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L OVERVIEW

When this guardianship was filed Doris Jean Hoogstad was a
senior 80 year old widow and mother of three who required assistance
with all activities necessary for daily living do to short term memory
decline in 2006, She is now 85, When Doris Jean Hoogstad required
assistance with her. life she did not trust her youngest child Sherene and
refused to work with her. To prevent Jenon from being able to effectively
assist and take care of her mother Sherene filed as a solo agent for a
professional guardianship, requesting the guardian ad litem Lin O’Dell on
the recommendation of her personal attorney Rusty McGuire.

Lin O’ Dell conducted a biased investigation on behalf of the
petitioner and middle child Rennard Hoogstad, relating to their false
statements and allegations as though they were facts without further
investigation. Ms O’Dell gave a case investigation testimony under oath of
office comprised of inany allegations against Jenon Laurene, the career
RN daughter with whom Mrs. Hoogstad had decided to live with so she
would not have to live in a nursing home or Alzheimer unit as her husband
had to. With no tangible evidence given or asked for Ms O’Dell obtained a

court appointed professional guardian against the wishes and best interest

of the temnorarv ward she had heen charced tn gerve imnartially



Ms Petersen has continued to perpetuate the guardian ad litem’s
frauds and misrepresentations of the guardianship fiduciary responsibility.
These actions include conversion of social security income out of the life
support of Mrs. Hoogstad, into her personal financial gain. Every action of
Lori Petersen assisted by her attorney James Woodard has inflicted an
ongoing string of mental and emotional abuses, and physical hardship on
the ward she was sworn to protect and serve.

Mother and daughter have been fighting these actions of fraud and
misrepresentations for their right to the autonomy of life and their social
security to support of their life for the last four plus years.

[18 ARGUMENT

A. All Sections of Ms Laurene’s Brief Are Relevant and Clear

All references made within the text and appendix of Jenon
Laurene’s opening Appellant Brief are actual real facts, contained in the
record; and are totally relevant to the issues. The attachmenis also include
relevant Washington State and U.S. Federal laws; U.S. and Washington
Constitutional rights and provisions; and other authorities.

The Errors are listed under categories stating the specific court
officer they are assigned to. Issues Pertaining to Assignments of Error
state the court officer they pertain to; or are a general issue applicable to

all court officers. Errors assigned to court of origin are the result of the




guardian ad litem’s false work product which established the foundation
for the original court’s rulings and subsequent rulings on all guardian acts.

5y
X

The Brief was produced in layers. There was not enough time to do
complete cross referencing of issues; or all of the exact rules and
regulations; or to make exact references to the Clerk’s Papers. The Petition
to Accept Brief as Presented requested time to make those corrections.
Most issues only have the document Ms. Laurene thought the issue was in,
listed as an in line note for follow up. Others had the document with the
page in it, but not the CP page. Ms Laurene also did not understand the
Supplemental Clerk’s Papers numbering was separate.

B. Defense Re Argues Reviewability of the Issues

Mr. Woodard appears to position the guardianship actions which
continue to be contrary to RCW’s SOP’s Certified Professional Guardian
Manual and Rules of Professional Conduct are not relevant to the appeal;
because they have taken place during the 3+ years afier this appeal was
first filed. Mr. Woodard filed a Motion for Clarification of Issues on
Appeal originally filed on March 17, 2008.

It was ordered ““such orders listed in the March 12, 2008 order are

appealable as a matter of right”. The issues remaining are: 1} Petition for
Orders to Issue Citation Removing Guardian & Appointing Successor

(Guardian. 2) Second Motion Regarding Escrow



As stated in Ms Laurene’s oral court argument; all continued false
fiduciary actions by this guardianship are ongoing updates to the Wrongful
Actions by the Guardian section of: The Petition for Crders Issuing
Citation and Appointing Successor Guardian. As such this guardianship is
on appeal. Assignments of Errors 13-22 are titled: “Assignment of Errors
Regarding Guardianship Actions™.

The Second Motion Regarding Escrow is specific 1o the Guardian
ad Litem receiving pay for her false work product. The source of the funds
is not the defining issue. Rulings are on the contents of the motion
document. The text of the document defines the issues, CP 110.
“Investigation is not conducted in the best interest of the ICP when it is
not done impartially and contains many unsubstantiated allegations as
facts. Attorney should not be paid for work product which is merely
generations of falsehoods; a violation of Washington State Rules of
Professional Conduct”, A1-A3Preamble: A Lawyer’s Resp. Assignments
of Errors 1-12 are the result of the guardian ad litem’s false work product.

C. Guardian Defines Position on the Testimony of the GAL

Potential suspected belief, emphasized on pages 1-2 of Mr.
Woodard’s response with excerfjts of Lin O’Dell’s false work product to
support the guardianships position and actions, is not admissible as

substantive evidence. Her testimony, CP 78-92, SCP 790-804, was



unsubstantiated hearsay comprised of I'we believe statements of
accusations against Ms Laurene’s intentions, character, and relationship
with her mother. It cannot support imposition of a professional court

appointed guardianship, or the subsequent actions of the guardian against

i

nd best interests of the ward.

&

the wellbeing, wishes

Pages 20 thru 36 of Appellants Brief address and substantially
establish the false work product of Ms O’Dell. As such they support her
testimony of false allegations against Jenon Laurene violated the ICP’s
right to a fair and impartial capacities hearing, to be present to speak for
herself and be evaluated by the Court in person, RCW11.88.040 (4).

D. Mr. Woodard Misrepresents Issue on Real Property

Mr. Woodard misrepresents the now Lincoln County Superior
Court Judge John Strohmaier’s Affidavit. In the last 4 lines on page 6 of
his Response Brief Mr. Woodard states: “Curiously this Quit Claim Deed
18 never menﬁoned in the Affidavit of John F. Strohmaier who, in fact,
indicated Mrs. Hoogstad had declined to sign such a deed in his meeting
with her on August &, 2007.”

In truth of fact John Strohmaier’s Affidavit states: Doris Jean
considered having a Quit Claim Deed ‘recorded’ in Jenon’s name with

Doris Jean to retain a life estate to prevent this property from being sold.




John Strohmaier’s Affidavit is testimony to Mrs. Hoogstad’s
adamant objection to her property being sold; and her degree of hurt and
anger at her two younger children for their treatment of her. He had the
conversations with Doris Jean Hoogstad to determine her level of
understanding and competency to make such decisions and to execute
legal documents, and determined she was, CP 63-65; an action which
Judge Borst failed to do as a matter of law.

E. Alleges Interests Are Inextricably Intertwined

Due to social security fraud Jenon Laurence’s social security
disability insurance is the only household income with which to support
Mrs. Hoogstad and herself. Therefore it is currently virtually impossible
for the Mother and Daughter’s interests to be anything but intertwined.

