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I. ISSUES PERTAINING TO APPELLANT'S ASSIGNMENTS 
OF ERROR 

A. Is THE RULE !1\ PADILLA APPLIED RETROACTIVELY 

UNDER ESTABLISHED WASHINGTON LAw? 

(ASSIGNMEI':T OF ERROR No. I) 

8. Was MA>-;ZO'S GUILTY PLEA KNOWING AND 

VOLU>-;TARY WHEN TRIAL COUNSEL ACCURATELY 

INFORMED HER OF THE IMMIGRATION 

CONSEQUENCES OF HER PLEA AND COUNSEL'S 

UNCERTAIJ'.:TY CONCERNING HER ACTUAL RISK OF 

DEPORTATIO>\ ACCURATELY PREDICTED THE 

OUTCOME I>\ HER CASE" (ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 

No.2) 

C. WAS MANZO DEPRIVED OF HER SIXTH AMENDMENT 

RIGHT TO EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL IF HER 

ATTORNEY MINIMIZED HER DEPORTATIOI\ RISK WHE>\ 

SHE CAl\ 'NOT SHOW RESULTING PREJUDICE BECAUSE 

THE STATE'S CASE WAS STRONG. SHE RECEIVED A 

FAVORABLE PLEA DEAL AND IT IS INCONCEIVABLE 

THE STATE WOULD HAVE AGREED TO SETTLEMENT 

THAT DID NOT INCLUDE PLEADING TO A DRUG 

CHARGE. (PERSONAL RESTRAINT PETITION) 

II. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

A. FACTS IN CRIMINAL CASE 

On November 10,2003. Grant County law enforcement and the 

Interagency Narcotics Enforcement Team (INET) executed a search 

warrant for stolen property at the residence of Miguel Barajas Verduzco 

and his wife. 1 Maria Isabel Manzo. CP 15. Deputies found items wortb 

1 Manzo does not appear to be legally married to Barajas Verduzco but does refer to 
herself as his wife. The State will use that designation when referring to her. 
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over $1.500 stolen in a Royal City burglary three days earlier. !d. Deputies 

also found two firearms: a .22 pistol in the couple's bedroom closet and a 

shotgun under one of the couches in the living room. !d. Manzo and 

Barajas Verduzco told the deputies they were living illegally in the United 

States and had no permit to possess the firearms. CP 15-16. 

Deputies applied for and were granted a warrant to search for 

drugs and drug paraphernalia after finding two baby formula cans with 

marijuana residue inside and marijuana in plain view in the kitchen on a 

microwave oven. !d. 

Under a different couch in the living room, deputies found a bag 

containing several gallon-sized plastic bags in which were smaller pre­

packaged baggies of marijuana, plastic bags holding smaller plastic 

baggies of cocaine, a scale. and two more formula cans full of marijuana. 

CP 16. The deputies did not find any drug paraphernalia. CP 16. 

Deputies found over $8,000 in United States currency in Manzo's 

purse. !d. Manzo had been unemployed for about four months, Barajas 

Verduzco for one month. !d. 

Manzo agreed to talk with the deputies after having been advised 

of her Miranda2 rights. CP 15. Manzo told Deputy R.K. Rectenwald 

' Miranda v. Ari= .. 384 U.S 436. 86 S. Ct. 1602. 16 L.Ed.2d 694 (1966). 
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neither she nor Barajas Verduzco used drugs. I d. Manzo nodded 

affirmatively when Rectenwald proposed that although they were not 

using drugs themselves, she and her husband were selling to addicts who 

were stealing property to trade for drugs. I d. 

B. PROCEDURAL FACTS: PLEA CHANGE AND SENTENCING 

The State charged Manzo and her husband with possession of 

marijuana with intent to deliver, possession of cocaine with intent to 

deliver, possessing stolen property in the first degree, and alien in 

possession of a firearm. CP 1-2. The couple had an infant and a one-year 

old. CP 16. As part of a global settlement of both cases. Manzo was 

allowed to plead to a single amended count of conspiracy to deliver 

cocaine with confinement limited to credit for the sixty days she served 

before pleading guilty. CP 18, 23. 

