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I. INTRODUCTION.

Bryan Lee Stetson, pro se appellant, is appealing the
Honorable James Dixon's CR 12(c) ruling. The Defendant
Washington State Department of Corrections (WDOC) maved far
a Judgment on the Pleadings CR 12(c) dismissal of his Public
Records Act (PRA), and Uniform Health Care Information Act
(UHCIA) civil camplaint. He is also appealing Judge Dixon's

denial of discovery, the bedrock of all civil procedures.

Records Transmitted for Revieuw:

Appellant Stetson has transmitted the relsvant records
and Verbatim Report of Procesedings (VRP's) to this Court for
de novo review. Included in his Clerk's Papers (CP's) are:
The summons; complaint; answers; motion for judgment on the
pleadings (12(c)); response to motion for judgment aon the
pleadings; reply to motion for judgment on the pleadings;
order granting motion for judgment on the pleadings;
objections to order granting 12(c); motion for protective
order staying discovery; response to motion for protective
order (in oppsition); reply to response to motion for
protective order; order granting motian for protective
order. Alsao, all the other relevant documents mentioned in

the CP's Index (PAGES 1-147).

Stetson has sent the VRP's from the 2/24/17 hearing for
the protective order staying discavery; and VRP's from the
3/24/17 hearing on the CR 12(c) motion for judgment on the

pleadings, to this Court for de novo revieuw.
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ITI. ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW.

Assignment of Error.

1. The Trial Court erred in ruling Stetson's complaint

failed to state a claim for relief per CR 12(c) .

2. The Trial Court abused their discration by denying

Stetson's discovery for his PRA and UHCIA claims.

3. The Trial Court violated the doctrimne of stare
decisis by claiming Stetson could not use the PRA for the

documents he sought.

Issues pertaining to Assignment of error.

1a. Did Honorable Dixon error by ruling Stetsaon's
complaint failed to state any cognet claim for relief, and
the GState complied with all their responsibilitises under
Washington's Uniform Health Care Information Act RCW 70.02.

et. seg.? [CP's 129-130 snd VURP's March 24, p.12-13].

1b. Did Honorable Dixcn sbuse his discreticn by ruling
"undue burden or expense" would be had by the State to
answer 20 interrogatories when they had a CR 12(c) motion

pending? [CP's B4-85 and VRP's February 24, p.7-8].

1c. Were the holdings in 0Oliver, PLN, Nissen, Jahn Dae

G, and Rickman violated by Honorebls Dixon whan he ruled the
PRA does not apply to the type of documents Stetscn sought?
If so, is this a direct viclation of the doctrine of stare

decisis? [CP's 129-130 and VURP's March 24, p.12-13].
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III, STATEMENT OF THE CASE.

The Plantiff Bryan Lee Stetson (Stetson), was nearly
paralyzed by the Washington Department of Correction's
(WDOC) incompentence. This sent him on a2 crusede to become
more active and involved in his medical care or rvisk being
injured further while inWDOC's custody. This was the genesis
of this case [see CP's 22-27].'[See also CP's 89-118]

A. The Department has denied Stetson access to his

public health care informatian.

From September 20716, until November 2016, Stetsan has
made faour (4) seperéte requests to review his public health
care information via Health Service Kite (Kitea). Hz was cnly
provided two revieuws. Each revisw was far 30 minutes (for a
total of 1 hour). He was told by Medical Records Staff that
his reviews were offesred as a "courtasy" and he would only
be allowed 30 minutes every 30 days [see CP's 22-27 at §3.5,
.16 & 3.20]. [See also CP's .89-118]

During these reviews Stetson reguested to review CD's
cntaining his medical images. Stetson was told by medical
records staff Mrs. Sansaom (Sansom), that WDOC didnt have ths
eguipment to review CD's, and that his only option was to
mail them out +o a2 3rd party without knowing exactly what
was on them [see CP's 22-27 at §3.8, &3.9].[See CP's 89-118]

B. No exemption log was ever provided to Stetson.

During thesa reviews, Stetson was denied access to
review any of the electronic health records by Sansam,
Electronic records primarily consist of: provider notes,
encounter reports as well as CD's of medical images [see
CP's 22-27 at §3.6, 3.18 & 4.3]. [See CP's 89-118]
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C. No explanation to codes or abbreviations were

provided to Stetson.

During the revieuws, Stetson asked for but never
received explanations to codes and abbreviations used in his
health records. Sansom told Stetson that she could not tell

him what any of the codes meant [see CP's 22-27 at §3.19 &
4.1 - 5,8] [See CP's 89-118]

D. The Department only allows 30 minutes every 30 days

to review health records.

During both reviews, Stetson was never provided with
enough time to review his extensive health care records.
When Stetson asked for an extension of time to review his
records, Sansom told him that hes was "aout of time and nesded
to leave" [s=2e CP's 22-27 at §3.20; 4.1-5.8 & CP's 88-118)

E. Records were missing from Statson's medical file and

his file was in diaray.

During Stetson's record raview he noticed portians of
his medical file were missing. His file was ocut of order and
in disaray. When Stetson askad Mrs. Sansom about the missing
rscords, she had no explanation and made no effaort to locate
them, but told Stetson he was "ogut of time and needed to

lzave" [see CP's 22-27 at §3.6, 3419, 4.1-5.8 & CP's 88-118]

F. Appointments were canceled and referance markers

were removed from Stetson's file.

Due to having limited time to inmspect his records and
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because his file was in disarray, Stetson plasced refersnce
markers to continue uwhsre he left off, at his next review.
These markers were removed by staff, leaving Stetson to

start completely over at his next review [See CP's 22-27 at
. 3.8, 3.17, 4.1-5.8 & CP's 89-118]

Sansom unreasonably canceled "Three" medical records
raview appointments befors allowing Stetson his second file
revieuw (October 28th, November 8th, & November 21st of 2016)

[See CP's 22-27 at 3.12, 3.14, 3.15, 4.1-5.8 & CP's 89-118]
G. Stetson filed a Complaint for the PRA and UHCIA.

Un December 7th, 2016 Stetson filed his complaint with
summons in Thurston County Superior Caurt [Case$ 16-2-04861-
34]. Stetson's complsint alleged multiple violations of the
PRA and UHCIA committed by WDOC [See CP's 22-27]

Un January 12th, 2017 WDOC filed their answer to

Stetson's complaint in Thurston County Superior Court [s=se
CP's, p.14-15].,

On February 1st, 2017 WDOC filed "two" motions in thea
superior court; 1.) A motion for protective ordsr staying
discovsry, and 2.) A motisn for judgment on the pleadings
(CR 12(c)) [see CP's p.33-39 & 45-66].

Un Ffebruary 13th, 2017 Stetson filed a response in
oppositicon to the dafendant's motion for protective ordsr

staying discovery [see CP's p.75-77].