The accounting Ms Laurene filed, CP 234-251 clearly illustrates it
had been easy to keep their expenses separate. It was clearly establishes all
of Mrs. Hoogstad’s funds were totally accounted to the service of her, with
no benefit to Ms Laurene in The Petition for Verification of Accounting
heard in this Appeliate Court, and referenced in Appellant’s Brief.

1) The Affidavit of attorney Joseph Delay, CP 98-100, testifies to
his faith in Jenon and advice to get the real property settled and move Mrs.
Hoogstad to Seattle. 2} The deed was recorded by attorney David Shotwell

as a last resort to protect the interest rights, and wishes of the principal



Mrs. Hoogstad, after an in person interview with her and extensive review
of documents filed by both sides on the issues. 3)Mrs. Hoogstad insisted
on putting her car in Ms Laurene’s name in Nov. 2007 to protect her own
interests after she had suffered the shock of being robbed by guardian
Petersen of all her personal possessions without warning or consulting her,

F. Frauds and Misrepresentation Beget Substantial Responses

Mr. Woodard sates on page 18 of his response “the trial court was
essentially protecting the estate of Mrs. Hoogstad by precluding Ms
Laurene from filing additional pleadings; to prevent continuing disruption
of its orderly administration.”

The intention and festimonies of the guardiaﬁl ad litem defined the
subsequent position and actions Lori Petersen willingly enrolled herself in
to expanding and perpetuating. Ms Petersen at no time requested or
confirmed purported information with Ms Laurene before she scheduled
actions and filed documents full of false “facts’ to support her intentions in
court motions. Nor did she ever ask Mrs. Hoogstad about her personal
feelings, wishes, opinions, needs, or wants, SOP 401,15

Every document generated by Ms Laurene immediately followed

Lin O’Dell, Lori Petersen, and or James Woodard’s previously filed false

statements for the purpose of gaining orders approving actions against the



wishes, and emotional-mental- physical wellbeing of Doris Jean Hoogstad.
Each document is supported by evidence of tangible facts.

Ms Laurene is her mother’s only access (o a voice in these
proceedings advocating on behalf of her wishes and actual benefit. She has
a legitimate case for her mother in these courts, as Mrs. Hoogstad’s eldest
and only child concerned with her mother’s rights happiness and quality of
life. Why this guardianship thinks they have the right to say and do
anything they want to obtain their personal desired outcomes; and Mrs.
Hoogstad and Ms. Laurene should just accept it without advocating for
their personal rights and right to their social security which is the only
income to support their life is inconceivable.

G. Mr. Woodard Claims No Ex parte Communication

The courts are structured that opening remarks made by the
moving party set the orientation of the Court’s focus to the purpose and
intent of the session just beginning. On Gctober 23, 2009 the court
enjoined Ms Laurene by phone into the session already in progress and
gave the first part of the session to Mr. Woodard; because he had an
interesting possible agreement solution in lieu of taking the car. The
Court’s following comments and line of questions had nothing to do with
the reason the hearing was being held; and resulted in the Court issuing a

Judicial Affidavit of judgments against Jenon Laurene, without a single



example of activity being sited to illustrate personal only use of the car, or
providing an opportunity for her to file documents and present at a hearing
for that purpose. The preceding reasonably supports in court ex paite
communications having taken place prior to Ms. Laurene being enjoined.
H. Ms Laurene is Similarly Sitnated to a Criminal Defendant
Jenon Laurene was for all intents and purpose charged by Lin
O’Dell’s guardian ad litem testimonies, RCW 9A.72.010 (1) of exploiting
coercing and abusing her mother Doris Jean Hoogstad; which has
centinued through Lori Petersen’s interpretations of guardianship law, and
false document and court testimonies, RCW 9A.72.010 (2) which caused
the court to believe her until December 4, 2008, when Judge Borst ordered
her to return with actual examples of financial exploitation and APS report
of abuse, CP 411-412. Lori Petersen scheduled a hearing and failed to
show, A17-Al8; after Ms Laurene filed: Objection to Orders as Signed
containing Response to guardian’s Report and Accounting CP 413-427.
The guardianship was mandated by SOP’s 407, 407.1, 407.2 to
recommend transfer of their position to Ms Laurene when they learned
Jenon Laurene had not acted as Ms O’Dell had alleged and Ms Petersen
had believed through the documents filed by Ms Laurene; the Medical
Competency Exam, SCP 437-453; Affidavits CP 63-65, 98-100;

Declarations of other professionals family and friends, CP 55-77, 306-338;




and Ms Laurene’s accounting statements, CP 234-251. Ms Laurene has
definitively proven financial self responsibility and clearly accounted for
Mirs. Hoogstad’s funds with copies of financial records documents and
nearly every receipt.

Instead they continued to publish false declarations CP 271-276,
287-288, RCW 9A.72.010 (1) (2) (a) and push agenda in court to obtain
official court orders to validate Lin O'Dell’s original case allegations
RCW 9A.72.010 (2) (a) and secure their positions.

Ms. Laurene was essentially convicted of exploiting with intent to
personally gain from her mother’s estate by Judge Price’s Judicial
Affidavit; without any activities by her to back it up; and ordered she
could not file for financial restitution for the support of her mother; which
is conversion of social security funds, Social Security Act §207 {42

U.S.C.407] ().

I. Guardian’s Retention of the Full Value of Mrs. Hoogstad’s
Secial Security Income For Purnose of Personal Monetary
Gain

Ms Petersen has retained the full value of Mrs. Hoogstad’s social
security income. April 2008 thru Nov. 2008: $1013.00 x 7 months =
$7091.00 and Dec. 2008 thru Sept. 2011: $1134.00 x 34 months =
$38.556.00 totaling $45,647.00; $500 per month rental income since

August 2009 thru Sept. 2011 totaling $12.500.00. That is a total of

10



$58,147.00 all converted from the life support of Doris Jean Hoogstad the
owner of those funds, Soctal Security Act §207. {42 U.S.C.407] (a).

The monthly monetary conversions and exorbitant fees she has
paid herself, Nov. 2008 CP 277-299, for double entries and work in
service of the petitioner and GAL; Feb 2010 SCP 524-541;and Jan. 10,
2011, SCP 813-822; Added to the October 2007 conversion of Mrs.
Hoogstad’s personal property out of Mrs. Hoogstad’s use without
conversation; and the mismanagement of costs to the estate for early
termination of the security system and abusive use of electricity by the
guardian; and the return of her car from her service to sell for attorney fees
appears to looks like a text book examples of SOP 406.% and misfeasance.

Gerald B. Treacy, Washington Guardiansilip Law (Rel. 8-9/2067
Pub.82755) § 16.04 [B] Misfeasance: “The courts have denied
compensation for guardians who misappropriated guardianship property,
In re Anderson, 97 Wash. 688, 691, 167 P.71 (1917), converted
guardianship property to their own use, Inr ¢ Kelly, 193 Wash.109,120,
74 P.2d 904 (1938); in re Anderson, 97 Wash. 688, 691, 167 P. 71 (1917)
were unfaithful to their trust as guardian, In re Kelly, 193 wash. 109, 120,
74 P.2d 904 (1938); In re Carlson, 162 Wash. 20, 29, 297 P. 764 (1931)
made unauthorized gifts of guardianship property, CP 111-118, Inre

Youngkin, 48 Wn2.d 425,431,294 P.2d 423 (1956), and otherwise

11



mismanaged the guardianship estate. In re Haegal, 150 Wash. 355, 359,
272.P. 978 (1928) Located: Al4.