Manzo signed her Statement of Defendant on Plea of Guilty, 

attesting that she and her attorney, assisted by an interpreter, had fully 

discussed all of its provisions and that she understood them all. CP 13-14. 

Paragraph 6(i) of the plea statement recites: "If! am not a citizen of the 

United states, [sic] a plea of guilty to an offense punishable as a crime 

under state law is grounds for deportation, exclusion from admission to the 

United States. or denial of naturalization pursuant to the laws of the 

United States.'· CP 9. Before taking her plea, the judge confirmed Manzo 
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had gone over her plea statement with her attorney and fully understood its 

provisions. CP 47-49. Speaking in favor of the plea agreement, Manzo's 

attorney said: 

Your Honor. we're in full agreement with the State. Justice 
is what we're looking for. My client has-- actually I know 
my client has an immigration hold and she '!I be deported 
She'll be joined by her infants in Mexico once she gets to 
Mexico. The deportation in itself is punishment. She won't 
be able to come back to this country and she won't be able 
to acquire legal status in this country as the law stands 
right now. 

CP 50 (emphasis added). Afterwards, Manzo· s only statement on her own 

behalf was: ·'I just want to be reunited with my children:· !d. She had 

nothing else to say. Jd 

C. UNDERLYING FACTS CONCERNING ADVICE ABOUT 

IMMIGRA TIO"i CONSEQUENCES 

Manzo's conviction bars her from obtaining la\\ful immigration 

status in the United States. CP 38. She will not be able to obtain legal 

status through any of her six children born in the United States3 ld The 

conviction renders her ineligible for procedural relief through deferred 

action. Id 

Manzo· s trial counsel remembers little about the case but does 

remember he knew she had an immigration hold stemming from her 

' Four of these children were apparently born after Manzo's guilty plea. 
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charges. CP 35. He advised her to enter an Alford' plea because he 

understood it might help her immigration case if she could avoid "making 

any particular statements about the crime which could be used against her 

later:· CP 36. Trial counsel subsequently recalled he was not positive 

Manzo would be sent for deportation. only that he thought deportation 

"likely:· CP 54. He cannot remember why he felt certain his client would 

be deported. CP 54-55. 

D. FACTS CONCERNING CRR 7.8(B) MOTION (PERSONAL 

RESTRAINT PETITION) 

In November 2011. Manzo. through attorney Brent A. De Young, 

started filing paperwork concerning her CrR 7 .8(b) motion to withdraw 

her guilty plea and vacate her judgment and sentence. In her Amended 

Memorandum of Authorities filed January 18.2013 (Amended 

Memorandum), Manzo asserts her trial attorney advised her to enter an 

Alford plea because he •·assumed that if she didn't admit to specific facts, 

that she could avoid immigration consequences:· Amended Memorandum 

at I. Trial counsel made no such statement and has not represented 

anywhere in the record he ever believed his client could avoid 

immigration consequences. CP 35-36: 54-55. He believed it likely she 

would be deported. I d. 

' /I".C v. Alford. 400 U.S. 25. 91 S. Ct. 160. 27 L.Ed.2d 162 ( 1970). 
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The Superior Court held a special evidentiary hearing January 9, 

2015 for the express purpose of determining whether Manzo's attorney 

had made any affirmative misrepresentations concerning immigration 

consequences. January 9. 2015 Order Transferring Motion to Vacate 

Conviction at~ I. Based on the declarations of Manzo and her trial 

attorney, the court found Manzo's attorney "did not provide any 

affirmative misadvice to the defendant regarding the immigration 

consequences of her plea.'" I d. at~ II. The court then transferred the 

motion to this Court as a personal restraint petition. I d. at~ Ill. 