Un February 23rd, 2017 WDOC filed & reply to Stetson's

response to their motion for protsctive order. This motion

was heard on February 24th, 2017 and an order staving
Appel ! pening Brief-5. Bryan Lee Stetson, #339734
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discovery was entered by ths Honorable James Dixon [see CP's
p.B0O-83 & 84-85].

On March 10th, 2017 Stetson filed his response to the
Defendant's motion for judgment an the pleadings (CR 12(c)).

[See CP's 89-118]1"

gn March 17th, 2017 WDOC filed their reply to Stetscn's
response to their motion for judgment on ths pleadings. [see
CP's p.121-128].

0n Msarch 24th, 2017 Stetson attended a telephonic
hearing in Thurstcn County Suparior Court, and ths Honorable
Dixon granted the Defandant's 12(3) motion [see Appx. 8,
CP's p.124-1311].

H. Facts post judgment,

On April &tnh, 2017 Stetson filed an objection to the

order by Honarable Dixon granting Defendants 12(c) motion

for judgment on the pleadings [sse CP 133-134].

On April 6th, 2017 Stetson filed his notice of appeal
to the March 24th, 2017 arder granting Defsndant's 12(c)
motion for judgment on the pleadings. This appeal was
assigned COA No. 50185-6-1I1 [see CP's p.141-146].

On August 1st, 2017 the Thurston County Superior Court
Clark filed the "Clerk's Papers" in this case with the Court
of Appsals Division Two [CP's p.1-147].

On September 12th, 2017 the Thurston County Superior
Court Certified Court Reportar Ms. Kathryn Beehler
transmitted the VRP's to the Court of Appeals for the March
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24th, 2017 CR 12(c) h=aring [s=e March 24th VRP's].

On September 15th, 2017 the Thurston County Superior
Court Certified Court Reporter Mr . Ralph Beeswisk
transmitted the VRP's +to +the Caourt of Appeals for the
February 24th, 2017 hearing on the defendants motion for
protective order stsying discovery [see February 24th
VRP's].

IV. ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT.

lz. Did Honorable Dixon error by ruling Stetson's

complaint failed to state any cognet claim for relief, and

the State compliad with all their responsibilities under

Washington's Uniform Health Care Information Act RLCW 70,02,
et. seq.?

(1) Mr. Stetson is still being denied access tg his

health care information; (2) Hs has never been given an
exemption log; (3) WDOC have violated both the 5 and 15 day
rule; (&) Mr. Stetson has never been able to decipher the’
codss in the few medical records he has reviewed [ses CP's
22-27, 89-118, 129-130 & March 24th VRP's p.7-131[CP 89-118]

CR 12(c) Standard of review:

We review a dismissal under CR 12(c) de novo, examining
the pl=2adings to datermins whether the claiment can provs
any sat of Tacts, consistent with the complaint that would
gntitle the claimant to relief. Parrilla v. King County, 138

Wn.App. 427, 431, 157 P.3d 879 (2007). Because Stetson has

showun multiple facts that would entitle him to relisf, this
Court should reverse the CR 12(c) ruling [see CP's 22-27,
89-118, 129-130 & March 24th YRP's p.7-13].

A dismissal under Cr 12(c) is appropiate only if "it
appears beyond doubt that the plaintiff can prove no sst of
facts, consistent with the caomplaint, which would sntitle
the plaintiff to relief", Habsrman v. Wash. Pub. Pousr

Supply Sys., 109 Wn.2d 107, 120, 744 P.2d 1032 (1987)
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(gquoting Bowman v. Jahn Dos Two, 104 Wn.2d 181, 183, 704

P.2d 140 (1985)). In understanding such an analysis, the
“plaintiff's allegations are presumed to bs true and a court
may consider hypothetical facts not includsd in the recaord®,
Tenocre v. AT&T Wireless Servs., 136 WUn.2d 322, 330, 962 P.2d
104 (1998) . Accordingly, the court must taks thes facts

alleged in the complaint, as well as hypothetical facts, in
the light most favorable to the nonmoving party Postemsa v.
Pollution Control Hearing Bd., 142 Wn.2d 68, 122-23, 11 P.3d
725 (2000). A motion to dismiss under CR 12(c) should be

granted "'sparingly and with care,' and ‘'only in the unusual
case in which plaintiff includes allegations that show on
the face of the caomplaint that there is some insuperable bar
ta relief'". Taenore, at 330 (quoting Hoffer v. State, 110
Wn.2d 415, 420, 755 P.2d 781 (1%88). "'[Alny hypothetical

situation conceivably raised by the complaint defeats a CR
12(b)(6) motion if it is 1legally sufficisnt to support
plaintiff's claim'"®, Bravo v. Dalsen Cos., 125 UWn.2d 745,
750, 688 P.2d 147 (1995) (quoting Halvorsscn v. Dahl, B89
Un.2d 673, 674, 574 P.2d 1190 (1978))(emphasis mine).

-~

In éanside:ing a motion to dismiss, tha court must
accept as true the allegations of the complaint in gqu=sstion,
Hospitsl Bldg. Co. v. Rex Hosp. Trs., 425 U.5. 738, 740, 95
S.Ct. 1848 (1976), construe the pleading in the light most

favorable to the party opposing the motion, and resolve all

doubts in the plaadsr's favor. Jenkins v. McKaeithen, 395

U.s. 411, 421, 89 5.Ct. 1843, reh'y denied, 396 U.5. 869, 90

S.Ct. 34 (1969)(plurality opinion). "Pro ses complaints...

may only be dismissed if it appesears beyand = doubt that the

plaintiff can prove no set of facts in support of his claim

which would entitle him tao relief"., Nordstrom v. Rvyan, 762

F.3d 903, 908 (9th Cir. 2014). [See CP's 22-27 & §7-118]
Sufficiency of ths complaint:
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Because tha Defendants filsd their judgment an the
pleadings after their answer, it was treated as a CR 12(c)

motion.

