A DEBT BY A DEBT COLLECTOR. ANY INFORMATION OBTAINED WILL 
BE USED FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Please be advised that the balance(s) below are still outstanding and require 
your attention. Contact this office promptly to resolve this matter. 

CLIENT NAME PRINCIPAL 
BALANCE 

INTEREST TOTAL 
TO DATE* BALANCE 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
KID KARE SCHOOLHOUSE INC 5806.16 

GRAND TOTAL(S) 5806.16 
*INTEREST IS CALCULATED AT 12% PER ANNUM 

PLEASE PAY: $6377.91 

AUB - 5001 
PLEASE INCLUDE YOUR ACCOUNT NUMBER, 4352756, ON YOUR PAYMENT TO ENSURE 
PROPER CREDIT TO YOUR ACCOUNT. 

571.75 6377.91 

571.75 6377.91 



KidKare Schoolhouse 

Accounting Balances for 

T. Triplett and S. Case 
October May 

Previous balance 2799.06 Previous balance 5273.11 

....... jl 2008 Charges 822.70 Charges (Shawn) 308.51 

Ending balance 1618.10 Interest 36.22 Charges (Alisha) 411.35 

Interest 16.18 Total 3657.98 Interest 59.93 

Total 1634.28 Total 6052.90 

November 

May Previous balance 3657.98 June 

Previous balance 1634.28 Charges 822.70 Previous balance 6052.90 

Charges 822.70 Payments 700.00 Charges 411.35 

Payments 1000.00 Interest 37.81 Interest 64.64 

Interest 14.57 Total 3818.48 Total 6528.89 

Total 1471.55 
December July 

June Previous balance 3818.48 Previous balance 6528.89 

Previous balance 1471.55 Charges 822.70 Interest 65.29 

Charges 822.70 Interest 46.41 Total 6594.18 

Payments 700.00 Total 4687.59 

Interest 15.94 AUlust 

Total 1610.19 January 2009 Previous balance 6594.18 

Previous balance 4687.59 Interest 65.94 

July Charges 822.70 Total 6660.12 

Previous balance 1610.19 Interest 55.10 

Charges 822.70 Total 5565.39 September 

Payments 700.00 Previous balance 6660.12 

Interest 17.33 February Payments 300.00 

1750.22 Previous balance 5565.39 Interest 63.60 

Charges 822.70 Total 6423.72 

AUlust Payments 2000.00 

Previous balance 1750.22 Interest 43.88 October 

Charges 822.70 Total 4431.97 Previous balance 6423.72 

Interest 25.73 Interest 64.24 

Total 2598.65 March Total 6487.96 

Previous balance 4431.97 

September Charges 822.70 November 

Previous balance 2598.65 Payments 900.00 Previous balance 6487.96 

Charges 822.70 Interest 43.54 Service call 75.00 

Payments 650.00 Total 4398.21 Interest 64.13 

Interest 27.71 Total 6477.09 

Total 2799.06 April 
Previous balance 4398.21 December 

Charges 822.70 Previous balance 6477.09 

Interest 52.20 Interest 64.77 

Total 5273.11 Total 6541.86 

Total Due 6541.86 



2009 Balance 6541.86 

January 2010 
Previous balance 6541.86 

Service call 660 

Interest 58.82 

Total 5940.68 

February 
Previous balance 5940.68 

Interest 59.41 

Total 6000.09 

March 
Previous balance 6000.09 

Interest 60 

Total 6060.09 

April 
Previous balance 6060.09 

Interest 60.6 

Total 6120.69 

May 
Previous balance 6120.69 

Interest 61.21 

Total 6181.9 

June 
Previous balance 6181.9 

Interest 61.82 

Total 6243.72 

July 
Previous balance 6243.72 

Interest 62.44 

Total 6306.16 

Total Due $ 6,306.16 
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RE: Question: 

Okay, 

Stephanie Lynn (mzstephanielynn@hotmail,com) 
Mon 4/19/10 1:35 PM 
tripletttammy@hotmail.com 

Are you sure! 

From: tripletttammy@hotmail,com 
To: mzstephanielynn@hotmail.com 
Subject: RE: Question 
Date: Mon, 19 Apr 2010 12:55 :29 -0700 

No idea 

-- •. ----.---. --- ------ ---------
From: mzstephanielynn@hotmail.com 
To: tripletttammy@hotmail,com 
Subject: Question 
Date: Mon, 19 Apr 2010 11:17:36 -0700 

A name has been brought to my attention ......... 

Melissa Standish 

I am inquiring as to whom. 

Please respond. 

sic 

'/0 



Tammy Triplett - Shawn 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

"Tammy Triplett" <tripletttammy@hotmail.com> 
<MzStephanielynn@aol.com> 
Tuesday, October 12,20043:25:37 PM 
Shawn 

Page 1 of I 

This email is to let you know I have scheduled a well child appt with Dr. McKeighen at Enumclaw 
Medical Center for Shawn on Monday afternoon at 3 :30pm. 

There are no problems. He is having an outbreak of acne that I want the Doctor to look at and with the 
onset of puberty he needs to begin the health screenings for Cholestoral which is an issue in my family. 
Are there any family health issues which need to be addressed from your side with regards to Shawn') 

Please let me know if you have any concerns which should be addressed. 

