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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

DIVISION TWO
STATE OF WASHINGTON, )
Respondent, ) NO. 52884-3-1
)
Vs. ) DECLARATION OF COUNSEL
) REGARDING VOLUNTARY
THYJUAN TOMIKIO TAPLIN, ) WITHDRAWAL OF REVIEW
Appellant. )
)

Kevin A. March, being first duly sworn upon oath, states:

I am an attorney with Nielsen, Broman & Koch and appointed counsel for
appellant ThyJuan Tomikio Taplin in the above-captioned appeal. I have
communicated with Mr. Taplin by telephone and by letter. After advising him
regarding the merits of his appeal, Mr. Taplin has indicated to me that he no longer
wishes to challenge the October 15,2018 order amending his judgment and sentence.
Mr. Taplin seeks to withdraw his appeal. The consequences of doing so have been
fully explained to him.

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that
foregoing is true and correct.

KEVIN A. MARCH Date
WSBA No. 45397
Seattle, WA
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

DIVISION TWO
STATE OF WASHINGTON, )
Respondent, ) NO. 52884-3-11
)
Vs, . ) MOTION, DECLARATION, AND
) ) CONSENT FOR VOLUNTARY
THYJUAN TOMIKIO TAPLIN, ) WITHDRAWAL OF REVIEW
Appellant. )
)
MOTION

The above-named appellant, through appellate counsel and upon all the
records, files, and proceedings in this case, hereby requests this court to enter aruling
terminating review in the direct appeal in this case. This motion is based upon the
attached declaration of counsel for the appéllant and the written statement of
appellant consenting to withdrawal of review in this case.

DATED this ____ day of July, 2019.

Respectfully submitted,

NIELSEN, BROMAN & KOCH, PLLC

KEVIN A. MARCH, WSBA No. 45397
Office ID No. 91051
Attorneys for Appellant
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

DIVISION TWO
STATE OF WASHINGTON, )
Respondent, ) NO. 52884-3-11
)
Vs. ) APPELLANT’S CONSENT TO
) VOLUNTARY WITHDRAWAL
THYJUAN TOMIKIO TAPLIN, ) OF REVIEW
Appellant. )
)

I am the appellant in the above-captioned appeal from the October 15, 2018
order amending the judgment and sentence entered in Pierce County Superior Court
cause no. 17-1-00216-1. I currently reside in Stafford Creek Corrections Center in
Aberdeen, Washington.

In June and July 2019, I spoke to Kevin March, the attorney who represents
me on appeal, on the phone. Mr. March and I have also corresponded by letter. Mr.
March outlined the legal merit or lack of legal merit in this appeal. I am sétisﬁed,
based on the information Mr. March perided, that further pursuit of this appeal is
not in my interest. Therefore, I am hereby requesting that my appeal be terminated

without any further proceedings in the Court of Appeals.
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I understand that by making this request I am giving up my right to appeal the
judgment and sentence and order transferring funds. I am making this request

voluntarily.

THYJUAN TOMIKIO TAPLIN Date

Signed at , Washington

MOTION, DECLARATION, AND CONSENT
FOR VOLUNTARY WITHDRAWAL -4
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