Parties, venua, and jurisdiction were all agresd upon
by both parties. And we treast a 12(c) motion for judgment on
the pleadings identical to a CR 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss
for failure to state a claim. Suleiman v. Lasher, 48 Wn.App.
373, 376, 739 P.2d 712 (citing Jack H. Frisdenthal, Mary Kay
&% Arthur R. Miller, Civil Procedure 294-95 (1985)), revieuw
denied, 109 Wn.2d 1005 (1987). Liks a CR 12(b)(6) motion,

the purpose is tao determine if a plaintiff can prove any set
of facts that would justify relief. Suleiman at 376 (citing
Hazlvorson =at 574. #"In making this determination, & trial
court must presume that the plaintiff's allegetions are true
and may consider hypothetical facts that are not included in
the record. Parmeleas v. O'Neal, 145 Wn.App. 223, 232, 166
P.3d 1094 (2008) rev'd in part, 168 Wn.2d 515, 229 P,3d 723
(2010)). [See CP's 22-27 at 2.1-5.8 , 89-1184& March 24th
VRP p. 3-13] '

Section 3.1-3.20 are sll considered trua, and this

Caurt can consider hypothetical facts that are not includad
in the record.[See CP's 22-27, 89-118 & March 24th VRP p3-13]

3.1 Stetson initiated a PRA and UHCIA requast in
writing to WDOC. Medical records are Public Records, Oliver

v. Harborview, 94 #n.2d 559, 566, 618 P.2d 76 (19808). Any

written information about government conduct is & public
record regardless of its physical form or characteristic.
Smith v. Okanogan Cnty., 100 &n.App. 7, 12, 984 P.2d 857
(2000) .[See CP's 22-27 at 3.1, 4.1-5.8 & 89-118]
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3.2 WDOC violated the 5-day rasponse rsequired by ths
PRA West v, Thurston Cnty, (West II), 168 Wn.App. 162, 275

P.3d 1200 (2012). Mr. Stetson also initiated a second PRA
request via kite.[See CP's 22-27 at 3.2, 4.1-5.8 & CP's 88-
-118]

3.3 After the WDOC violated tha PRA 5-day rule (RCUW
42.56.520) and the UHCIA 15-day rule (RCW 72.02.080 (1)(a)),
thay flouted the ﬁandate to "provide for the TFullest
assistance to 4inquiries", and "the most timely possible
action on requests for information" (RCW 42.56.100).[See CP's
22-27 at 3.3, 4.1-5.8 ., & CP's 88-118]

3.4 WDOC responded to Mr. Stetsaon's second request and
magically combinsd it into his first request. This violated
multiple PRA and UHCIA provisons. Thasre is no limit to the
number of requests a person may make. Zink v. City of Mesa,
(Zink I), 140 Wn.App. 328, 340, 166 P.3d 738 (2007).[See CP's
22-27 at 3.4, 4.1-5.8 & CP's 88-118]

3.5 Irregardless of +the 5 and 15 day violations,
Stztson believes a 30 minute window to revisw an 8 inch
thick file violatess RCW 70.02.080(1)(a). By making revisus
possible only 30 minutes every thirty days wviaolates the
"regular Bbusiness hours® provision of .080(1)(a) and wauld
thus make this provision superfluous. A result that violates
the canons of statutory construction. Statuss are to be
construed to effect their purposes, and to avoid an unlikely
or strained conssquence. Ski Acres Inc. v. Kittitas Conty.,
115 Wn.2d 852, B57, 827 P.2d 1000 (1992). 30 minutes revieus

viclates the PRA and UHCIA, "[olverriding =all technics

rulas of statutory construction must be the rule of reason
upholding the obviocus purpose that the legislature was
~attempting to achiave". States v. Coffey, 77 Wn.2d 630, §37,
P.2d 665 (1970). [See CP's 22-27 at 3.5, 4.1-5.8 & 88-118]
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Although the PRA has its oun construction instructions,
the general rule for interpreting stastutes also apply.
Limstrom v. Ladenburg, (Limstrom II), 136 Wn.2d 585, 506,

963 P.2d 869 (1998). When the meaning of statutory language
is plain on its facs, courts must give effect to that plain
meaning as an esxpressicn of what the legislature intended.
Zink v. City of Mesa, (Zink II), 162 UWn.App. 688, 709, 256
P.3d 384 (2011), review denied, 173 UWn.2d 1010 (2812);

Ockerman v. King County Dept. of Developmasntal & Envtl.
SEervs., 102 Wn.App. 212, 216, 6 P.3d 1214 (2000).
Interestingly, RCW 42.56.090 says: "Public records shall be

made available for inspectiaon and copying during ths

customary affice hours of the agsncy" [amphasis wmine].

Nowhere does it say only prisoners are exempt from this
statute, and should only be allowsd 30 minutes evary thirty
days! [See CP's 22-27 & 88-118]

Racords must bs available for inspection during normszl
office hours. Sse RCW 42,56.090. If an agency doss not
maintain customary office hours of at least 30 hours par
week, it must make requested records available faor
inspection either (1) from 9:00 a.m. fto noon and from
1:00p.m. to 4:00 p.m. Monday through Friday ar (2) at
another time agreed to by the requestor. See WAC &4b4-714-
03002. A 1limit of one hour per day for inspection is a
violation of the PRA. Ses Zink I, at 341.[See CP's 22-27 &
88-118]

3.6 This saction of Stetson's complaint could ba read
to runm a veritable panopoly of PRA vielations. Missing
records could be considasraed: silent withholding or unlawful
raedactions without an exemption log. Silent withholding
occurs when an entire document 1s withheld and "gives
reguestors the misleading 4impression that all documents

relevant to the requsst have baen produced". Prog. Animel
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Welfars Soc'y v. Univ. of Wash., (PAWS II), 125 Wn.2d 243,
271, 884 P.2d 592 (1994). The fact that Stetson questionead

racords staff about the "missing records" and they respondad
by telling him he was "out of time" could evince sgregious
violations of the PRA amounting to "bad faith". They cannot
claim it was an "oversight" or an "inadvertent withholding".
The facts in this section alone shows the wanton, willful
withholding of records by an Agency. For this ssction alone
this Honorable Court should reverss the CR 12(c) ruling.{[See
Cp's 22-27, 89-118]

3.7 This violation of RC 70.02.080(1)(a); RCU
42.56.090, and WDOC's policy or custam at SCCC, violates the
holding in Zink I. To continuously impede; interfere and put
up rosdblocks is "common fare" when dealing with WDOC. wWDOC
is colloquially known as Washingtaon's Departmant of
Construction for their well known practice of building
roadblocks at esvary corner. These roadblocks not only ksep
offenders from their public records, but violates ths very
lagislative mandates they are tasksd to uphold. [See CP 22-27
& 87-118]

3.8 This section speaks for its=1f. [See CP 22-27 &
89-118]1

3.9 Mr. GStetson requestzd to revisw his =zlectronic
madical images but was told he cannot review them. “The
Public Racords Act does not distinguish betwssn paper and
glectronic records." WAC 44-14-05001. Laughingly, WDOC's
suggested remedy was to have Stetson "mail ocut" his medical
images. ["This could violate UWashington's UHCIA and HIPPA
without &evar sllowing him to review them! [See CP 22-27 & 89-
-118]

Curiously, WDGC's gwn policy 280.510 (II)(A) [sse2 Appx.
E,Att. &4]. Allows offenders to review their "medical file".

Mr. Stetson requeéted to revisw his x-rays (found physically
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in nis file) and his MRI's (found on WDOC's computer
system). Neither documents ns=ded redactiens, thus the
haolding in Mitchell wv. State Dept. of Corr., 164 Un.App.