Thank you 

Rock. jazz, countr", soul & more. Finctthe music you love on MSN Music! 



Tammy Triplett - Shawn's Check up 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

"Tammy Triplett" <tripletttammy@hotmail.com> 
<MzStephanielynn@aol.com> 
Tuesday, October 19,2004 12:14:19 PM 
Shawn's Check up 

Page 1 of 1 

Shawn's check up went well. Everything is progressing as it should. He got some anitbiotic gel for his 
acne, and a speach from the doctor about drugs, alcohol and chosing friends who are friends for who you 
are. We will go on Saturday morning for the Colestoral test. Shawn is 55" tall and 101 lbs. 

Have a good day . 

. b·lIl 
;~Tammy 

Rock. jazz. country. soul & more. Find the music you love on MSN Music! 

[ c e 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 IC Judge Bruce Heller 

Superior Court of Washington 
8 County of King 

9 Stephanie L. Case, 

10 

11 vs. 

12 Tammy J. Triplett, 

13 

14 

15 

Plaintiff, 

Defendant. 

No. 10-2-35077-2 KNT 

Declaration of Defendant 

16 I, Tammy J. Triplett, respond to the Plaintiff's Motion for Extension of Time and 

17 declare as follows: 

18 There are no unresolved fam ily law matters that affect whether or not the Plaintiff's 

19 Complaint states a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

20 On Tuesday, October 19, 2010, a hearing was held before The Honorable 

21 Deborah Fleck in King County Superior Court Cause No. 99-3-00253-2 KNT. Two 

22 motions were presented: 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

1. Judge Fleck made an oral decision on my Motion to Adjust Child Support. 

Presentation of written orders based on Judge Fleck's oral rulings have 

been made without oral argument, and Judge Fleck is expected to issue 

her rulings later this week. The adjustment of child support is completely 

Declaration of Defendant 
28 Page 1 of 3 



1 

2 

3 

4 

2. 

irrelevant to the issue of whether Plaintiff's Complaint states a claim upon 

which relief can be granted. 

Judge Fleck heard argument on the Plaintiff's Order to Show Cause re: 

Contempt and my Counter-Motion to Strike/Clarify. Judge Fleck 

5 determined that contempt had not occurred, ruled that our son, 16, would 

6 not be required to have future contact with Plaintiff, and granted other relief. 

7 Written orders were entered. Plaintiff has made a Motion to Reconsider 

8 these orders, without oral argument. I have responded. Judge Fleck has 

9 not made a ruling on the Motion for Reconsideration, but is expected to do 

10 . so later this week. The Plaintiff's underlying motions, and her Motion for 

11 Reconsideration, do not raise legal issues that have any relevance to the 

12 issue of whether Plaintiff's Complaint states a claim upon which relief can 

13 be granted. 

14 There are no other "unresolved family law matters that are before the court" 

15 regarding the Plaintiff, our children, and me. 

16 The Plaintiff's Complaint has caused my children and me to incur emotional 

17 trauma, uncertainty, and legal expenses that deprive my children of the benefit of child 

18 support. It is in our children's best interest to have the Plaintiff's frivolous and 

19 unwarranted Complaint dismissed. It will be detrimental to our children's emotional 

20 security and their enjoyment of the upcoming holiday season to continue my Motion to 

21 Dismiss until mid-January, and will cause them irreparable harm. 

22 Plaintiff's Motion for Extension of Time is noted in this action, assigned to Judge 

23 Heller. Her Notice for Hearing is erroneously noted before Judge Heller in our dissolution 

24 action, King County Superior Court Cause No. 99-3-00253-2 KNT, although Judge Fleck 

25 is the judge assigned to it. 

26 

27 
Declaration of Defendant 

28 Page.2 of 3 



1 The Plaintiff's Motion for Extension of Time should be denied because there is no 

2 basis for it. 

3 The Plaintiff's Complaint should be dismissed because it fails to state a claim upon 

4 which relief can be granted by any court. 

5 I delivered a copy of this Declaration and a copy of my proposed Order Denying 

6 Plaintiff's Motion for Extension of Time to Stephanie Case at 619 - pI Ave. S., #5, Kent, 

7 WA 98032 on November 8,2010. 

8 

9 
CERTI FICATION 

I hereby declare under penalty of perjury of the laws of the State of Washington 
10 hat the above statements are true and correct. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

Dated at Seattle, WA on November 8'~~~ 

"f~tt 

Declaration of Defendant 
28 Page 3 of 3 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 
Superior Court of Washington 

8 County of King 

9 Stephanie L. Case, 

10 

11 vs. 

12 Tammy J. Triplett, 

13 

14 

Plaintiff, 

Defendant. 

Ie Judge Bruce Heller 

No. 10-2-35077-2 KNT 

Motion to Dismiss for Failure to 
State a Claim upon Which Relief 
May be Granted 

15 
1. Relief requested 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

Defendant, Tammy J. Triplett, requests that the court dismiss with prejudice the 

Plaintiffs Complaint for Damages, Misrepresentation/Misrepresentation of Intention -

Destruction of the Parent-Child relationship - Claim of Outrage & Intentional 

Interference -I ntentional and/or Negligent infliction of Emotional Stress Pursuant to RCW 

Title 4 Civil Procedures [herein "Complaint"]. If this motion is opposed by Plaintiff, 

Defendant requests that the court enter CR 11 sanctions against the Plaintiff. 