J. Guardianship Work Product Antithesis of Candor

For clarification candid is defined as: Frank open honest truth
sincere outspoken forthright and straightforward. Appellant’s Brief and all
documents filled have clearly revealed this guardianship has been devoid
of the appearance of fairness and full disclosure; and that these court
guardianship officers have practiced to deceive.

Mr. Woodard devoted significant épace stressing the brand of
car they were requesting be ordered returned for purpose of sell, to pay
attorney fee’s is an issue; because per his reépoﬂse testimony Ms. Laurene
supposedly several times purposefully withheld the information it wasn’t
the original car. The facts are: 1) What was at issue was whether the car
was needed by Mrs. Hoogstad; and if is. 2) It never occurred to Ms
Lautene the brand of car was at issue; because:

In her initial February 2008 report of accounting and each end of
year accounting since; Ms Petersen has reported it to be a Bﬁick, Nov. 17,
2008 CP 277-299. it was included in the Objection to Orders as Filed Dec.
15, 2008, with print outs in the attachments of the value of a Buick vs.

Pontiac Bonneville, CP 413-427. On Feb. 26, 2010 just 4 months after the

supposed hearing for Reconsideration of the return of the car, Ms.

12



Petersen again accounted for the car as a Buick SCP 524-541, worth
$8475.00, a value far greater than a Kelly Blue Book value. A Buick in
2008 would have been worth approx. $$3705.00, A 4. Pontiac Bonneville
was $3250.00, A 5; she listed the Honda Civic $3500.00 its value was
$4035.00+, A 6. In 2010, SCP 813-822 she claims to have sold the Honda
for $162.56, § 16.04 [B]. Buick and Pontiac were in Objection to Orders
Dec. 2008. Honda was in the Appellate Motion to Reconsider.

Note: Neither transcript submitted by the court recorders for
September 23, 2009 and October 23, 2009 hearings, are true and correct
transcriptions of what was actually said in court on those days. 1t is
requested this appellate court obtain the certified original court record and
conduct an independent audit of the hearings as originally recorded.

K. Work Product is Devoid of Professional Standards

On pages 19-20 Mr. Woodard requests attorney fees stating: RCW
11.96A.150 permits the court on appeal to award fees and costs in its
discretion from any party to the litigation. “The ongoing and protracted
filings by Ms, Laurene, and her lack of candor to the court, the guardian
and counsel, merit an award of such fee’s in this case.”

Appellant’s Brief and all documents filled have clearly revealed

this guardianship has been devoid of the appearance of fairness and full

13




of the appearance of fairness and full disclosure; and these guardianship
court officers have practiced everything but candor.

The duties of an attorney are clearly laid out in: Gerald B. Treacy,
Washington Guardianship Law (Rel. 8-9/2007 Pub.82755):

§ 9.01 [A] Duties of Attorney for Guardian

The attorney for the guardian owes a duty to the ward, as well as 1o
the guardian... to monitor the handling of the guardianship ... and even
perhaps to inform the court of unauthorized acts by guardian... RPC 1.l6(c)
“may reveal to the tribunal confidences or secrets which disclose any
breach of fiduciary responsibility by a client who is a guardian™. A 7

§ 9.01 [C] Duty Owed the Ward by the Attorney for the Guardian

.. courts recognize .. attorney may owe a ..ward in proceeding a
duty. Court applies a six-element test. Full Reference: A 8. The
Washington statutes require the posting of a bond or a creation a blocked
account. Six part test Full Reference A 9.

§ 16.03 [C] Attorneys’ Fees

Aftorneys’ fees incurred by the guardian primarily are exclusively
to protect or further the guardian’s own personal interests will not be
allowed from the guardianship estate. This rule applies, for example, to
fees of “special counsel” retained by a guardian to assist the guardian in

‘maintaining his final account and report as filed. A10-Al1

14




At nearly every hearing during these proceedings Mr. Woodard has
inappropriately to the proceedings used case presentation for dissertations
on topics not on the docket for that hearing, for the purpose of swaying the
Courts opinion against Ms. Laurene. July 1, 2009 at a hearing to decide
issues on appeal Mr. Woodard’s used his argument time to deliver a
dissertation entirely about the Quit Claim Deed which was filed on June
11, 2009; faisely claiming he had pot }eaz'.ijeé of the Deed’s existence or
that it had been filed until that morning when his client informed him; so
he had gone into court June 12, 2009 and obtained an order to sell the real
property without any prior knowledge of the activity. Ms Laurene requests
this court review the document filed in this Court of Appeais I following
the hearing to Defermine Reviewability: Petitioners Clarifying Addition
and Request for Sanctions Following Hearing, and Declaration. The copy
of the letter notifying the deed had been filed and faxed to Mr. Woodard’s
home office on June 11™ is in those documents.

Mr. Woodard made the same comments in court on September 23,
2009 to Judge Price in his Superior Court opening remarks to sell Mrs.
Hoogstad’s only transportation for attorney fees. On October 23, 2009 Mr.
Woodard got everything he had tried unsuccessfully to get from Judge

Borst without a scheduled hearing on the subjects and he claims without

ex parte conversation with Judge Price.

15



Appellant’s Brief clearly shows with tangible evidence James
Woodard has failed his legal duty to make sure his client served her client
with integrity. He has encouraged and assisted her to convert social
security funds into ‘Estate Funds’ to provide money for their fees for work
product that does not serve the funds owner. and assisted her attempts to
obtain orders to remove Mrs. Hoogstad from the care of her daughter, to
skilled nursing in eastern WA, SOP’s 404.2, 404.4, 404.9.

He has charged extremely high fees from March 2008 to present
producing work product for the benefit and financial gain of guardian
Petersen and himself; with the exception of renting the real property being
the only action in service of the wishes and best interest of Mrs. Hoogstad.
A review of the fee schedules submitted by both in 2008, CP 277-299, and
discussed in Objection to Orders, CP 413-427; and 2009 SCP 552-561
starkly reveals the duplicity of both guardian and her attorney.

The only legal source of moﬁey for their financial gain was to sell
the real property. Had Ms Petersen rented it in the beginning as she was
asked to, SOP 406.51, there would have been enough money in addition to
Mrs. Hoogstad’s social security to pay her expenses plus fun money to
enjoy her few remaining productive years; with enough to pay guardian
her fee for doing nothing but renting the property and forwarding the S.S.

checks. Selling the property was in guardian self interest, SOP 406.9.