597, 607, 277 P.3d 670 (2011) is  unapplicable. wbpog
racognizes |"Offenders ‘Health Records are public records®

HMIP sec 3.1(IT)(A) (their own policy) They also racognize

"matients access to review her/his own health information

is unlimited" HIMP sec 3.6(I)(A). Sadly, what they say on

paper, and what's commonly practiced does not resides in the
sams stratospherzs. [See CP 22-27 & 89-118 and March 24th VRP
p 3-13]

3.10 This section speaks for itself. [see CP 22-27 &
89-118]

3.11 This section speaks for itsslf, [See CP 22-27 &
89-118]

3.12 This canceled revisuw could bes construesd as a total
denial of review, and could easily satisfy "any sst of facts
that would justify relief" to & causeable vioclation af both
the PRA and the UHCIA. Suleiman, &t 376. This frustrates and

qualifies ss & viglatiaon of the very spirit of the PRA. A

1875 Gonzaga Law Review articles statasd:

Indeed, theg Fourth B8ranch of governmant, ths
people has spaoken [in the PRAl: Any person has
the right to inspzct and copy 8ll nublic records
which includes any writing regardless of physis-
cal form or characteristic... Other statss have
passed similar enactments and, like Washington,
have used federal law, spescifically the freedom
of Information Act, as = model.

Douglss

Michael C. Mecllintock, Steven A, Crumb, .
surs Act:

G
Tuffley, Washington's New public Recards Discl
Freedom of Information in Municiple Lesbor Law, I
Rev. 13, 16-17 (1975) (citation omitted). '

This sign you up, and then cancel, is indicative of 3ad

Feith., Mr. Stetson didn't set his oun appointmant, +the
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Dapartment did. Hs isn't the auner/author of thsse records,
the Department are. He didn't withhold the file, the
Department did. Mr. Stetson does not hold any of the cards.
The Department owns, shuffles, and even producsd the wholse
deck. Mr. Stetson's anly recourse for these wanton
violations of both Acts is to file a pro se complaint with
the Thurston County Superior Court. Then he got his
complaint dismissed with thz most abusaed court ruls still on
the books (CR 12(ec)). [See CP 22-27 & 89-118]

3.13 This section spaaks towards Mr . St=tsaon's
diligence and good faith in pursuing his msdical records.
[See CP 22-27 & 89-118]

3.14 This "miscalculation of the date" by Ms. Sansom is
for her to comport with WDOC's policy of only allouwing 15
minutes every 15-days (or 30 minutas evary 30-days) to
offenders to resview their medical files. This violates RCH
42.56.090, and RCW 70.02.080(1)(a). This policy or custaom of
WDOC-is patently unlawful, and this Court should reverse the
CR 12(c) ruling on this claim alone [See CP 22-27 & 89-118]

3.15 This claim shows, WDOC's unwillingnsss to comport
to the time raquirsment of the PRA (5-day) or the UHZIA (15-
day). The Department was already wall psst Mr. Stestsan's
“veiw-by" dates, yet they.continued to cancel and delay.
[See CP 22-27- & 89-118]

3.16 This section of Mr.Stetscn's complaint, by itself,
should dafeat CR 12(c). WDOC's own policy 640.020 (D)(2)
e eeeeecsceseeeeese.. =5 well as RCW 42.56.520 "Hissing the
five-day deadline is an actionable PRA violation", UWest v.
State Department of Natural Rssources, 163 Wn.Aop. 235, 243,
258 P.3d 78 (2011) rev. denied, 173 Wn.2d 1020, 272 P.3d B850
(2012). [See CP 22-27 & 89-118]
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Thirty-six days (Or 26 business days) later violates
the more permissive 15 day rule fgund in RCW 70.02.080(1).
Also WDOC's policy (or custom) of allowing 30 minutes esvery
30 days cannot evan be liberaslly construed to comport with
RCW 42,.,56,.090 or RCiW 70.02.080(1)(a). A cursory search does

not fulfillvaDC‘s statutorily impossd ochligations, and for

this CR 12(c) shoﬁld have been denied.[See CP 22-27 & 89-118]

3.17 This section speaks to the contrariness of WDOC
record review process, Although, this could be attributed tao

lack of treining and a slew of other PRA and UHCIA
violatians. [See @P 22-27 & 89-118]

3.18 This request is continuing, and has nsver besn
fulfilled by the Department. For this denizal alaons, this
Honorable Court should reverse thes CR 12(e) finding of ths
Honaorabls James Dixon. "{J]ludical oversight is essential ta
eﬁsure gavernment agencies comply with the [PRA]." Spokane
Research & Def. Fund v. Citv of Spokanas, (Spokane Research
Iv), 155 Wn.2d B89, 1080, 117 P.3d4 1117 (2005). Enforcemsnt of

the PRA rests =sntirsly on Mr. Stetson -- there arse no no
independent governmental agsncy that ensures that state
agencies comply with the law. RCWH 42.,56.550(1) allows fer
Mr. Stetson to challange the agancy's denial of his
opportunity to inspect his records. During oral arguments,
Mr. Stetson asked the Court to compsl WDOC "to lower their
bridge over the moat of non-inmate access'", and to allow him
to "enter their digital fortress."[See CP 22-27, 89-118 &

MaIChT%%%h ggpagglapt description of WDOC's resluczctancs to
allow ANY inmates to view or vreview digitaslly stored
records. Even whan, like here, the records only pertainad to

the requestor. WDOC has not claimed any exemption, nor

producad Mr. Stetscon's =alectronically kept medical images

Appellant's Opening Brief--15 Bryan Lee Stetson, #339734
COA No. 50185-6_TT Stafford Creek Corr. Ctr.

191 Constantine Way, H4-A-77
Aberdeen, WA 98520

(Appellant, Pro se)



and health care information. Although the Debartment has
adopted a robust digital filing system, they still deny
inmates access to their "digital fortress" [See CP 22-27 &
89-118]

Mr., Stetson's claim hare and in 3.9 above revolve
around RCW 42.56.210(3) and .080. wWD3C "effectively denied "
Stetson's ‘Yogpportunity to inspect his public [medicall
record" See American Civil Liberties Union v. Blains School
District No. 503, (ACLU 1), 86 uWn.App. 688, 650, 937 P.zd
1176 (1997). WDOC also violated their ouwn time estimated for

production. See Viglante v. King County Fire Dist. #20, 114
Wn.App. 565, 570-71, 59 P.3d 109 (2002); sess also WAC Li4-14-
0L003(6). [See CP 22-27 & 89-1181

WDOC has totally and continuously denied 5Stetson access
ta all af his digitally stored records. "If an agency
withhaolds @ record entirsly but doas not list the document
on the examption log or otherwise indicate to the requestor
that it is withholding a record, the agsncy's action is
called "silent withhoclding" becauss 1t gives thé requestor
the mislsading impression that all documents responsive to
the request wers disclosed. Zink II, at 711. [See CP 22-27 &
89-118]

3.19 This s=ction speaks for itself. Under the UHCIA at
RCW 70.02.080(2), our Legislature has created a duty for
"Health Care Praviders™® to "axplain their <codes and
abbreviations." WDOC's record personnel egither didn't Kknou
what the codes and sabhreviations mesant, or didn't know it
was thesir duty to explain them to Mr. Stetson. Although this
is purely a UHOIA violation, Sfetson used ©both Acts as
concurrent causss of action (like replevin and conversion).