2. Facts 

The Plaintiff's Complaint fails to state a cause of action for which relief from the 

court may be granted. 

27 Motion to Dismiss for Failure to 
State a Claim upon Which Relief 

28 May Be Granted - Page 1 of 2 

, ' 
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1 3. Issue 

2 Should the Plaintiffs Complaint be dismissed with prejudice because it fails to 

3 state a claim for which relief may be granted? 

4 Should CR 11 sanctions be imposed against Plaintiff if this motion is opposed? 

5 4. Evidence 

6 The evidence supporting this motion is the Plaintiffs Complaint, a true and correct 

7 copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

8 I declare under penalty of perjury of the laws of the State of Washington that the statements in 

9 paragraphs 2 and 4 herein are true and correct. ~ ~ _ _.~ 

Dated: October 19, 2010. -~-----r~~i-----'lr---~-
10 Ta~ 

5. Law 
11 

12 
CR 12(b)(6), Christensen v. Swedish Hospital, 59 Wash.2d 545 at 548, 368 P.2d 

13 
897 (1962) and McCurryv. Chevy Chase Bank, FSB, 169 Wn.2d 96 at 100-103, 233 P.3d 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

861 (2010). 

6. Proposed Order 

A proposed Order accompanies this Motion. 

Dated: October 19, 2010. 

27 Motion to Dismiss for Failure to 
State a Claim upon Which Relief 

28 May Be Granted - Page 2 of 2 
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Superior Court of Washington 
County of King 

In re: 

Stephanie L. Case 

Plaintiff, 
and 

Tammy J. Triplett 

Defendant. 

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES (-

J. 0 - 2 - 3 50 7 7 - 2 KNT 
MlsrepresentationlMisrepresentation 

of Intention· Destruction of the 

Parent-Child relationship - Claim of 

Outrage & Intentional Interference­

Intentional andlor Negligent infliction 

of Emotional Stress 

Pursuant to RCW Title 4 
Civil Procedures 

Comes now STEPHANIE CASE, Plaintiff in the above action, and files this Complaint 

seeking qamages and relief, and further alleges as follows: 

PARTIES 

Plaintiff STEPHANIE CASE and Defendant TAMMY TRIPLEIT were legally married 

1995 and ending on or about Feb 2000 as defined by RCW Title 26. During said 

marriage produced two children 1994 and 1996, now ages 1b and 14 respectively. 

Plaintiff STEPHANIE CASE, is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, the 

DEFENDANT is responsible for the events and happenings herein set forth and 

proximately caused injury and damages to the Plaintiff as herein alleged. 



VENUE AND .JURISDICTION 

Venue in this court is proper as the injuries to the Plaintiff occurred within-the County of 

King and the DEFENDANT is subject to jurisdiction for the purposes of residence within 

the County of King. 

Subject matter in this action is properly heard in this Court, as the action incorporates an 

amount in controversy as set forth in this complaint exceeds $250,000.00. 

At all times mentioned herein, Washington Civil Procedures Title 4 and Title 26 were in 

full force and effeet, and were binding upon Defendant. 

FACTS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION 

Plaintiff STEPHANIE CASE and Defendant TAMMY TRIPLETT legally married 1995 

and ended on or about Feb 2000; a marital dissolution, parenting plan and order of child 

support was signed and provided to the court by the Defendant. 

Plaintiff STEPHANIE CASE, a parent, was at all relevant times from 2003, actually 

and/or perceived to be a transsexual woman. Plaintiff is infonned and believes, and 

thereupon alleges, that her status as a transsexual was known, communicated to and/or 

perceived by the DEFENDANT and others herein. 

Plaintiff was at all relevant times, within the course and scope, actually and/or perceived, 

to be the biological parent of the two minor children produced by said marriage and at all 

times relevant thereafter Feb 2000. 

Defendant TAMMY TRIPLETT, parent of the two minor children produced by said 

marriage and at all times, was responsible for among other things. providing input, 

making, sharing and implementing one half of the parental circle. 

Page 2 of9 
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DEFENDANT was at all relevant times, within the course and scope, actually andlor 

perceived, to be the biological parent of the two minor children produced by said 

marriage and at all times relevant thereafter Feb 2000. 

Plaintiff STEPHANIE CASE acknowledges throughout and at all times significant to this 

Complaint; makes note of several prior litigations in family court 99-3-00253-2 KNTwith 

the Defendant TAMMY TRIPLETT, including but not limited to Order(s) of Support, 

Parenting Plan and Dissolution. 

Plaintiff believes and thereupon alleges the DEFENDAl\TT will attempt to apply the 

doctrine of Res Judicata as a defense throughout this complaint. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges this complaint is a separate 

action against the DEFENDANT and is not barred from litigation. 