I6



As it stands this purported guardianship has simultaneously
backdoor garnished Ms Laurene’s social security disability insurance,
Social Security Act §207 [42 U.S.C.407] (a) her only income: and forced
her to deplete her personal $32K back SSDJ, to properly take care of her
mother; making it impossible for Ms. Laurene to provide herself
necessities like dental care, end of life arrangements, and vitamins. There
1s no legal money m the reported guardianship estate.

In fact Judge Strohmaier strongly opinioned Lori Petersen was not
doing the job of gnardian as intended by law he instructed his former
practice to release the property deed to an attorney to be filed in order to
protect the known wishes of Mrs. Hoogstad, Letter CP 254-259.

The Laws governing payment to attorneys representing a guardian
are clear: The work product they produce must be of the highest fiduciary
standards in the best interest of the ICP per the ward’s known wishes.

He has repeatedly knowingly and purposefully violated Rule 3.3
(a) (1) (3) (b) (d) Candor toward the Tribunal A 19; and the Rules of
Professional Conduct. The Preamble: A lawyers Responsibilities is
attached with a few highlighted, A1-A3.

His defense of their actions appears to push responsibility for them
onto the Courts as ultimately being responsible for the guardian’s actions

and fiduciary behaviors: “Although governed by statute, guardianships are
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equitable creations of the courts and it is the court that retains ultimate
responsibility for protecting the subject of the guardianship.”

For all of the above reasons James V. Woodard and the
guardianship should be denied fees and expenses and ordered to pay
expenses to Jenon Laurene and Doris Jean Hoogstad reasonable time loss.
HL.CONCLUSION

Listed in her credentials Ms Petersen claims to be mental health
and dementia certified, A 15; specializing in mental illnesses, emotional
disabilities and conditions related to the aging process, A 16; And
committed to providing services, while holding to the highest professional
standard; etc. A 17. The question is: has she produced this standard of care
in the case of Mrs. Hoogstad? RCW 74.34.020 (2) (c¢) Can she be trusted
to produce it with other clients? Ms Petersen has been an instructor for
certification of guardians, and sits on the Guardianship Board. As such
Lori Petersen should be held to a higher standard of guardianship practice
then may otherwise normally be enforced. RCW 11.88.090 (13), SOP 406

The only abuse of judicial process has been by the three court
appointed officers of this guardianship through being self serving of their
personal agendas and finances. Sanctions should be placed on Lin O'Dell,
Lori Petersen, and James Woodard for apparent contempt for the process

they took an oath to serve, RCW 7.21.72.010 (1) (2) (b) (4) (6) for:
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perjury, fraud, and misrepresentation of the State of Washington’s
intentions for the purpose of the respective office each currently holds;
and each shouid be banned from representing any vuinerable person in the
V. REQUESTED RELIEF

All actions of Ju(ige Borst and Judge Price should be overturned. A
citation removing guardian Lori Petersen should be issued; and Jenon
Laurene, should be appointed successor guardian to her mother Deris Jean
Hoogstad, per Mrs. Hoogstad’s pre guardianship life arrangements for
herself, RCW 11.94.010, in her last POA, Appellant Brief A2 p 4; and as
requested of Judge Borst in her letter to him November 2007, RCW
11.88.120 (2), CP 254-260; And per her pre guardianship wishes for
herself, RCW 11.94.010.

The Court should order Lori Petersen and or Lin O’Bell and or
James Woodard to personally pay, to the ward Doris Jean Hoogstad and
her daughter Jenon Laurene, all expenses incurred by them RCW
11.96A.150.to defend their rights and autonomy of life RCW 11.88.005.

The full value of the social security funds belonging to Doris Jean
Hoogstad collected by Lori Petersen from June 1, 2008 to present should
be awarded returned to their owner for the support of her life per Social

Security Act §207. [42 U.S.C.407] (a)
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It should be ordered Jenon Laurene be reimbursed for all expenses
she paid for the support of Doris Jean Hoogstad out of the social security
mcome, Social Security Act §207. {42 U.5.C.407] (a).

The real property rental income collected by Lori Petersen should
be ordereri returned to Mrs. Hoogstad, except legitimate expenses.

Further fees to ward-goardian attorney James V. Woodard should
be denied; and all fees previously paid to Lin O'Dell GAL, Lori Petersen,
and James V. Woodard should be ordered returned to the estate of Doris
Jean Hoogstad.

Mrs. Hoogstad should be awarded restitution of the full Kelly Blue
Book value of the Honda belonging to her at the time it was taken.

Mrs. Hoogstad should be awarded compensation for the stress of

the mental and emotional suffering she endured, caused by the abuses of

the three court guardianship officers.

Completed and Signed on the 11" day of September 2011.
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K‘REAMBLE: A LAWYER'S RESPONSIBILITIES

kS

1 A lawyer, as a member of the legal profession, is a representative of clents, an
afficer of the L, gal systemn and a public cifizen having special responsibility for the quality of

Justice.

2] Asar prmsniaﬁve of clients, a lawver performs various functions. As advisor, 2
lawyer provides a client with an informed understanding of the client's legal nighis and
obligations and explains their practical implications. As sdvoeate, 2 lawyer zealously asserts the
client's position under the rules of the adversary systeni. As negofiator, a lawyer seeks a result
advan{agﬁﬁﬁs to the chcni but ccnsxstsnt with requirements of heaast dealmgs with Gihers‘ As
¢ fﬁx—uesm: s&%‘ecemiﬁf’*na , -

peeneh-clisnt-A As an eva] uator. a 1awyer acts a8

evalaater by cxamining a chicnt's logal ﬁmrﬁ and reporting about them o the client of 1o others.
£ rerx

31 1'1 addition to these msresentati pal functions, a iamer i1ay serve gs a third-party
seamtzepfi mie halmn.q the parties o resolve a amguw or other maiter, Some

yers who are or have served as third- utrals, See. .8,
Rules 1.12 and 2.4. In addition. there are Rules that apply fo lawyers who are not active in the
practice of law or to practicing lawyers even when they are acting in a nonprofessional capagity. -
For example. & lawver who conumits fraud in the conduct of a business is subject to disciniine for
encaeing in conduct invoiving dishonesty. fiaud, decelt or misrepresentation. See Rule 8.4.

£33} [4] In all professional functions a lawyer should be competent, prompt and: dﬂzgem A

Jawyer should maintain communication with a client concerning the representation. A lawyer
shouid keep in confidence information relating to representation of a client except so far as

discloswure is required or permitied by the Rules of Professional Conduct or other lew,

1417151 A lawyer's conduct should conform to the reqmrcments of the faw, both in

professional service so clicnts and in the lawyer's business and porsonal affairs. A lawyer should.

use the law's proeedures only for legitimate purposes and not to harass or intimidate others. A
lawve

wyer should demonstrate respect for the legal system and for those who serve i, including
judges, other lawyers and public officials. While it is a lawyer's duty, when pecessary, to
challenge the rectitude of official action, It is also a lawyer's duty to uphold legal process.