Whether these can ba used concurrently and offensively would
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be an "issue of first impression® in Washington State [see
arument below].[See also CP 22-27- & 89-118]

3.20 If file reviews are anly done as a 'courtesy',
then there would be no need for RCW 42.56 or 70.02.. Our
broadly =anforced PRA exists to ensure that +the public
maintains control cver their government, and the courts will
not deny the citizens access to a whole class of possibly
important government information. Og'Neill v, City of
Shoreline, 170 Wn.2d 138, 145, 240 P.3d 1149 (2010). To

allow Stetson access to view his file as a "courtesy", and

for "only 30 minutes every 30 days", files in contravention

of the holding in Sanders v. State that, "All public recerds

created, ouwned, used and/or retained by bublic agencies ars
public and must be disclosed." 169 Wn.2Zd 827, 856, 240 P,3d
120 (2010) [see CP's 22-27, 89-118 & March 24th VRP's p.7-
13].

As outlined above, Stetson's complaint; while a bit
unartfull, clesarly pled multiple violations of the PFRA and
the UHCIA [see CP's 22-27].

1b. Did Honorable Dixon abuse his discretion by ruling

"upnduz burden or expense’ would be had by the State to

answer 20 interrogatories when they had a CR 12(ec) motion

pending?

Honorable Dixon not only abused his discrstion by

denying Mr. Stetson a chence to discover svidence germane *o

his claims, but also by ruling the PRA is inapplicable ta

0

revizswing health care information.

The Written Order states in relevant part:

Dafendant, having filed a Motion for Judgment on
the Pleadings in this matter, and the Court being
fully advised and having examined the records and
files herein including Defendant's Motion for
Judgment on the Pleadings, Plaintiff's Response,
and Defendant's Reply, the corut does hereby find

and ORDER:
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1. Defendsnt's Motion for Judgmant on the
Pleadings is GRANTED;

2, Plaintiff's complaint against the
Defendant is dismissed with prsjudics; and

3. Counsel for Defendant will provide
Flaintiff with & copy of this arder.

(Dated March 2&4th, 2017)
[See CP 129-130]

The Oral Ruling states in relsvant part:

"The Court grants the State's motion for entry
of an order of dismissal with prejudice based
upon its motion for judgment on the pleadings,
Thz Court finds that the Uniform H=zalth Care
Information Act codified in RCW Titls 70 is the
exclusive statute to seek the relief being requ-
ested by Mr. Stetson, more specifically, his
medical records. Those medicsl records are not
subjsct to a Public Records Act causs of action.

The Court finds that Mr. Stetsaon did not maks any
claim for sctual damages. Accordingly, any request
for damages are denied. The Court finds that ths
State did comply with its obligations under ths
UHCIA, by timely rasponding to the reguests made
by Mr. Statson. Accordingly, the Court grants

the State's mation.

I will enter an order dismissing this matter with
prejudice. Thank you, Mr. Stetson. Thank you,

Me. Fabsr. The court will sign an order. The
Court is off the record.”

(Conclusion of thas March 24, 2017 Proceedings.)

[See March 24th VRP p12-13]

Honorable Dixan abused his discretion.

Honorabls Dixon denizd Mr. Stetson the chance to

participate in discovery on his PRA and UHCIA clsims. ihile,
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"[dlecisions on discovery reqguests lie within the sound
discretion of the trial court, which we will not disturb on
appeal absent a showing af abuse of the discrtion." Stetsan
posits Dixon did abuse his discretion by denying him
discover. Deoce v. Puget Sound Blood Ctr., 117 Wn.2d 772, 777,
819 P.2d 370 (1991) [se= CP's 53-66, 75-76 & B84-B85].

In 2011, the Washington State Supreme Court expressly

held the rules of civil procedure control discovery in a PRA
case and that all relevant informatiorn -likely to lead to
admissible =svidence is discoverable. Neighborhood Alliance

of Spokane Cnty. v. County of Spokane, 172 Wn.2d 702, 716-

18, 261 P.3d 119 (2011), Mr. Stetson was not allowed to
engags WDOC in a discovery, the bedrack of all civil
actions. This was an "abuse of discretion", as it stapped
Stetscn from gathering all the respaonsive documents Eric
Carmichesl prcvided him post suit (see HIMP's & Policy's
ect...). It also allowed the State to get their erronecus CR
12(c) ruling, and wasted precious judicial resources.

lc. Were the holdings in Oliver, PLN, Nissen, John Doe

G, and Rickman viplated by Honorable Dixaon when he ruled the

PRA does not apply to thas type of documents Stetson sought?

If so, is this a direct violation of the doctrine of stare

decisis?

While no Washington cases has expressly ruled that the
PRA and UHCIA canm bes used concurrently in an offensive
manner,‘the general rule that allouws for multiple causes aof
action to be consoclideted "in +the interest of justice"
allous for it [see CP's 22-27 %87-118].

More epecifically, Honorasble Dixon's ruling‘ that the
UHCIA "is the =exclusive statute tao seesk relief being
requested by Mr. Stetson... his medical records" [see CP's
129-130 & March 24th VRP'!'s p.13 L.3-6] is incorrect. He alsao

went on to say "medical
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records araz not subject to the Public Records Act cause of
Action" [ RP's p.13, 1. 6-7]. This ruling is a direct
violation aof the doctrine of stare dzcisis and ths Holdings

in Oliver, PLN, Nissen, John Dge G., and Rickman.

The PRA and the UHCIA can be used concurrentlyv.,

The Supreme Court recently ruled in Rickman v. Premers

Blus (Cross, that "the remedies undar this act [UHCIA] are

nonexclusive, the existence of a remady under the chapter
doss not preclude a common law action®. 184 Wn.2d 300, 309,
358 P.3d 1153 (2015).

Once a governmantal agancy ohtains & medical record,
the record becomes a "public record" as dsfinsd in tha PRA,
although all or part of it might be exampt from disclosure.
Oliver at 556. WDOC cannot claim that the recaords Stetson
sought were sxempt from disclosure, as he only sought his

and WDOC's records.