About nine months later, on September 28.2015, Manzo sent a 

request to the Grant County Prosecuting Attorney's Office asking for 

certification as a cooperating crime victim so she could obtain "U 

Nonimmigrant Status Certification'" (U-Visa). Appendix A, Ex. I. Among 

her submitted documents was a Grant County Sheriffs Office report 

concerning a 2008 incident in which Manzo and her husband reported an 

unknown person had fired shots at and through their house. ld. at 5-6. 

Manzo's street address was redacted, but the city-Beverly, 

Washington-is the same city in which she and her husband lived when 

she changed her plea almost five years earlier. I d.; CP I. 

Ill 

Ill 
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III. ARGUMENT 

A. MAJ\ZO'S COLLATERAL ATTACK IS TIMELY BECAUSE SHE 

WAS NOT ADVISED OF HER APPEAL RIGHTS AND THE RULE IN 

PADILLA IS APPLIED RETROACT!VEL Y ll\ WASHINGTON. 

The State agrees Manzo • s collateral attack is timely. The 

Washington State Constitution guarantees the right to appeal to all 

criminal defendants and courts must balance strict application of filing 

deadlines against this constitutional right. State v. Chetl}·. 167 Wn. App. 

432,438-39,272 P.3d 918 (2012) (citing State v. Kells. 134 Wn.2d 309, 

314.949 P.2d 818 (1998)). Immediately following entry of a guilty plea 

and sentencing, the trial court must advise a criminal defendant of the 

limited right to direct appeal and of the collateral attack time limits under 

RCW 10.73.090 and .100. CrR 7.2(b)(6). A sentencing court's failure to 

advise of these rights and time limits can be an extraordinary circumstance 

justifYing extension of filing deadlines under RAP 18.8(b) and RCW 

10.73.090. State v. Lewis, 42 Wn. App. 789,794,715 P.2d 137 (1986): In 

the Matter of the Personal Restrain! of Vega, 118 Wn.2d 449.454, 823 

P.2d Ill! (1992). A criminal appeal. regardless of when filed. is deemed 

timely unless the State can show a defendant. understanding her right to 

appeal, voluntarily, knowingly, and intelligently waived or abandoned that 

right. State v. Sweet. 90 Wn.2d 282,287. 581 P.2d 579 (1978) (waiver): 

Kells. 134 Wn.2d at 313 (abandonment). Manzo was not advised of her 
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direct and collateral appeal rights and cannot be deemed to have 

knowingly and voluntarily waived them. Her appeal and collateral attack 

are timely. 

Padilla v. Kentucky held failure to advise of immigration 

consequences stemming from a guilty plea renders counsel's performance 

deficient. 559 U.S. 356, 374, 130 S. Ct. 1473, 1486, 176 L. Ed. 2d 284 

(2010). The Washington Supreme Court held Padilla did not announce a 

new rule under Washington Jaw and applies retroactively to matters on 

collateral review. In re Pers. Restraint ofYung-Cheng Tsai, 183 Wn.2d 

91, 103,351 P.3d 138 (2015). Padilla applies in this case. 

B. MANzo·s GUILTY PLEA WAS KNOWING AND VOLUNTARY 

BECAUSE TRIAL COUNSEL ACCURATELY INFORMED HER OF 

THE IMMIGRATION CONSEQUENCES Of HER PLEA AND 

COUNSEL'S UNCERTAINTY CONCER.NING HER ACTI_;AL RISK Of 

DEPORTATION ACCURATELY PREDICTED THE OUTCOME TN 

HER CASE. 

Manzo asserts her attorney told her he was lying to the court about 

the certainty of her deportation in order to make sure the judge followed 

the plea agreement and privately minimized the effect of her conviction. 

CP 42. Manzo stood at her lawyer's side as he told the court: 

My client has -- actually I know my client has an 
immigration hold and she'll be deported. She'll be joined 
by her infants in Mexico once she gets to Mexico. The 
deportation in itself is punishment. She won ·r be able to 
come back to this country and she won't be able to acquire 
legal status in this country as the law stands right now. 
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CP 50 (emphasis added). There is no question Manzo's lawyer accurately 

stated the immigration consequences of a guilty plea to a drug charge. 