51 [6] As a public citizen, o lawver should scek improvement of the Iaw. access fo the
legal system. the edministraiion of justicc and the guality of service rendered by the legal
profession. As a member of a learned profession, a lawyer should cultivate knowledge of the faw
bevond ifs use for clients, employ that knowledge in reform of the law and work to strengthen
leaal education. In addition, a lawyer should further the public's understapding of and confidence

in the rule of law and the justice svstem because lepal institutions in & consiugonal democracy
depend on popular participation and support to maintain their autheritv. A lawyer should be

mindful of deficiencies in the administration of justice and of the fact that the poor, and

sometimes persons wha are not poor, cannot afford adequate legal assistances-end. Therefore, all

[ PR . . 1=
lewyers should sherefere devote professional time and resources and use civie influence in-their

Hehadt (o epsuis egual avcess lo pur avstein of justice for all those

nrposs nE w~=-\-»rw
A OCORURS 07 200hONNUG




social barfers cannot afford or secure adequate legal counsel, A lawyer should aid the legal
profession In pursuing these objectives and should belp the bar regulate Bssif in the publie

inferest

161 [71 Many of 2 lawyer's professional responsibilifies are presceibed i tho RBules of -
Professionel Conduct, as well ag substantive and procedursl Jaw. However, a anya%’ is also
guided by persenal conscience and the approbation of professional peers. A lawyer should strive:
to attain the highest level of skill, io improve the law and the legal profession and (o exemplify -

the fegal profession’s ideals of public seevice.

18] A lawyer's responsibilitics as a representative of clients, an oificer of the legal
sysiem and a public citizen are usually harmonious. Thus, whep an opposing party is' well

““p:esm'{eé a Erawyu can be a zealous advocate on behalf of a client and at the same time
assume that justice is being done. So also, a lawver can be sure iz olent ronfidences

ordinarily serves the public interest because people are more likely fo swk Iega} advice, and
thereby heed their legal obligations, when they know their commumications will be private:

i8179] In the wuatwre of law practice, howsever, conflicting responsibilities are
: ,

cncountum&. Virtually all difficult ethical problems arise Fom copilict between a awyess
responsibilities to clients, 1o the legal system and to the lawyer's own nierest In remamning an
upzight ethical person while earping a safisfactory living. The Rules of Professional Conduct
offen wrescribe ferms for resolving such conflicts. Within the ﬁ:&ruawark of these Rules,
however, many difficult issues of protfessional discretion can aise. Such issves must be resofved
through the exercise of sensitive professional and moral judgment guided by the basic principles
underlying the Rules. These principles include the lawver's obligation zeslously to protect and
pursue a client's legitimste inlerests, within the bounds of the lew. while mpaintaining &

professional, cowtsous and ofvil attitude towsrd all persons involved in the legal system.

{54 [10] The legal profession is largely self-governing. Although otner pro fessions also
have been granied powers of self-government, the legal profession is unigue in this. réspect

hecause of the close relationship between the praiessw 1 and the provesses of government and
law enforcement. This copnection is manifested in the fact that ultimate authority aver the legal

profession is vested largely in the courts.

f%@} [111 To the extent that i’aw;rers meet the obligations of their professicnai calling, the

oucasion fur guvenumnt rogulation Is obviated. Selfropulation also helps maintain the logal

profession's independence from government domination. An independent legal profession is an
imporiant force in preserving government under law, for abuse of legal authority I more readily
challenged by a profession whose members are not dependent on government for the right to

praciice,

£+ [121 The legal profession’s relative autoncmy carries with it special responsibilities
of self-government. The profession has a responsibility to assure that ifs regulations are
conceived in the public inferest and not in furtherance of parochial or self-interested concerns of
the bar. Bvery lawyer i3 responsible for ohservance of the Rules of Professional Conduct A

lawyer should alsc aid in securing their observance by other lawyers. Neglect of these




responsibilities compromises the independence of the prefession and the public nterest whichi il
BOrvios,

F121 [131 Lawyers play a vital role in the preservation of societv. The fulfillment of this-
role requires an understanding by lawyers of their relationship to our legal system. The Rudes of
Professiona! Conduct, when properly applied, serve to define that relationship.

SCOPE

3% [14] The Rules of Professional Conduct are rules of reason. They should be

interprefed with reference to the purposes of legal representation and of the law itself. Some of
the Ruies are imperatives, cast in the terms “shall” or "shall not.” These define proper conduct
for purposes of professional discipline. Others, generally cast in the term “may," are permissive

to_exercise

and define areas vnder the Rules in which the lawyer has peafessional discretion
arofessional judement. No disciplinary action should be taken when the lawyer chooses not to
act or acts within the bounds of such discretion. Other Rules define fhe nature of relationships
between the lawyer and others. The Rules are thus pastly obligatory and distiplinary aud parily
constitutive and descriptive in that they definc a lawyer's professional role. Many. of the
Commients use the term "should."™ Comments du not add obligations to the Ruiles but provide:

guidance for practicing i compliance with the Rules.

f441 1151 The Rules presuppose a larger legal context shaping the lawyer's-role. That
context includes court rules and statutes relating to matters of Heensure, laws defining specific

obligations of lawyers and substantive and procedural law in geperal. The Comments are

sometimes used to aleri lawvers to their resnonsibilities under such other faw.

[167 Compliance with the Rules, as with all faw in an open society, depends primaniy
upon understanding and voluntary compliance, secondavily upon reinforcement by peer and

pubfic opinion and finally, when necessary, upon enforcement through disciplinary proceedings.
The Rules do not, however, exhaust the moral and ethical considerstions that should inform &

tawyer, for no worthwhile human activity can be completely defined by legal rules. The Rules
simply provide a framework for the ethical practice of law.

{151 {17] Furthermore, for purposss of determining the lawyer's authority and

responsibility, principles of substantive law exterpal to these Rules determine whether 2 client-
lawyer relationship exists. Most of the duties flowing trom the client-lewyer relationship affach
only after the client has requested the lawyer to render legal services and the lawyer has agreed
10 §o so. But there are some duties, such as that of confidentiality under Rule 1.6, that smay atfach
hall be catablished. See

T S | - e o e, 3 .. = - 4 e sttt oot o S
when the lawyer agrees o consider whether a client-lawyer relationship shell be @

Rule 1.18. Whether a client-lawyer relationship exists for any specific purpose can depend on the
cireumstances and may be a question of fact,

{+61[18] Under various legal provisions, including constitutional, siatutory and common
iaw, wie responsibilitics of government lawyers may include avthorlyy concerning legal matiors
that ordinarily reposes in the client in private client-lewyer relationships. For example, 2 lawyer
for a government agency may have authority on behalf of the government to decide upon

.
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§ 2.01{A1

: 904 APPUICA FioN OF m}m PR(WISIGNS TO GUARDIANSHIP
PROCETDINGS R

& 285 ' ¢£’AE{E¥£“T° AND ABIISE OF V{II,HER&E*E ADDETR 5T

§ w8 GUARDIANS AND CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION

A guardian has a duty to protect and preserve the gudrdianship estate.%-2
To assist guardians in fulfiliiog this duty, the legislature gives the courts

“fmll and ample power and anthority . . . to administer and settle . , . all
matters concerning the estates and assets of incapacitated persons.”"* The
guardian or limited guardian is said to have a duty to protect the interests
of the ward in every way in his or her power?