Garmane to this analysis is the holding that health
care information must be disclosed if personal idantifying

information can be redactsd, Prison Lsgal News, Inc. v,

Dept. of Corr., 154 Wn.2d 628, &45, 115 P.3d 316 (2005).

Nans of this information nesdad to be radacted, as Mr.
Stetson was ths requestor of his own records. In Nissen v.

Pierce County, our Supreme Court recently ruled in agresance

af ths helding in 0Oliver, when it was talking about ths
broad <range of documesnts that are considered ‘fpublic
records.”" 183 Wn.2d B63, 357 P.3d 45 (2015). "We adopted a
similarly broad interpretation in QOliver v. Haborvisw, B4
Wn.2d 559, 613 P.2d 76 (1980) which involved medical recaords

af patients hospitzlized at a2 state owned facility. Tha

records were unguestionably related to individual patients
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and did not explicitly discuss govsrnment operations, but we
5till held that the records "relat[ed] to the conduct of
govarnment" Under RCW 42.56.0610(3). Fram them, the public
could 1learn about the "administration of health cars
service, facility availability, use and care, methods of
diagnosis, analysis, trszatment and costs, all of which are
carried out or relate to the performance of & gavernmant or

pnropristary function”. Nissen at 880.

Together, thess cases suggaest records can qualify as
public records if they contain gny information that refars
to or 4impzacts the asctions, processss, and functions of

government., Zvan inmate hgalth care services.

In John Doe G, v. Dept. of Corr., 197 Un.Apgp. 603,

P.3d (2017), Division Ons of our Court of Appeals just

ruled that without redzctions, S5S0SA gvaluations are not
disclosable. But critical hers to Stetson's case, is that
the OStates pressnted some flest Legerdemain to convinece
Monorable Dixan that ths PRA dossn't apply to ths racords hs
sgught. (It should bs noted that the Suprems Court has
accepted revisw in this rcase and heard oral arguments).
Surprisingly, WDOC's position inm  that «cass, and their

position in Mr. Stetson's casa, wers the axact opposite.

"The PRA includss an exemption for patients' hs=alth
care infarmetion. This axempticon incorporates the
confidentliality provisions of Washington's UHCIA", John Doe
G., supra. Under that reasoning, WDOC should Hhave anly
gassessgd whethsr Mr, Stetson could scczss his oun health

carg information (without redactions), and then allow him

unfettsrad access.
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Unsurprisingly, WDOC's own UWAC contemplates a haalth
record review as s public records review. "(1) All reguests

for the disclosure of public record, other than requests by

incarcerated offenders for inspection of their health record
or central file must be submitted in writing directly tao the
Department aof Corrections Public Record Office..." WAL 137-
08-080.

This Court should rule that the PRA and UHCIA are
concurrent cause of actions. To rule otherwise, violates the
stare decisis doctrine and vitiates y=ars of our precadence,.

(From Oliver, to PLN, to Nissan].

Suprems Court decisions, Case Law doctrine and thse

welght of stare decisis:

As tha Court of lLast Resort, Supreme Court
decisions ares binding on all lower courts;
including the Court of Appsals. It is
generally understood, that whan 2 point has
bean settled by a dscision of & higher

court, it Torms 3 precedent which is not afts-
Twards to bz departed from. The trial caurt
must ablids or adhere tao decisions mads by

agur Supreme Court in this case and not an
other trisl court decisions. It is not within
this court's discrstion under the doctrine

of stare dscisis to second gusss or disregard
a8 Supreme Court mandste. Stare decisis mzans,
literally, "[t]lo stand by things decidsad."
BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 1443 (5th ed. 2004).
It involves following rules laid down in
previous judicial decisions unless thay ars
faund to contravene ths ordinary principles
of justice.

Davis v. Baugh Indus. Contractors, Inc., 159 Wn.2d 413,
722, 150 P.3d 545 (2007). [Tlhe dscisiscn of the courts of

last resort are held to be binding on all others. State V.,

Ray, 130 Un.2d 673, 577, 926 P.2d 504 (1996).

appallant's Opening Brief-- 22 Bryan Lee Stetson, #339734

Stafford Creek Corr. Ctr.
COA No. 50185-6-II 191 Constantine Way, H4-A-77
Aberdeen, WA 98520

(Appellant, Pro se)



Stare decisis furthers unity in %ths system of
justice, assuring that decision by courts of
last resort are re=liasbly binding. State v.

Ray, 130 Wn.2d 673, 677, 926 P.2d 504 (1996);
State ex rel, Wssh, State Fin., Comm. v. Martin,
62 Wn.2d 645, G665, 384 P.2d 833 (1963). Ue

have rscognized that without thz stasbilizing
effect of stare decisis, "law could becoms
gsubject to... the whims of current holders of
judicial affice.” In re Watsrs of Strangers
Crzek, 77 Wn.2d 549, 653, 466 P.2d 508 (1970)...

Continued adherencs to precedsnt also reflects
the important consideration that when s lagsl
principle has h=zsn long established, it all-
ows citizens to choaose their coursszs of action
with a reassonable expeciation of futurs lesgel
consequences. CLrown Cantrols, Inc. v. Smiley,
110 Wn.2d 695, 704-05, 756 P.2d 717 (1988).
Sza aslso Stephen Markman, Precedent: Tension
Between Continuity in the Law and the Prepet-
uation of Wrong Decisions, 8 TEX. REV. L. &
POL. 283, 284 (2004) (suggesting factors for
determining when the presumption favoring pre-

- cedznt may be overcome, including "considera

tion of the reliance interests of the peopls,
all of whom must carry out their personasl and
business affairs within the constraints of
the lzgal systan").

Davis v. Baugh Indus. Contractors, Inc., 159 Wn.2d 413,

§24-25, 150 P.3d 545 (2007) (emphasis addad).

Through stare decisis, the lauw has bzcomz a
disciplined art--perhaps even a science--deri-
ving balance, form and symmatry from this
force which holds the componsnts togeihar.

It makes for stability and parmanence, and
these , in turn, imply that 8 rule once decl-
ared is and shall be ths law. Stare declsis
likswisg holds thes courts of the land toget
-her. Making them a system of justice, giving
them unpity and ourposz, so that the decisians
of the courts of last rescrt are held to be
binding on all gthers.

Without stare decisis, the law cesszs to he a
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system; it becomss instaad a formless mass of
unrelasted rules, policies, declarations and
assertions--a kind of amorphous cresd vyislding
to and wisldsd by them who administsr it,

Take away stare decisis, and what is left may
have forecs, but it will not be law.

State v. Ray, 130 Wn.2d 673, 677, 926 P.2d 904 (1996)

(quoting opinion given by Justice Hale in State Fin. Comm,
v. Martin, 62 Wn.2d 645, &65-66, 384 P.2d 833 (15963))
(emohasis added). This Court should rule that the PRA and

UHCIA can be caoncurrent casuses of action. HBecsusz of the
likelihood of this coming back to this Honorabls Court to
make thst determination, the interests of justice would besst

bg served by making this ruling nouw.