Violation of any law relating to controlled substances renders noncitizens 

inadmissible INA §212(a)(2)(A)(i)(II)5 Manzo did not deny she had an 

immigration hold at time of sentencing. She said only: "I just want to be 

reunited with my children.'' CP 50. 

First, there is nothing in the record to support Manzo's assertion 

her lawyer erroneously assumed "if she didn't admit to specific facts, that 

she could avoid immigration consequences." Amended Memorandum at 2. 

Manzo's lawyer declares he advised her to enter an A/ford' plea because 

he understood it might help her immigration case if she could avoid 

'"making any particular statements about the crime which could be used 

against her later." CP 36. He recalls he was not positive Manzo would be 

sent for deportation, only that he thought her deportation "likely." CP 54. 

He cannot remember now why he felt certain his client would be deported. 

CP 54-55. He does not deny that he believed, and told his client he 

believed, she would be deported. 

5 INA §212(a)(2)(A)(i)(II) provides: "(i) In generaL-Except as provided in clause (ii), 
any alien convicted of, or who admits having comrnittecL or who admits committing 
acts which constitute the essential elements of- ... (II) a violation of (or a conspiracy 
or attempt to violate) any law or regulation of a State, the United States. or a foreign 
country relating to a controlled substance (as defined in section 102 of the Controlled 
Substances Act (21 lJ.S.C. 802)), is inadmissible.'' 

6 NC , .. Alford. 400 U.S. 25, 91 S. Ct. 160. 27 L.Ed.2d 162 (1970). 
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Second, nothing in the record corroborates Manzo's jaw-dropping 

allegation that her lawyer, an officer ofthe court lied at sentencing to 

ensure a favorable sentence. "This bald. self-serving statement without 

corroboration is insufficient to show deficient performance." State v. 

Game= Cervantes, 169 Wn. App. 428.434.282 P.3d 98 (2012) (citing In 

re Pers. Restraint of Rice. 118 Wn.2d 876, 886. 828 P.2d I 086 (1992) 

(bald assertions and conclusory allegations are insufficient to justify 

reference hearing)). Like Gomez Cervantes. Manzo's ·•case is 

distinguishable from [cases] where corroborative evidence established 

ineffective assistance.·· !d. 

Manzo's lav.'Yer was entirely correct when he told her he was not 

certain she would be deported. Manzo was still living in Beverly, 

Washington in October 2008, almost five years after her guilty plea. Ex. I 

at 5. Manzo had a toddler and an infant when she was arrested in 

November 2003. CP 15-16. By July 2012, she had six children born in the 

United States, apparently having had four more children in the ensuing 

eight years. CP 38. These facts indicate Manzo has not yet been deported. 

They do not indicate the United States will never deport her, 

Manzo's continued and uninterrupted United States residence 

renders ridiculous her claim that counsel was ineffective. Her attorney 

accurately stated the legal effect of her conviction on her immigration 
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status. He also accurately told her he could not be certain she would be 

deported. Her conviction renders her deportable and ineligible for 

readmission, as counsel stated. She has not yet been deported. 

The court did not err when it found Manzo's attorney did not 

affirmatively misadvise her of the immigration consequences of her plea. 

Counsel's performance was not deficient. 

C. MANZO WAS NOT DEPRIVED OF HER SIXTH AMENDMENT 

RIGHT TO EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL REGARDLESS 

OF WHETHER HER ATIORNEY MINIMIZED HER DEPORTATIOK 

RISK BECAUSE SHE CANNOT SHOW RESULTING PREJUDICE 

WHEN THE STATE'S CASE WAS STRONG, SHE RECEIVED A 

FAVORABLE PLEA DEAL. AND IT IS JNCONCEIV ABLE THE 

STATE WOULD HAVE AGREED TO SETILEMENT THAT DID NOT 

INCLUDE PLEADING TO A DRUG CHARGE. 

Counsel's performance was deficient if he mislead Manzo 

concerning the immigration consequences of her conviction. Padilla v. 

Kentucky, 559 U.S. 356, 364, 130 S. Ct. 1473, 176 L.Ed.2d 284 (2010). 