Plaintiffis informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, statements presented in this 

complaint may contain similar words and phrases ofpnor litigations, however similarly 

construed would make this complaint incomplete without use of them. The Plaintiffwill 

ask leave of the Court to amend this Complaint to correspond and confonn to the 

evidence upon discovery prior to trial. 

1. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

Misrepresentation/Misrepresentation of Intention 

Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained in the above paragraphs, and 

each and every part thereof with the same force and effect as though set out at length 

herein. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges the DEFENDANT'S admission, 

false promises; misrepresented statements; persistent refusal and consistent concealment, 

represents a Misrepresentation IMisrepresentation of Intention. 

Page 3 of9 



Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, the conduct of DEFENDANT 

proximately caused the destruction, forced closure to and liquidation of Plaintiff's 

business and personal assets, eventual bankruptcy, loss of income, loss of property and 

other damages causing an extreme undo hardship on the Plaintiffto be proven at the time 

of trial. 

Plaintiffis informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, at no fault of the plaintiff, the 

repercussion of the DEFENDANT'S actions, invited other entities, individuals, 

corporations and governments to cause hann, including but not limited to removal of 

funds, assets and property from Plaintiff's business and personal holdings. 

Plaintiffis informed and believes, and thereupon alleges; the misrepresentation of the 

DEFENDANT has forced the Plaintiff to incur a second separately identifiable debt. This 

debt was unwarranted and uninvited; this debt is in addition to established court ordered 

shared expenses under a child support transfer order which was already paid by the 

Plaintiff. The Plaintiff contributed funds in addition to the child support transfer order via 

a labor exchange to keep from causing another extreme financial hardship on the Plaintiff 

and the Plaintiff's credit to be proven at the time of triaL 

Plaintiffis informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, actions of the DEFENDANT'S 

misrepresentation and concealment was maliciously intended to keep any bill, ledger, 

debt, interest, fees or other amounts due from the plaintiffs knowledge to cause hann. 

As a direct and proximate result of DEFENDANT'S unlawful conduct, Plaintiff has 

suffered special danlages to be proven at time of trial. 

As a direct and proximate result of DEFEND ANT'S unlawful conduct, Plaintiff has 

suffered general damages including but not limited to shock, embarrassment, 

intimidation, physical distress and injury, humiliation, fear, stress and other damages to 

be proven at the time of trial. 

Page 4 0[9 
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Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, that DEFENDANT committed 

the acts herein alleged maliciously and oppressively in conscious disregard for Plaintiffs 

rights. Plaintiffis entitled to recover damages in an amount according to proof. 

Accordingly, Plaintiff seeks the reasonable fees incurred in this litigation in an amount 

according to proof at trial and other relief as requested in Plaintiffs prayer for relief 

below. 

II. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

Destructionofthe Parent/Child relationship-Claim of Outrage & Intentional Interference 

Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained in the above paragraphs, and 

each and every part thereof with the same force and effect as though set out at length 

herein. 

Plaintiffisinfonned and believes, and thereupon alleges, the conduct of DEFENDANT 

proximately caused the destruction of the parent...child relationship, alienation of 

affection, loss of consortium, Jove and respect between the children and the Plaintiff. As 

a result of such conduct and consequenthann, Plaintiff suffered damages to be proven at 

trial. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, the DEFENDANT has willfully 

allowed and equally encouraged the tendency to estrange the children from the Plaintiff, 

including but not limited to conflict for the purpose of alienation and likewise the 

defendant's actions in so doing in front of the children, conveys and equally illustrated 

the Plaintiffs authority as meaningless and insignificant. 

Plaintiff is infonned and believes, and thereupon alleges, the DEFENDANT impinged on 

the parent-child relationship by obstinately denying without authority or probable raison 

d'Stre by continually denying residential visitation as defined under an established 

Parenting Plan. 

Page 5 of9 



Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges the DEFENDANT was 

designated the custodial parent for all state and federal purposes .and all information was 

provided to the defendant. The defendant systematically refused working together as 

parents with constant refusal to share andlor the concealment of all known relevant 

medical, educational and childcare information already accepted by and in possession of 

the defendant to cause hann;regardless of injunctions provided in a parenting plan. 

Plaintiffis infonned and believes, and thereupon alleges the DEFENDANT forced the 

Plaintiff to seek any and all infonnation independently from such providers, fonnulating 

consistent delayed participation, ignored remedies, consistent exclusion and hindered all 

such involvement ofthe plaintiffs parental legal rights and parent-child relationship, 

including but not limited to preventable destruction of the child to parent relationship. 

Plaintiff is infomled and believes, and thereupon alleges the DEFENDANT has 

maintained this course of outrage and intentional interference; regardless of official 

direction the defendant continued conflicts designed for the purpose of alienation, in spite 

of the Plaintiff's repeated pleadings to discontinue: Plaintiff suffered severe emotional 

distress and undo hardship to be proven at trial. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, the DEFENDANT has acted 

outrageously, with the intention to cause, or with reckless disregard of the probability of 

causing Plaintiff severe emotional distress. This conduct, which was unprivileged and 

unwanted by Plaintiff, actually and proximately caused Plaintiff severe emotional 

distress. The malicious and/or oppressive conduct by DEFENDANT Was in reckless 

disregard of Plaintiff s rights and therefore warrants the imposition of damages. 

III. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

Intentional and/or Negligent Infliction of Emotional Distress 

Page 6 of9 



Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained in the above paragraphs, and 

each and every part thereof with the same force and effect as though set out at length 

herein. 

Plaintiff is infonned and believes, and thereupon alleges, the DEFENDANT had 

privileged knowledge to relevant medical information about the plaintiff, including but 

not limited to personal injury to understand, recognize, propagate and equally manipulate 

the Plaintiff's emotional state to induce severe emotional distress to be proven at trial. 

Plaintiff is infonned and believes, and thereupon alleges, the DEFENDANT has 

conveyed and communicated false statements that were fictitious, untrue and 

unsubstantiated in fact andlor foundation about the plaintiff to cause hann. 

Plaintiff isinfonned and believes, and thereupon alleges the DEFENDANT'S intention 

was to convey a false impression, doubt, and distrust to further prejudice the views of 

others with regards to and/or about the Plaintiff to be proven at trial. 

Plaintiffis informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, the DEFENDANT has acted 

outrageously, with the intention to cause, or with reckless disregard of the probability of 

causing Plaintiff severe emotional distress. This conduct, which was unprivileged and 

unwanted by Plaintiff, actually and proximately caused Plaintiff severe emotional 

distress. 

DEFENDANT hamled Plaintiff because those actions caused her to suffer humiliation, 

injury to reputation, embarrassment, mental anguish, and emotional distress. The actions 

of DEFENDANT injured Plaintiffs mind and body. As a result of such unlawful conduct 

and consequent hann, Plaintiff suffered damages that will be proven at trial. The 

malicious and/or oppressive conduct by DEFENDANT was in reckless disregard of 

Plaintiffs rights and therefore warrants the imposition of damages. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffprays for reHefas set forth below. 
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· ~ .. " . .' WHEREFORE, .Plaintiff: STEPHANIECASE:praysfor judgm.~ts against the 

DEFENDANT, as follows: 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

A. Special damages in a swn according to proof against DEFENDANT; 

B. General damages in a sum according to proof -against DEFENDANT; 

C. For interest provided by law including, but not limited to, Washington Civil 

Procedures Title 4, against DEFENDANT; 

D. Costs of suit and for such other and further relief as the court deems proper against 

DEFENDANT; 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

A. General damages in a sum 8(X:Ording to proof against DEFENDANT; 

B. For interest provided by law including, but not limited to, Washington Civil 

Procedures Title 4, against DEFENDANT; 

C. Costs of suit and for such other and further relief as the court deems proper against 

DEFENDANT; 

TBIRDCAUSE OF ACTION 

A. General damages in a sum accordin.g to proof against DEFENDANT; 

B. For interest provided by law including, but not limited to, Washington Civil 

Procedures Title 4, against DEFENDANT; 

C. Costs of suit and for such other and further relief as the court deems proper against 

DEFENDANT; 

DATED: 

~ BY....{~· 
StephaDie L. Case, Pro Se 
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State. of Washington ) 
) ss: . 

County of King ) 

I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that Stephanie Case is the 
person who appeared before me. and said person acknowledged that she signed this 
instnunent and acknowledged it to be her free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes 
mentioned in the instrument. 

Dated: /6 -s= ,2o/~ 

~ .. ~ ::P~blicfortheStateofWasbington. 
My Appointment expires 

/O-/5'-{J 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KING 

STEPHANIE CASE NO. 10 .. 2 .. 35077 -2 KNT 

Order Setting Civil Case Schedule (*ORSCS) 

vs 
Plaintiff(s) 

TAMMY TRIPLED ASSIGNED JUDGE Heller 52 -------
FILE DATE: 10105/2010 

_____________ De_f_e_nd_a_n....lt( ..... s):.,..I TRIAL DATE: 03/26/2012 

EARLY MEDIATION PILOT 

A civil case has been filed in the King County Superior Court and will be managed by the Case Schedule 
on Page 3 as ordered by the King County Superior Court Presiding Judge. 

I. NOTICES 

NOTICE TO PLAINTIFF: The Plaintiff may serve a copy of this Order Setting Case Schedule 
(Schedule) on the Oefendant(s) along with the Summons and Complaint/Petition. Otherwise, the 
Plaintiff shall serve the Schedule on the Defendant(s) within 10 days after the later of: (1) the filing of the 
Summons and Complaint/Petition or (2) service of the Defendant's first response to the 
Complaint/Petition, whether that response is a Notice of Appearance, a response, or a Civil Rule 12 . 
(CR 12) motion. The Schedule may be served by regular mail, with proof of mailing to be filed promptly in 
the form required by Civil Rule 5 (CR 5). 