Gur Supfame Court shot douwn WDGOC's reasoning in PLN v,

Dept. of Corr., they held that heslth cars information must

be disclased 1if psrsonal idasntifying information can b=

i othe nesd

n

radacted. 154 UWUn.2d at 645. In Stetson's cass, =v
for rz=dactions is nulified, and he has the right toc raviauw
his public records. [See CP 22-27, 89-118 & March 24th VRP p.
3-131 ‘ ‘

Beczuse our Courts have vyet to address whethsr an
agency must redact indentifying information when the

patients idsntity is knoun, ws pressznt, Koening v. City of

a
Des Mgines, as a guiding light. 158 wn.2d 173, 142 P.3d 162

g
(2006). In that casg, a father asksd for the police records
related to his daughtzrs ssxual assault, and ths Usashington
Supreme Court held the =sgesncy was reguired to redact ths
nameg and produce ths records. Evan though tha victim's
identity was abvious. Although not =sxasctly on point, it
shows the unteaneable pesition WDOC claims.

WDDOC continues to violate the PRA.

To date, Mr. Stetson has never bsen able to review any
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glectronic medical records. Rogaring like & trus ‘'paper
tiger", WDCOC's own policy 640.020 stetes "A health record
will ...(c.) Include health information the Department
maintains in electronic format." -
Wp0C's HIMP alsao says st ssc. 1.6(1)(c) "The legal health
rscord is camprised of: (1) the Offender Health Record
(O0HR), which includes: (c) Health information thast has hasen
scanned 1into the 1imaging system (0OnBase) for paermanent
storage; and (2) x-ray films/images not included in the
OHRM".,

The Defendant's would like for the Courts to belisve
that Stetsan must first pey for his electronicly formated
health records (CD's, x-ray's, MRI's & computer notes),
BEFORE h2 can ravisw them. This argument fsils because their
swn HIMP, 3.5(II){(A)(3) statss, "Ths patient may not b=

charged to review her/his hsalth informstion" [see CP
22-27, 89-188 & March 24th VRP p3-13]

Sincs th2 record rasviswus at issue in this case, 4DOC
haa allowed Stetson to review some of his medicsl images.
Becsuse this PRA violstion was only rectified "after a
lawsuit is filed, the agency will remain lieble." 3Spokans

Research & Daf. Fund at 103-04. Mr. Stetson has n=zvaer been

afforded '8 chance to revisw his medical recordes that wDOC

kseps zlectronically stored. This PRA violation continues to

accrug, and will only bs rectified if this Haonoranle Court

reversas the CR 12(c) ruling. As of this filing, WDOC has

not filed an =sxemption log for a whole class of medical

racords Mr. Stetson asked to revisuw. [See CP 22-27 & 89-118]
No Exemption Log.

If an agency is going to withhold or redact & record,
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tha PRA mandates that the agsncy %"shall include & statsment
of the specific exsmption suthorizing the withholding of the
record (or part) and a brief explanation of how the
exemption applies to the record withheld." RCU 42.56.210(3),
the Department's own public record policy

says "incarcerated offenders will only bz permittsd to
inspect their own: (1) Central file, and (2) Hsalth Care
Record." Thsy also say they can ‘"only dsny records or
portions of records based on an applicable lsgsl exemption,

using the Agency Denial Form/Exsmption Log", which they havs

never given to Mr. Stetson while denying him access to all

of his slectronic health care informstiocon. 3=scause UDOC has

not provided Mr. GStetson with &an adequats r=sponss  as

required by RCW 42.56.350(2), this Court should reverss Han.

Dixon's [3/24/17] order granting 12(c) and remsnd it back to

the trial court for further procsedings.[CP 22-27 & 89-118]
WDOC has violated the 5 and 15 day rules.

The PRA has a 5 day ruls for initial responses (RCY
42.56.520). The UHCIA has a 15 day rule (to maks thes records
available) (RCW 70.02.080(1)(a)). It took *ths Departmsnt 26
days to give Stetson his first review, =and 36 days for his
second review. Because of these violations alone, this Court
must reverse the CR 12(c) ruling. [See CP 22-27 & 89-118]

WDOC doesn't provide the "fullest assistance" +to
requestors.

Stetson has navsr met a2 WDOC record speclalist whom
providad the "fullest assistance® to g reqguestor as
commissioned by RCW 42.56.100. During both of Stastson's fils
rzvisuws, whan he requestad "morsz time"; or "explanations"';
or help to find his '"migsing records"; or why his file uwas
in "total disarray", he only met with resistance ("TIME TO

GO!"). Samsom alsoc failed miserably in hesr duty by not sven
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providing a cursory search for Stetson's missing records
(she had at her finger tips a computer where mast of the

records ares stored as back-up). [See CP 22-27 & 89-118]

Our Supreme Court held in Neighborhood Alliance, supra,

that fallure to perform an adequate search prevents an
adzquate responsg and production aof records, and is  in
gassencs a denial. Becauss Samsom told Mr. Stetscn hes uwas
timed-out of his review the instant that Mr. Stetson

brought up the missing rebords; she not only actsd in Bsad
Faith, but also denied him access to his records. Ses

Francis v. State DOC., 178 Wn.App. 42, 313 P.3d 457 (2013)
review denied, 327 P.3d 55 (2014). [See CP 22-27 & 89-118]

The Department's file revisw process violates many
provisions of the UHCIA,

WDCC's whole medicel file review process disrespects
our Legislaturs and RCW 70.02.. Besides all ths other
viglations of law that Mr. Stetson has praesaniesd for this
Courts ravisw, there are many discrete UHCIA violations the
Dafendent's commit avery single day. [See CP 22-27, 89-118
& March 24th VRP p3-13] '

As evinced by ths RECORDS to this brief, WDOC's file
review process is only a semblance of what the Lagislzturs
commands at RCW 70.02.. They don't hesd § .0B0(2), as none
of their file rsview people undarsiand medical coding. Thay
never inveka § .090(1) while denying large chunks aof
rgsponsive documsnts. Ths Daspartment attempts to follow §
.080(1)(2), but never give a reason or notice to offsnders
when they go well gast the 15 days mandate by statuts. And
probably the most glaring of 211, is when records sres absant
cr missing from the filess, WDOC's records custodians makes no
attempt at locating +them! For this and the othesr reasaons
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outlined =above, this Honorable Court should reverss and

remand with instuctions outlining procedures that have besn
found lacking. [See CP 22-27, 89-118 and March 24th VRP p3-13]

Stetsan raises some of these lssues for the first time

on appeal because this case movad swiftly.