Padilla, however, did not hold that counsel's deficient performance is a 

per se violation of the Sixth Amendment right to effective assistance of 

counsel. Reviewing courts must assess the question under a two-pronged 

analysis. Padilla, 559 U.S. at 366. The first prong is "whether counsel's 

representation 'fell below an objective standard of reasonableness.,. Id. 

(quoting Strickland, .. Washington. 466 U.S. 668,688. 104 S. Ct. 2052, 80 

L.Ed.2d 674 (1984)). If counsel affirmatively misled Manzo by 
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minimizing the stated effect of her guilty plea-advice falling below an 

objective standard of reasonableness-whether Manzo is "entitled to relief 

on [her] claim will depend on whether [she] can satisfy Strickland's 

second prong, prejudice, , . . "!d. Manzo cannot show prejudice. Prejudice 

is defmed as "a reasonable probability that, but for counsel's 

unprofessional errors, the result of the proceeding would have been 

different." Strickland. 466 U.S. at 694. "A reasonable probability is a 

probability sufficient to undermine confidence in the outcome." Id. "A 

bare allegation that a petitioner would not have pleaded guilty if he had 

known all of the consequences of the plea is not sufficient to establish 

prejudice under the Strickland test.·· In re Pers. Restraint of Riley, 122 

Wn.2d 772, 782. 863 P.2d 554 (1993). 

The burden is on Manzo, who '·must convince the court that a 

decision to reject the plea bargain would have been rational under the 

circumstances." Padilla, 559 U.S. at 374. Manzo has produced no 

objective evidence to support her contention she would have rejected the 

State's offer and taken her chances at trial. 

Appellate courts may consider the probable trial outcome when 

determining whether a defendant who pleaded guilty would have insisted 

on proceeding to trial with competent immigration advice. Cf. Hill v. 

Lockhart, 474 U.S. 52,59-60. 106 S. Ct. 366, 88 L.Ed.2d 203 (1985) 
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(probable trial outcome relevant in assessing prejudice from counsel's 

deficient performance). Here, the State's case was strong. Manzo admitted 

she and her husband were trading drugs for stolen property. Deputies 

found property stolen in a recent burglary inside her house. Manzo had 

been unemployed for four months and her husband for a month, yet she 

had $8,000 cash in her purse. Deputies found multiple bags of marijuana 

and cocaine pre-packaged for sale under a couch in her living room. They 

found guns. 

In this case, deportation was inevitable for both Manzo and her 

husband. The State had charged both husband and wife with possession of 

marijuana with intent to deliver. possession of cocaine with intent to 

deliver. possessing stolen property in the first degree. and alien in 

possession of a firearm. CP 1-2. A competently prosecuted trial could 

have had but one outcome: guilty verdicts on all charges. Absent 

catastrophic trial error or jury nullification, conviction was inescapable. 

'"A defendant has no entitlement to the luck of a lawless decisionmaker.'" 

Strickland, 466 U.S. at 695. Reviewing courts assessing prejudice should 

exclude consideration of '"the possibility of arbitrariness. whimsy, caprice, 

·nullification.' and the like'' I d. Such possibilities ··are irrelevant to the 

prejudice inquiry ... Jd. Unfortunately. '"the luck of the lawless 

decisionmaker'' would have been all Manzo had going for her. Instead, she 
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was allowed to plead to conspiracy to possess cocaine and sentenced to the 

60 days she had already served. With Manzo· s husband facing certain 

deportation, it is inconceivable the State would have agreed to allow 

Manzo to plead to a non-deportable offense. Her only wish was to be 

reunited with her children. CP 50. She got her wish. Instead of spending 

years in prison. she left the courthouse. reunited with her children, and 

returned to her home in Beverly to await her husband's release from 

prison and their eventual deportation. 7 

It is improbable immigration consequences played any material 

part in Manzo's plea decision. Manzo fails to show prejudice resulting 

from her lawyer's alleged performance failures because she cannot. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

Although Padilla applies retroactively to Manzo's circumstances 

and her collateral attack is timely, she is not entitled to withdraw her plea 

and vacate her conviction. The trial court did not err when it found counsel 

accurately advised her of the immigration consequences of her plea. 