Sign Name 
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II. CASE SCHEDULE 

DEADLINE 
or Filing 

CASE EVENT EVENT DATE Needed 
Case Filed and Schedule Issued. Tue 10105/2010 * 
DEADLINE to file Early Mediation Plan [See Pilot Procedures attached] Wed 02/02/2011 * 
Last Day for Filing Statement of Arbitrability without a Showing of Good Tue 03/15/2011 * Cause for Late Filing [See KCLMAR 2.1 (a) and Notices on Page 2]. 
$220 arbitration fee must be paid 
DEADLINE to file Confirmation of Joinder if not subject to Arbitration. Tue 03/15/2011 * [See KCLCR 4.2(a) and Notices on Page 2]. 
DEADLINE for Hearing Motions to Change Case Assignment Area. Tue 03/29/2011 
[See KCLCR 82(e)] 
DEADLINE for Completing Early Mediation [See Pilot Procedures Man 10/10/2011 
attached] 
DEADLINE for Disclosure of Possible Primary Witnesses Man 10/24/2011 
[See KCLCR 26(b)]. 
DEADLINE for Disclosure of Possible Additional Witnesses Man 12/05/2011 
[See KCLCR 26(b)). 
DEADLINE for Jury Demand [See KCLCR 38(b){2)). Man 12/19/2011 * 
DEADLINE for Setting Motion for a Change in Trial Date Man 12/19/2011 * [See KCLCR 40(d){2)]. 
DEADLINE for Discovery Cutoff [See KCLCR 37(g)]. Man 02/06/2012 
DEADLINE for Exchange Witness & Exhibit Lists & Documentary Exhibits Man 03/05/2012 
[See KCLCR 40)), 
DEADLINE to file Joint Confirmation of Trial Readiness Man 03/05/2012 * [See KCLCR 16] 
DEADLINE for Hearing Dispositive Pretrial Motions [See KCLCR 56; CR Man 03/12/2012 
56]. 
Joint Statement of Evidence [See KCLCR (4){k)]. Man 03/19/2012 * 
DEADLINE for filing Trial Briefs, Proposed Findings of Fact and Man 03/19/2012 * Conclusions of Law and Jury Instructions (Do not file Proposed Findings of 
Fact and Conclusions of Law with the Clerk) 
Trial Date [See KCLCR 40]. Man 03/26/2012 

III. ORDER 
Pursuant to King County Local Civil Rule 4 [KCLCR 4], IT IS ORDERED that the parties shall comply with 
the schedule listed above. Penalties, including but not limited to sanctions set forth in Local Civil Rule 4(g) 

and Rule 37 of the Superior Court Civil Rules, may be imposed for non-compliance. It is FURTHER 
ORDERED that the party filing this action must serve this Order Setting Civil Case Schedule and 

attachment on all other parties. 
This case schedule is issued pursuant to General Administrative Order of the court, case # 
10-2-12050-0 SEA signed on August 13, 2010, which establishes and regulates the Early Mediation Pilot 
Project, which impacts cases filed September 2010 through November 2010. Pursuant to the procedures 
adopted for the Pilot Project, the civil case schedule is modified to add a mediation plan due date and a 
completion date for mediation, as well as to delete the normal deadline for engaging in Alternative Dispute 
Resolution. 

DATED: 10105/2010 /~-r:~/J~ 
PRESIDING JUDGE 
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k.;;'G COUNlY 
SUPERIOR COURT CLERK 

KENT. 'riA 

Superior Court of Washington 
County of King 

In re: 
Stephanie L Case 

Plaintiff, 
and 
Tammy J Tripplett 

Defendant. 

TO THE DEFENDANT: Tammy J. Triplett 

't' 0 - 2 - 3 50 7 7 - 2 KNT 
Summons (20 days) 

1. A lawsuit has been started against you in the above entitled court by Stephanie L. Case, 
plaintiff. Plaintiffs claim is stated in the written complaint, a copy of which is served upon you 
with tIns summons. 

2. In order to defend against this lawsuit, you must respond to the complaint by stating your defense 
in writing, and by serving a copy upon the person signing this summons within 20 days after the 
service of this summons, excluding the day of service, or a default judgment may be entered 
against you without notice. A default judgment is one where plaintiff is entitled to what is asks 
for because you have not responded. If you serve a notice of appearance on the undersigned 
person, you are entitled to notice before a default judgment may be entered. 

3. You may demand that the other party file this action with the court. If you do so, the demand 
must be in writing and must be served upon the person signing this summons. Within 14 days 
after you serve the demand, the other party must file tIns action with the court, or the service of 
tills summons and complaint will be void. 

4. If you wish to seek the advice of an attorney in this matter, you should do so promptly so that 
your written response, if any, may be served on time. Copies of these papers have not been 
served upon your attorney. 

Summons) - Page 1 of 2 



5. One method of serving your written response is to send them by certjfied mail with retu.rn receipt 
requested. 

This summons is issued pursuant to rule 4 of the Superior Court Civil Rules of the State of Washington. 

1 

Dated: ---,-_~(, ....... f_"_-.....J-=~---,+, __ d_O~Y_()_· _ 

File original of your answer and 
other documents with the clerk 
of the court at: 

Regional Justice Center 

401 Fourth Ave, N. 

Clerks Office, Rm. 2C 

Kent, 'W A 98032 

Summons) - Page 2 of 2 

/~ .. ? ,Q ~'. .-
Signatu e of Plaintiff 

Stephanie L. Case 

Serve a copy of your answer and 
other documents on: 

Plaintiff 

Stephanie L. Case 

619 - 1st Ave. S. Apt 8 

Kent, W A 98032 

too. 