On 12-7-16, Stetson filed his case. 0n 12-23-16, he
sent his first sat of 4intsrrogatories and requests for
production to WDOC. On 2-24-17, Dixon dsznisd Mr. Stetson
discovery pending the determination of WDOC's CR 12(c)
motion. Honorable Dixon dismissed this cases of 3-24-17. Put
mildly, this case movad "bresathtakingly fast". [See CP 45-

66, 75-76, 84-84 & Feb 24th VRP]
Stetécn could only find one case germane to this issus

in Washington Jjurisprudesnce. Dragonslayer, Inc, v. State

Gamhling Comm'n, 139 UWn.App. 433, &44B-49, 181 P.3d 4Z8

(2007), said that & party whom had little chance to argus an
issue in the trial court may raiss it for the first time on
apozgal. This Honcorable Court should reaview de2 novo all ths
ancillary issues raised in this appeal becauss of the suwift
procsaedings belouw. '

V. COSTS.

Mr. Stetson respectfully regquests this Court %o award
him all costs and attorney fees in this =appsal. RAP 14.1
states "the appellate court which accepts revisw and makes
final determination (14.1(b)) decidss costs in =all cases."
Mr, Steatson requests all fses and costs be awardad him if hs
is the substentially prevailing party. sees Mount Adams Sch.
Dist. v. Cook, 150 Wn.2d 716, 727, 81 P.3d 111 (2003).

VI. PUBLICATION.

Mr. Stetson rasspesctfully request this Court te publish
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its decision on this matter as the issues pertained herasin
are of great public importancs. Appellant reaguests this
court publish ite ruling that WDOO's 30 minute reviews are
unlawful. De wminimus, he requests thay publish the portion
of their opinion that contemplates whethar the PRA and the
UHCIA can be used as concurrant causes of sction (in an
'affansive manner) because this is an issuse of "first
imprassiaon®,.
VII. CONCLUSION.,

Because the PRA controls in all questions of law (RCU
42.56.030), this Court should reverss Honorable Dixon's CR
12(c) ruling. Mr. Stetson's complaint stated multiple claims
for relief under both the UHCIA and the PRA.

Because Honorable Dixon abused his discretion by
denying Appellant discovery in the Court helow, this Court
should remand with instructions to allow discavery. Alsgo,
ozcause the proceedings below moved so swiftly, this Court
should make substantive rulings on all the ancillary issuas

raised in this aopesal.

Because, Honorable Dixcn's ruling violated the doctrine
of stars decisis, this Court should issue instructions that

the PRA can b2 used for msdical records.

Finally, this Court should take the timz to suthor a
published opinion on whether the PRA and UHCIA can be used
as concurrant causss of action. This is an "issuz of first
impression" in Washington State., Appellant also requests any

other relief this Court finds just and squitable.

Signed and submitted this 8th day of NOVEMBER , in
Absrdeen, UWA.
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BRYAN LEE 'STETSON, #339734
Stafford Creek Correction Centar

191 Constantine lay, H4-A-77
Aberdeen, WA 398520

VIII, CERTIFICAYION OF SERVICE.
I desclara that on thsz ath day of NOVEMBER w 1 did
send trus and correct copies of this Appellant's Opening

Brief through the legal mail asystem at Stafford Crask
Corraction Center. One copy went to AAG-Kathesrins J. Faber
USBA#49726 (Washingtron State Attorney Ganeral) =2t P.0O.Box
40116, Olympia, WA 985&#; And One copy to the Court of
Appsals Division II at 950 Brosduay #300, Tecoma WA 98402-
L4sShL, ; NOTE A copy of the VRP's were sent to AAG Ms. Faber
& Defendants to AG's office with this filing. [Feb 24th, 2017
hearing VRP; nd March 24th, 2017 hearing VRP]
x%%/_%//” R

BRYAN £EE STETSON, #339734

Stafford Creek Corr. Ctr.

191 Constankine Way, H4-A-77
Aberdeen, WA 98520
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY IMATILE H

GR 3.1
: Z01THOY 1S PH 1220
[, BRYAN LEE STETSON, ., declare and say: .
STATE OF #A
L
That on the _ gr “ dayof NOVEMBER 201 75 Idep@sxted the

following documents in the Stafford Creek Correction Center Legal Mail system by First

Class Mail pre-paid postage, under cduse No. 50185-6-IT

1.

Appellant's Opening Brief,

(cr

12(c) finding By Honorabc};e James Dz.xon\ {dated 11/3/17]

(CORRECI‘ED VERS ION); ;

2. Copy of verbatim report of proceedings 2/24/17 hearing

and 3/24/17 hearing :
addressed to the followm(I

AAG - Katherine J, Faber, WSBA#4$725

(Washington State Atty. General)
P.0. Box 40116

Olympia, WA 98504-0116

(cover letter)

sent to AAG ‘Faber & Defendants only

Clerk of the Court -
Hashington State Court of
Division Two

Q5N DvrvaSurmyes
4

Appeals,

Qiitae NN
WA 93402-4454

Tacoma,

{Clerk's Letter)

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

the foregoing is true and correct.

DATED THIS 27‘1 day of

NOVEMBER , 2017, in the City of

Aberdeen, County of Grays narbor, State of Washington.

-DECLARATION OF SERVICE By MAIL

-

[

BR STETSON
Print Name
DOC #339734 UNIT #4-a-77

STAFFORD CREEK CORRECTIONS CENTER
191 CONSTANTINE WAY
ABERDEEN WA 98520

[ OF ]



BRYAN LEE STETSON, #339734
Stafford Creek Corrections Center
191 Constantine Way, H4-A-77
Aberdeen, WA 98520

November-§th 2017

TO:
Attn' Cheryl - Case Manager
Clerk of the Court
Washington State Court of Appeals, Div. II
350 Broadway, Suite 200
Tacoma, WA 98402-4454

RE: Reguesting Assistance )
Appellant’s Opening Brief, (Corrected version)

Stetson v. DOC, #50185-6-1I
[Thurston County #16-2-04861-34)

Mrs. Cheryl
Thank you for your time.

Please file the enclesed (original) copy of my Appellant's
Opening Brief... Correctéd version [11/%/17) copies of
which were served on defendant {(WDOC) to their Attorney
of Record Mrs. Faber at the AG's offics coansistent with
GR 3.1 and ¥ail Box Rule etc... (See GR 3.1 Declaration
of Service by mail, attached hereto)

Moreover, I sent Mrs. Faber (defendant) a copy of ay

VRP's from the hearing dates listed below to comport with
RAP 9.5 (a)(1), and Court Ruleg; 1. VRP 2/24/17 hearing
2. 3/24/17 hearing . The VRP's are attache "to the copy
of my brief sent to AAG Ms. Faber for Defendants in this

matter,iand a copy of said VRP's have been transmitted to this Court.

If there is anything more needed to proceed with this appeal, then
please contact me at the address above and I will comply.

Sincerely,