Ill 

Ill 

• See companion case. Stater. Barajas Verdu;;co. Court of Appeals No. 33431-7-lll. 
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Regardless of whether counsel unduly minimized Manzo's 

deportation risk, she suffered no prejudice from what may have been 

deficient performance. Her personal restraint petition should be denied and 

her appeal dismissed. 

/ 
DATED this i ,7!:·. day of September, 2016. 

Respectfully submitted, 

GARTHDANO 
Grant Coun,ty Prosecuting Attorney 

ws 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
WSBA No. 20805 
Attorneys for Respondent 
kwmathews@grantcountywa.gov 
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NO. 33432-8-III 

BRIEF OF RESPONDENT 

APPENDIX A 



IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
DIVISION III 

STATE OF WASHINGTON. 

Respondent. 
v. 

MARIA I. MANZO, I 
Petitioner/ Appellant. I 

COA No. 33432-5-III 
No. 03-1-00956-6 

DECLARATION OF 
SARAH K. BOGER 

I. Sarah K. Boger declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of 

Washington the following statements are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and 

belief: 

I. I am a legal assistant employed by the Grant County Prosecuting Attorney• s 

Office. 

2. Part of my job responsibilities include processing requests for certification of 

the qualification of nonresidents for U Nonimmigrant Status Certification (·'U-Visa•· 

certification). 

3. On September 28. 2015. our office received Maria I. Manzo's application for 

U-Visa certification. 

4. True and correct copies of the cover letter, the partially-completed Form I-918 

Supplement B. and the law enforcement report relevant to this appeal are attached to this 

declaration as Exhibit I. 

DECLARATION OF 
SARAH K. BOGER- PAGE I of2 

GRA'Io COl,.,oY PROSEClOING A TTOR'iEY 
P.O. Box 3i 

Ephrata. Washmg:ton 98823 
PH: (509) 754-2011 • Fax (509\754-6574 



5. The information in Form 1-918 was provided by Ms. Manzo. Our office did not 

provide any of the information typed into that form. 

Signed this !d-!A day of September. 2016 at Ephrata, Washington. 

DECLARATION OF 
SARAH K. BOGER- PAGE 2 of 2 

SARAH K. BOGER, 
Legal Assistant 
Grant County Prosecuting 
Attorney's Office 

GRA'-'T COl"''T\ PROSECl'TI"'G A TIOR"'EY 
P.O. Box 37 

Ephrata Washington 98823 
PH: (509) 754-2011 • Fax (5091754-6574 



Satutday, Septanbor 26, 2015 

Low Cost Immigration Assistance, Inc. 

231 Windy Ridge Lane . 
Newberg, WashingtoD 98936 
509723 4825 
wavne@waynerudder.com 

Dear Grant county Prosecutors: 

I To' Grant County Prosecutor 

Please see the attached I 918 Supplement B for Maria Manzo. We ask 
that an expedite be accomplished because we must have it filed with 

. the BIA prior to October 7, 2015. 

Thank you ~or your help. 
' I 

Thank you 
Wayne R. . udder 
Chief Leg I Advisor 
LCIA, Inc. LLP ~l€ ~'~'u'~ rE~ 

GRANTCOUNIY 
PROSECUTING f>.TTORNEY 

Appendix A · Exhibit I 
Page I of6 
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START HERE· Please type or print m black ink. 

!Part .1. Vittim Information 

Family Name ;:G~Iv:.:e!:.n.:;N:.:am=•------, Middle Name 

(~an<o \!Maria I LII ____ -! 