§ 201 DYTIES OF _%_T’!’{}“EE&

{151} Daﬁes of ﬁttsrney ?&r Gﬁardim

" The attomey for thé guardian o tmited gmn’ Fian “{}wes a duty to the
ward; a8 wellias to the guardian.’2 The attorney has a duty to monitor the
handling of the guarmanshxp, particularly when the guardian or limited
gtmrélan has limited. expetience of menta} capamty," and even perbaps 0

: (mfszm the cmﬁ: of unanthorized acts of the - guardian or limited guarﬁhan

apﬂmv}mte circumistances’® The atmmey may be subject to discipline

"-ﬁ"ar faitore to-file ac-mhntms ofva timely basis.® RPC 1.6(c} provides that

an attorney fmay yeYeal to the tribunal confidences or secrets which
disclose any ‘breach of fiduciary vesponsibility by a client who is a
guz‘nu;&n

0% re Guardianship of MoKean, 136 Wn, App. 906, 913 (2007} (imited guardian).

2 1t re Guardianship of McKean, 136 Wa. App. 906, 913 (2007) (limited guardian),
citing ROW 11.96A.020(1 (@)

T Burgert v. Caroline, 31 Wash, 62, 66, 71 P. 724 (1503}

2 F: re Fraser, 83 W 2d 884, 896, 523 P.2d 921 (1974). Consequently, the atfomey
should not withdraw as counsel for the guardian, even at the guerdian’s request, Bofl new
counsel has been retzined 83 Wn2d at 896. .

3 Jz re Rohoe, 157 Wash, 62, T6=T; 288 B. 269 (1930).

* Seelnre H:egele, 150 Wash. 335, 356-57, 272 . 978 (1928} (cowst notiag that, on
learning: that goardian hiad given away large sums of ward’s money without court

'3ppr$va1 attoméy for guq:dzan “Hied- 8 pentzon inforining the court of that fact”).

5 n ve Fraser, §3 Wnd 884, 897, 523 P.2d 921, (1974) (attorney was cesvred for
: ‘&?m 0 file m;ardmnsh;p acco;_mtmgg for mqr& ihan 2 vears).

{Rel, 590007 PubB2755}
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. RIGHTS AND DUTIES S 901

guardian® F*n iy, ihe eoutt notec} that the attorney-guardian had failed
to follow a p;.&m,cﬂvq order requiting that he consnlt with the guardian ad
htem ‘mefore taklng any further aclmn in the gﬁafdianshiﬂ.n :

{L 1 “ﬁtg Oz fffﬁ 12 Ward by éﬁ'a ﬁ#@rmj Foratée Guardian

' White the | ffema:a lste i Washzngtcn is that only an stomey’s client
may file a claim fog legal malpractice, the courts recognize that an
attorney may owe a monclient, including a ward in a guardiauship
proceeding, a duty sven in the absence of this privity.'? To detenmine
whether an atiorney owes a duty to 2 nonclient, the courts apply &
six-element fest as enunciated in Trask v Burler?® Under the six-part
Trask test, the courf must determine:®

1. The extens o which the transaction was intended o benefit the
pf mtiff;

The foreseeability of harm to the plaintiff;

2.

3. The degree Csf certa.nw that the n!amtlﬁ’ suffered injury;

4., The clmeness of the: connﬁ:snon bet:ween the defendant’s condoet
D and :lle mguy, ‘ ‘
! §5 The: pohcy @f prevennnv fumre harm' and

6 'f‘ha xtent th which the nrefssszcﬂ would be anduly burdened by

_ a Tﬂl&ixﬁ*— of liability. o
Applymg thcse elem ents; an- appeiiatﬁ ccmxt held that an attorney for a
iouardian owe.d a duty to- the ward to inform the guardian that the

washmzt(m guaxdiansb}p stamies reqguire the posting of a bond or creation -

of a Bl ecked acconnt.*® The court’s analysis on the six clements was. as

10 7y re Felice, 112 Wn.2d 520, 772 P.2d 505 (1989).

1 1y e Felles, 112 Wa24 520, 772 P.2d 505 (1949).

12 py re Goardiansip of Karan, 110 Wa App. 76, 81 (2002},

23 Tyack v. Butler 123 Whn 2d 835 (1994}, Jn re Guardiansiip of Karan, 110 Wa. App.
76, 81. (2002).

1 1 re Guardianship of Karan, 110 Wno App. 76, 82 (2002)..

15 In re Guardianship of Karan, 110 Wn. App: 76, 82 (2002).
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" with the ward. 17

E
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!

1.  As the primary reason to establish a guardianship is to protect the
ward’s property for his or her own use, the atiorney-client
relationship between the guardian and the attomey was f*stahh

lished to benefit the ward; S

2. Hamm o the ward if no bond was posted or blocked account
established was foresesable;

3. The ward having lost three-fourths of her estate, she corfainly
suffered iz;iury'

The afmmey ;gassed ihc sﬁ:atumrv safeguards g}fﬁtectmg & ward
from & gnaidian 8 sqaamieimg of the guardianship estate;

‘? . Policy - csﬁszémmﬁans favor: fmdmw a duty in the interests of

i .»nrcventmg ﬁzture harm; and : i
} .

6 ‘No bmlz:im is imposed en the: iegal profession by reguiring
R 'Iawye:s i info wcmd~be guardians that Washington statutes
BEORS 'mamiate either|a bond or hlocked account:

B0 | wsEorON GBS LAY

‘Fn“nn;c-IE

:f»:h

’I’he court refmmed frnm applvmc a “hnpht—hﬂﬁ mle ﬂvat an a“iﬁma‘f
who represents ouard*{an thereby automatically assumes a relationship

§ 962 RIGHIS AND DUTIES OF GUARDIAN OR LIMITED

¥TA 'I)'I\TA A RT- n‘m s ?ﬁﬂ*gﬂ?ﬁ

Bl m T L

“Consistent with the powers granted by the cowt™® g guardian or
iimited guardian of the person is charged with the duty “to care for and
maintain the incapacitated person in the sefting least restrictive o the
incapacitated person’s freedom and appropriate fo the incapacitated
person’s personal care needs, assert the incapacitated person’s rights®®

N 1 | H
! } . i

18 Iu re Guasdidnship of Karan, zf{; Wr. App. 76, 85-86 (2002),

37 In; ré Guardianship of Karan, 110 Wn. App. 76. 84 (2002).

35 The ‘Guoted !anauage appears to; refer to limited guardians of the person, whose
powers, which must be expressly set forth in the order of appointment, may not be as
broad as those of & guardaaﬁ of the person. e !