VENUE AND JURISDICTION 

Venue in this court is proper as the injuries to the Plaintiff occurred within the County of 

King and the DEFENDANT is subject to jurisdiction for the purposes of residence within 

the County of King. 

Subject matter in this action is properly heard in this Court, as the action incorporates an 

amount in controversy as set forth in this complaint exceeds $250,000.00. 

At all times mentioned herein, Washington Civil Procedures Title 4 and Title 26 were in 

full force and effect, and were binding upon Defendant. 

FACTS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION 

Plaintiff STEPHANIE CASE and Defendant TAMMY TRIPLETT legally married 1995 

and ended on or about Feb 2000; a marital dissolution, parenting plan and order of child 

support was signed and provided to the court by the Defendant. 

Plaintiff STEPHANIE CASE, a parent, was at all relevant times from 2003, actually 

and/or perceived to be a transsexual woman. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and 

thereupon alleges, that her status as a transsexual was known, communicated to and/or 

perceived by the DEFENDANT and others herein. 

Plaintiff was at all relevant times, within the course and scope, actually andlor perceived, 

to be the biological parent of the two minor children produced by said marriage and at all 

times relevant thereafter Feb 2000. 

Defendant TAMMY TRIPLETT, parent of the two minor children produced by said 

marriage and at all times, was responsible for among other things, providing input, 

making, sharing and implementing one half of the parental circle. 
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DEFENDANT was at all relevant times, within the course and scope, actually and/or 

perceived, to be the biological parent of the two minor children produced by said 

marriage and at all times relevant thereafter Feb 2000. 

Plaintiff STEPHANIE CASE acknowledges throughout and at all times significant to this 

Complaint; makes note of several prior litigations in family court 99-3-00253-2 KNTwith 

the Defendant TAMMY TRIPLETT, including but not limited to Order(s) of Support, 

Parenting Plan and Dissolution. 

Plaintiff believes and thereupon alleges the DEFENDANT will attempt to apply the 

doctrine of Res Judicata as a defense throughout this complaint. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges this complaint is a separate 

action against the DEFENDANT and is not barred from litigation. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, statements presented in this 

complaint may contain similar words and phrases of prior litigations, however similarly 

construed would make this complaint incomplete without use of them. The Plaintiff will 

ask leave of the Court to amend this Complaint to correspond and confonn to the 

evidence upon discovery prior to trial. 

1. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

MisrepresentationiMisrepresentation of Intention 

Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained in the above paragraphs, and 

each and every part thereof with the same force and effect as though set out at length 

herein. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges the DEFENDANT'S admission, 

false promises; misrepresented statements; persistent refusal and consistent concealment, 

represents a Misrepresentation /Misrepresentation of Intention. 
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Plaintiff is infonned and believes, and thereupon alleges, the conduct of DEFENDANT 

proximately caused the destruction, forced closure to and liquidation of Plaintiffs 

business and personal assets, eventual bankruptcy, loss of income, loss of property and 

other damages causing an extreme undo hardship on the Plaintiff to be proven at the time 

of trial. 

Plaintiff is' infonned and believes, and. thereupon alleges, at no fault of the plaintiff, the 

repercussion of the DEFENDANT'S actions, invited other entities, individuals, 

corporations and governments to cause harm, including but not limited to removal of 

funds, assets and property from Plaintiff s business and personal holdings. 

Plaintiff is infonned and believes, and thereupon alleges; the misrepresentation of the 

DEFENDANT has forced the Plaintiff to incur a second separately identifiable debt. This 

debt was unwarranted and uninvited; this debt is in addition to established court ordered 

shared expenses under a child support transfer order which was already paid by the 

Plaintiff. The Plaintiff contributed funds in addition to the child support transfer order via 

a labor exchange to keep from causing another extreme financial hardship on the Plaintiff 

and the Plaintiff s credit to be proven at the time of trial. 

Plaintiff is infonned and believes, and thereupon alleges, actions of the DEFENDANT'S 

misrepresentation and concealment was maliciously intended to keep any bill, ledger, 

debt, interest, fees or other amounts due from the plaintiff s knowledge to cause harm. 

As a direct and proximate result of DEFENDANT'S unlawful conduct, Plaintiff has 

suffered special damages to be proven at time of trial. 

As a direct and proximate result of DEFENDANT'S unlawful conduct, Plaintiff has 

suffered general damages including but not limited to shock, embarrassment, 

intimidation, physical distress and injury, humiliation, fear, stress and other damages to 

be proven at the time of trial. 
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Plaintiff is infonned and believes, and thereupon alleges, that DEFENDANT committed 

the acts herein alleged maliciously and oppressively in conscious disregard for Plaintiffs 

rights. Plaintiff is entitled to recover damages in an amount according to proof. 

Accordingly, Plaintiff seeks the reasonable fees incurred in this litigation in an amount 

according to proof at trial and other relief as requested in Plaintiffs prayer for relief 

below. 

II. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

Destruction of the Parent/Child relationship-Claim of Outrage & Intentional Interference 

Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained in the above paragraphs, and 

each and every part thereof with the same force and effect as though set out at length 

herein. 