Other Names Used (Include maid•• ~~~JtMIIlicknamc) 

I 
I>a1e of Birth (mmfddlyyyy) Gende:r 

09/17/1962 0Male ~female 

Part 2; Agency Information 
Name of Certifying Agency 

!Grant county Prosecutor \ 

N,.:.:•:..me~o::.f..:Gm~;.ify::..';::.•.::&..:Offi~•::.ci;.a_l ___ __, Title and Divisoon/Office of Certifying Offici• I 

NameofBoadofCuncymgAg~ 

jGrant County Prosecutor, Washinqtor. J. 

1\gency Type 

0Federal 
C..eS!01u> 

0 StAte [8) Looal 

0 O!Pl:aint 0 Complet&d [8J Otiur:r· l. riCO'!ft?l et.e 

Certifying Agency Ca<egory 

0 Judsc 0 law bforeomoN ~ Prn,.cutoc 0 Otl>or' 

C.. ;=:•:.:N..:;um=ber:;:::. _________ .., FBI No. or SID No. (ij"oppUcuhle) 

108G6:2666 I 
)J>art 3. Criminal Acts 

OMB No lfiiS.Oifl4: E.xp§mOI/31(.2016 

Form 1-918 Supplement B, 
Status Certification 

For liSCIS US< Only 

Rotu.rrt~d Jl.tce\pt 

Date 

Date 

ResubmlHed 

Oate 

Date 

Reloc Sent 

Dntc 

Date 

Reloc Rec'd 

I D3te 

Dare 

Rtmarlcs 

l. The applicout is a victim or criminal activity' involving or similar to violation~ of one or the foUQwing Ftderal. State or local 

criminal offenses. (Ch<ek all that applyJ 

D Abduction 0 female Genttol Mutilation 

0 Abu'ivE Scli.U&l Coch.C1 0 Ho"'U< 

0 Blackmail 0 lr\CeSI 

0 Domcttic Violcrce 0 1nvoNnUU)' Scr'thude 

0 Bxto.niOll. 0 Kid11D1)1>ing 

0 False hflpri10nmeTH 0 Mtualatlghtcr 

D felOOIO'A -"l:lllll Cl Mw-dcr 

0 AttemJX to COI"IlTJlJt •Jcy gf 0 COQ!piracy \o cornuu: ~ 
1benamed~· of the no.mtd <:rimes 

[8) Obstruction of Ju~hce 

0 PC0118l:.t: 

0 Peryury 

0 Pro:~tilu,lol\ 

~ 

' ' 
Rope 

u St:x.ual A:s.:s11ul~ 

0 S\lXUGil:hqlloilu.\iur. 

0 Solicit.tioo ro commit ;my 
oftb.c 1\:Bil'lcd cnrncs 

0 Slolvc Trade 

[j Tonure 

0 Tr.af'ftckml:! 

0 Unlawful Criminal Rettraic.t 

~ WitM~t: T.arnperins 

0 Rcla!<d Cnm<(s) 
{8) 0\Qcp (/j rn•~ .., .. .,~ ,. • ...,-d~ll, 

alt11cJ: s~e.tmllt .Mtfl ofpa~r.) 

IJ<CW 9 . .41.250 
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!Part 3. Crilllinal Acts ( C()nrinued) 

;z.. Pr<n~ide !he date(s) on which the C.(ilDinal act\viry occurroc. 
Date (mmlddlyyyy) Date (mmlddl;::,;:vi Date (mmldd~•VJ:V) Date (mm/dd~yy) 

109/06/2013 

3. Li5t the statlltOey citation(s) fot tlle criminal activity being inveshgotod or JX'05ccutcd, or thot wos investigated or prosecuted. 

See Above 

4. Did the criminal activity occur in the United Statc.c;, including Indian country o.nd miiitory lD5tnllotiQM, i2J y~ 
or the territocies or po$Sessions of lhe United Stares? 

a. Did the cnaoinal activity violate • Federal extraterritorial jurisdiction stacute' O Yes 

b. lf"Yes,'' provide the statutoey citation providing tlle authority for =:xn·aterritorta: jurisdiction. 

ll8 USC SEC, 930 

c. Where d.i.d the cr.i.minalaclivity occur? 