2 The duty to assert the 'vmm s rights may inclnde th& right to sue, if no puardian or
; h:mted guardzan of the estare gms been’ appomtcd._See RCW 11.92.060(1) (“When there
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WA SHINGTON GUARDIANSHIP LAW
awed from ﬁhe auﬂrdiamhm efate.®® Tﬁ rule applies, for example, to
f ool " retained by a guardian to assist the guardian in
“ma*n&nmg his ﬁn& acsoun: aud report as hled.”™sS

Rejectmg ani assema%. by minor wards’ father that the trial court abused
itz discretion in anthorizing payments of the goardian’s anorney’s fees
and costs, which, cornb_ned with the guarcﬁans tees totaled nearly 100%

i
of the. ouart}mnsmp dsat‘:ta, md conrt held that gnc"s fess were yeasonable,

£
A guarﬁiaﬁ miay be aifowed reimburscinent from the geardisaship
estaie for the guardian’s personal fundge expended in taxes (o save the
ward’s real property from forfeiture.3 Other advances and disbursements
made by the guardian to preserve the estate may be allowed as equitable
Hens against the goardianship property 50 preserved.®

In circumstances in which a guardian is deemsd Hable (o the ward's
estate for misfeasance, the court may aliow the guardian’s legitimate
expenditures on the ward’s behalf as a set-off against the gnardian’s
Liability, depending on the circnmstances.3*

§ 1664 DENFAL, ORE E“iﬂiﬁ’i"ﬂﬁ OF COMPENSATION

If the court; finds e guardmn or limited guardian has failed to
dlsehérge his or her duties in any respect, the court may deny compen-
sation dfﬂgether or may reduce theicompensation which would otherwise
he :L%Enwed 3 If the ctmrt hag demed the gh&l’diﬂﬂ compensation, the
gﬂarm&n is nm‘, bnﬂtled;e recove time loss™ charges for Jost salary athis

l Lo b : :
29 ?fmr v. Porter 107 n2d 43, 36157,
Wn2d 165, 179, 557 £2d ;«:}‘23 (1983

3 In re Rolne| 157 “J”t‘* £2. 71, I8R P, 269 (1§30}

B2 i re Gua;c;msmy of McKean, 136 Wa. App. 906, 917-18 (2007).

32 Buepert v. Caroline, 31 Wash. 62, 66, 71 P. 724 (1903).

33 m re King, 151 Wash. 120, 123, 275 P. 82 (1929).

34 1y re Kelley, 193 Wash, 109, 120, 74 P.2d 904 (1938). Bur see Freeman v. Freeman,
154 Wash, £70, 47273, 282 B 845 (1925 {no set-off was sllowed Gor ftherguardian’s
expenditures for wards’ board, student expenses, insurance premivms, realty improve-
ments, and regl estate taxes, where father-guardian tregted wards® Income as his own).

3 pow 11.82.180.

__'=-P.2c1' 459 (1986); M re Adamec, 10D
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or hei reguiar job, The couris h‘m: demeé or reduced the gudrdzan or
ﬁzma::.s guardian's L%Tﬂfszﬁﬁa&{}ﬁ écﬂ a wzu-rew of grounds.

i
t

fAJ Pare}it Serv%ﬂg as Guarﬁiéxi'bf Ward’s Person

Jt'has been'held that 2 mother who serves as guardian of the person of
hier minor deughter is not entitled o cumpensation, “as there is oo reason
why she shonk! bs compensated for doing what any mother does”¥ A
parent serving as coguardian of the estate of a wminor child was held
satitled only to 4 “nomingl fe2,” as the other cognardian, a bank, “does all
the work. "5

[#] Misfeasanca

The courts have denied compensation for puardians who misappropri-
ated guardianship property,®® converted guardianship property to their
own use,* canmnglei guardianship properiy with their own,®* were
mgfmdifﬂé to thelr irusi as guardian,®? speculated with guardianship

s,ets 3, made: unauthonzed gxfts of guardianship property,** made
needies:s pumhases with Buardzam;h:p assets,® made unauthorized, wnse-
cared loans of guardaanshm Ufcmerw 48 aﬂd otherwise mismanaged the
mardlans’mp iestate

I 5 f f

; I :
L35 7 Neldon, 17 W}chi 33 39«4»3 134 P24 935 (1943).

ety Tva:sszm &0 W&Z{i 733, 738, 775 P.2d 509 (1962}

28 1 o Trersson, 60 Wa2d 733, 739, 375 P.2d 509 (1962).

32 I re Anderson, 97 Wash. 688,691, 167 P. 71 {1917

49 P re Kelley, 193 Wash, 109, 120, 74 P.2d 404 (1938Y); & re Anderson, 97 Wash.
538, 691, ¥67 P. 71 (19170

5 Jn re Kelley, 193 Wash., 1
28, 297 P. Te4(1931).

42 5 ye Coslson, 162 Wash, 20, 28, 207 P. 764 (15310,

23 1 re Kelley, 197 Wash. 108, 120, 74 P24 904 (1938}

44 Iy re Youngiin, 48 Wn.2d 425, 431, 294 P.2d 423 (1956}

48 Jn re Deming, 192 Wash. 190, 226, 73 P.2d 764 (1937).

%€ fn re Haegsle, 150 Wash. 355 350, 973 P. 978 (1928).

7 Jnre Haeg&lt: 150 ?Wash 355 359 272P. 973 (1928)

09, 120, 74 P.24 904 (1938); fi re Carlson, 162 Wash. 20,

(Rel, 8972007 Pub.82755}
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Spokane, WA 89210
Phone: 509-838-1933
Fax. 5&9—45&6&8?

M Lorl Fetersen

7 Nia

Qipg‘m_,sﬂ‘e_" com/feam. him i " 5

';”il

Certified Professional Guardian

BA Business Administration

24 Marketing/Communications
Private Business Owner - 20 yvears
Real Estate Broker

Adult Family Home Provider - 5 years
Miental Heaith Certified

Dementia Cerlified

DDD Certified

LMT

de{"} ?"‘fﬁ’sﬁgua

AFH ProviderManager 12 years specializing in lefm
Dementia Certified

Mentai Healih Certified

AFH Cuality Care Ccnsuiiant 5 years

Commanications x: acialist - © years
Business owner - “iS vears

ry LOl %é%ﬁ, Q&‘e

Register Nurse - Geriatric Specialisi - 40 years
Administrator for Home Health agencies -12 years
Owner of 3 AFH's - 10 years

Clinical evaluations and assassmenis
AFH Quality Care Consultant - 13 years

L7

gl care.
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About Us

p.0. Box 2’54'5
5 e Spokane, WA 86210
}— i«-ﬂ"d"‘“ k"hﬁﬁe Jd‘:ﬁ-n&o»" i &g:}?
TN - Fax: 509-458-6
&i diaﬁship byt @@gﬂ‘"}u Fannre OO

e e

ial
Guardianship is an agency that p nrovides personal and financk
dian,

tee, of attmrzey-m—;aci
wide variaty of paople. We act as guardian, s .
m{ie g ks Iy m emhefeﬁ io provide advice OF

,.... B

i:fﬁf}ii e Care

sefvices o g
We also are engaged by banks, atforneys and fami

assistance with financial and care issues.