Plaintiffis infonned and believes, and thereupon alleges, the conduct of DEFENDANT 

proximately caused the destruction of the parent-child relationship, alienation of 

affection, loss of consortium, love and respect between the children and the Plaintiff. As 

a result of such conduct and consequent hann, Plaintiff suffered damages to be proven at 

trial. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, the DEFENDANT has willfully 

allowed and equally encouraged the tendency to estrange the children from the Plaintiff, 

including but not limited to conflict for the purpose of alienation and likewise the 

defendant's actions in so doing in front of the children, conveys and equally illustrated 

the Plaintiff s authority as meaningless and insignificant. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, the DEFENDANT impinged on 

the parent-child relationship by obstinately denying without authority or probable raison 

d'etre by continually denying residential visitation as defined under an established 

Parenting Plan. 
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Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges the DEFENDANT was 

designated the custodial parent for all state and federal purposes and all information was 

provided to the defendant. The defend'ant systematically refused working together as 

parents with constant refusal to share and/or the concealment of all known relevant 

medical, educational and childcare information already accepted by and in possession of 

the defendant to cause harm; regardless of injunctions provided in a parenting plan. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges the DEFENDANT forced the 

Plaintiff to seek any and all information independently from such providers, formulating 

consistent delayed participation, ignored remedies, consistent exclusion and hindered all 

such involvement of the plaintiff s parental legal rights and parent-child relationship, 

including but not limited to preventable destruction of the child to parent relationship. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges the DEFENDANT has 

maintained this course of outrage and intentional interference; regardless of official 

direction the defendant continued conflicts designed for the purpose of alienation, in spite 

of the Plaintiff s repeated pleadings to discontinue. Plaintiff suffered severe emotional 

distress and undo hardship to be proven at trial. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, the DEFENDANT has acted 

outrageously, with the intention to cause, or with reckless disregard of the probability of 

causing Plaintiff severe emotional distress. This conduct, which was unprivileged and 

unwanted by Plaintiff, actually and proximately caused Plaintiff severe emotional 

distress. The malicious and/or oppressive conduct by DEFENDANT was in reckless 

disregard of Plaintiffs rights and therefore warrants the imposition of damages. 

III. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

Intentional and/or Negligent Infliction of Emotional Distress 
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Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations contained in the above paragraphs, and 

each and every part thereof with the same force and effect as though set out at length 

herein. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, the DEFENDANT had 

privileged knowledge to relevant medical infonnation about the plaintiff, including but 

not limited to personal injury to understand, recognize, propagate and equally manipulate 

the Plaintiff's emotional state to induce severe emotional distress to be proven at trial. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, the DEFENDANT has 

conveyed and communicated false statements that were fictitious, untrue and 

unsubstantiated in fact and/or foundation about the plaintiff to cause harm. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges the DEFENDANT'S intention 

was to convey a false impression, doubt, and distrust to further prejudice the views of 

others with regards to and/or about the Plaintiff to be proven at trial. 

Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereupon alleges, the DEFENDANT has acted 

outrageously, with the intention to cause, or with reckless disregard of the probability of 

causing Plaintiff severe emotional distress. This conduct, which was unprivileged and 

unwanted by Plaintiff, actually and proximately caused Plaintiff severe emotional 

distress. 

DEFENDANT hanned Plaintiff because those actions caused her to suffer humiliation, 

injury to reputation, embarrassment, mental anguish, and emotional distress. The actions 

of DEFENDANT injured Plaintiff's mind and body. As a result of such unlawful conduct 

and consequent harm, Plaintiff suffered damages that will be proven at trial. The 

malicious andlor oppressive conduct by DEFENDANT was in reckless disregard of 

Plaintiff's rights and therefore warrants the imposition of damages. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for relief as set forth below. 
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· WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, STEPHANIE CASE: prayS: for judgments against the 

DEFENDANT, as follows: 

FIRST CAUSE Of ACTION 

A. Special damages in a sum according to proof against DEFENDANT; 

B. General damages in a sum according to proof against DEFENDANT; 

C. For interest provided by law including, but not limited to, Washington Civil 

Procedures Title 4, against DEFENDANT; 

D. Costs of suit and for such other and further relief as the court deems proper against 

DEFENDANT; 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

A. General damages in a sum according to proof against DEFENDANT; 

B. For interest provided by law including, but not limited to, Washington Civil 

Procedures Title 4, against DEFENDANT; 

C. Costs of suit and for such other and further relief as the court deems proper against 

DEFENDANT; 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

A. General damages in a sum according to proof against DEFENDANT; 

B. For interest provided by law including, but not limited to, Washington Civil 

Procedures Title 4, against DEFENDANT; 

C. Costs of suit and for such other and further relief as the court deems proper against 

DEFENDANT; 

DATED: 

BY.~~. 
Stephanie L. Case, Pro Se 
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State of Washington ) 

) ss: 

County of King ) 

I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that Stephanie Case is the 
person who appeared before me, and said person acknowledged that she signed this 
instrument and acknowledged it to be her free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes 
mentioned in the instrument. 

Dated: L.J./6'---....l<!:.£ __ --', 20~ 

Notary Public for the State of Washington. 

My Appointment expires 

IO-(5'-/J 
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