We specialize in assisting individuals with:

Physical handicaps

Menizl flinesses

Emotional disabilities

Conditions related to the aging process
Court-ordersd settlernent frust

1 13

3 T
Eor

3
=

£

b

F
st

Empire Cac & Cuardiaas‘iéﬁ strive, within the authorily given © us, to implement
fingncial arrangements in ways that mavzm:ze the use of public benefits and

nsurancs.

Our clients ahd their families sometimes need assigtance with planning for personai
supervision for the disabled person's m‘ture and well-being or to resoive confiicts
within the family.

L T L LTI I T e YA T AR T e e e e St g b bk et T i

PG Box 2148 [ Spokane, WA 99216 T} Phone: 509-838-1823 1 Fax: 509-458-6087

,f:f e
http:/fwww.empirecare. com/about - us.htm ‘ 8/12/2011




yur Miceinn

P.0. Box 2145
Spokane, WA 99210
Phone: 508-838-1933
%*ax aﬁ&-qaé-m’}a:

ol Lruenlesyi haiie

Empire Care & Guardianship is an organization comimitted to providing services to
people with disabilities, while holding our work to the highest professional
standards

Our organization encourages a lifestyie optimizing the weifare and dignity of each
client as an individual.

We strive to make the best personal, madizal, financial and budgeting decisions,
while including our colients and thelr families concems as much as possible.

Encouraging the individuals personal and financial preferences.

i

Af Empire Care & Guardianship, we feel it is important to care for the body, m
and ﬁzﬁﬂ as a whols,

We respect the validity of the clienis concemns.

™ £ iavmr o o oy Bt Y

D e e LR AT T L B M T elend Dan Wim

P.0. Box 2145 [) Spokane, WA 99216 | Phone: 505-338-1932 [ ! Fax: 509.458-6087

/)
A1)

htip:/iwww.esapirecare.com/mission.htm 8/12/2011
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101

102

103,

104

105

106

121

11-17-2008

11-17-2008

11-17-2008

11-18-2008

12-01-2008
-12-03-2008
12-01-2008
12-01-2008
12-01-2008
12-02-2068
12-02-2G08
12-02-2008

12-04-2008
12-04-2008
12-04~20G08
12-04~2008
12-04-2008

12-04-2008

12-04-2G08
12-11-2008

12-15-2008

12-15-2008
12-15-2008
gi-05-200%

01-13-200%
01-13-2009

01-23-2009
03-24-200%
(34-22-2000

84-22-2000
G4-22~-2008

SEALED FINANCIAL
DOCUMENTIS)
AFFIDAVIT/DULR/CERT
OF SERVICE

NOTICE OF HEARING

TRIAL DATE
ACTION

DECLARATION
DECLARATION
DECLARATION
DECLARATION
DECILARATION

DECILARATION

DECLARATION
DECLARATION

STATEMENT
PETITION
PETITION
DECLARATION
ORDER

ORDER APPROVING
REPORT

MOTION HEARING
TRIAL DATE
ACTION

GBIECTION /
OPPOSITION
AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING
RESPONSE

HEARING STRICKEN:IN
COURT NONAPPEAR
RECUSAL OF JUDGE
EX-PARTE ACTION WITH
ORDER

ORDER OF
PREASSIGRMENT
LETTERS OF
GUARDIANSHIP
PETITION

ADDENDUM

MOTE FOR MUTION

Document(s)
Afidavit/delrfcert OF
Service

Notice Of Hearing
Triai Date {zet By
58n01}

Annual Report @
9:00 Am
Dediaration Kroydan
K Chalem
Declaration Zady
Evans

Declaration Alex
King

Dedlaration Mark
Chaiem

Daclaration Jane

12-04-

2008M

CTormatore

{Declaration Joshua
Watler

Daclaration Dr
Abrahamson
Declaration Patricia
Burgen

Statement

Petition

Petition
peclaration

Order Re: Hearing
Cn Gdn Repoirt
Grder Approving
Heport

Motion Hearing
Trial Date (set By
Phone-gdnl1)
Annual Report-
continued @ 2:30
Pm

Ohijection /
COpposition
Affldavit OF Mailing
Response

Hearing Stricken:in
Court Nonappear
Recusal Of Judge
Ex-parte Action With
Order

Order OF
Preassignment
Letters Of
Gusardianship
Petition

Rpt

Note For Motion

01-05-
2009A

Ob-(7-

iy
. ;‘7 7 g
http//dw.courts. wa.gov/index.cfm7fa=home.casesummary&ert i...

4717/




SUPERIGR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON | PROBATE MINUTES | |
N ANDFOR THE COUNTY OF LINCOLN CUARDIANSHIP MINUTES W

No._ 7Y D0025 T

Judge: ;% / T,g? é“# 15‘!925‘71

Hate:

I+ RE:

é/ waﬁ?z aég gﬁ}’n Jﬁ-@f?

M S S g s

Pefitioner

This matter comes on for hedring on a petition for _
The petitioner &id] ¥ dxd not{ 1sppear in person and was represented by
The follawing persons appeared in opposition to the petition and were repmsented by cmmsel

Persons sworn and testifisd:

5//{/9‘ 5“’""&% o Jam'mzj
f’f fﬁmﬂf‘fm ZaihE Jgféﬂé;é 5/ ﬂ?!ﬁff y .

%zb 52“«“11‘?& pi

The following Orders were signed [ 1 will be signed upon presentmen [

Continued to
Reporter: »
Railiff Katherine Johnson [ }/ Vicki Morcom [-]  (Deputy) Clerk e —

4 5
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Rule 3.3 Candor toward the Tribunal

(&) A lawver shall not knowingly:

{1) make a false staternent of fact or Jaw to 4 tribunal or fai to correct a

false staiement of material fact or law previcusly made to the tribunal by

the lawver;

{3} offer evidence that the lawyer knows to be false. If a lawyer, the
fawyer’s clent, or a witness called by the lawyer, has offered material
evidence and the lawyer comes to know of ifs falgity, the lawver shall take
reasauable remedial measures, including, ifnecessary, disclosure to the

tritunal. A lawyer may refuse to offer evidence, other than the testimony

of a defendant in 2 criminal matter, that the lawver reasopably believes is

false,

(b} A lawyer who represents a client in an adjudicative proceeding and
who knows that a person intends to engage, is engaging or has engaged in
criminal or fraudulent conduct related to the procesding shail take
reasongble remedial messures, inchuding, i necessary, disclosare o the

tribunal.

{d) In an ex parte vroceeding, a lawyer shall mform the tnbupal of all
material facts known to the lawyer that will enable the tribunal to make an

informed decision, whether or not the facis are adverse,