1G.rant count.y 

0No 

5. Briefly de$crlbe the criminal activity being investigfttt:d !\odJOr prose::-ured anrlthe involvement of the iod1vidual named ir. Part 1. 
Attach co ies of all f'Clevant reports ax~d findings. 
The discharqa of weapon~ at ~ domicile 

6. Provide a description of any known or documented injury to the victim. An.ach copies of all re\evnnt report$ and fmdin~ 

thE victim, Mar}a M•nzc suffered a misc~rriage because of the ev~n~s. this lS probably 

associated with t~~ !act tna: the v1:~1m p~ovided assis~nce in a US Pos~ Office bcmb~n9 

incident. 

JP~~rt 4. :Helpfuln""" v( the Vi<tbn 

The victim (or parent, guaxdian or next frier:i. if the victim is under the age of 16, 1neompe1er.t or Incapacitated.): 

1. 'Pottesset infonnation concerning the criminal activity listed in Part:\. 

2. Has been. is being or is lik<ly to be helpful in the mvestigahon and/or prosecu\too of the 
criminal activity detailed above. (Attach an explanaliol! briefly dttai/ing /he CL<.<i,la.ne< the 
vtcJim has provid•d) 

3. Has not 'becnrcqllested to provide furlbcr assist"Bnce. m tllt: 1nvest1gation a.ndlor prose~uhon. 
(E.xamplt: prosecutio11 ;., barr~d by tha starura 11f/i.mitation.) (Attach ur. ~xplnnation.) 

4. Has un.reuonab!y refused to provide a~sisr~.m:e in tt. \.:Om ina~ investigation and/or prosoc1.1tioo 
of 'the cnme detailed above. (Artach IV!t!Xplanalion) 

~'tes 

!8J Yes 

0No 

0No 

~•om1 1·9.lS Supplcn\Cnt a (fliiiSIIJ) Y ?oac: l 
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5. Olher. please specjfy 

The Vl.Ctirn ha& been h•lpful and (l.;t.~ been ova.i!.abla fo= further IU:Iistance 

I PartS. Family Members lmpiK:ated in Crimiul Activity 

1. Are any of the vktjm's family members believed ro have botn invo~ved ir. the criminal activity of 
which be or she is a victim? · 0 Ye.s 181 No 

l. If "Y ,,, .. bat rclative(s) and crimina] iovolvcmeru. (Anach exzra report.t orl!.~ll'll.fhaal(.r) ofpo.per if "coa.T,tary.) 

FuUName Relationlbip ln<volvemenr 

1 OlD tbe h•od oftl?.e agency listed in Port 2 or l•m the porson in tn• agency wbo h•• been •P•cllicaUy designated by the bond of the 
agency to issue U noni.m:roigrant statu.s certiticatiou on behalf of the agency. Based upon investigation ofth~ facts, I certify, under 
p<o:~alty of J'Ciiury, that tho individual noted in Part I ;, or hos been • victim of one or more of the crimes listed in Port 3. I certify 
thet the ab(J'V( i.oformatio(l is true end correct to lhc be!St of my knowledge . .ftnd that I have made. llf'ld w1l1 make no promi~c.s tt.,tardlng 
the above victim'& ability to obtain a visa from the U.S. CitizenShip and lmn\igration Services. based upon this certification. 1 further 
certify that If the victim unreasonably refuses to ass.is1 ln the in'\lestigation or prosecutior: of the qualifying criminal activity of which 
he/she rs • victim,: will notify USClS. 

Slgn::tture of Certifying OfficialldeJJtified in Part 2. 
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09/06/2013 
11 :S1 

Grant County Sheriff 
LAW lncident Table: 

lncident ;11-.!f Wtl~$'lg..&6:1; · 
Nat:u,re• W~ ~- · .Cirse. Num~er: 

367 
Page: 1 

Add:+= ],83 !>4 <tTH. AVE SW 
Ci);y: .SCHlfA:NA Zip: 99321 

Area: LGCS 
Contact; 

B.eport-i-ng Party& 
LS't: MllflZ.O 
OOB: 0!1/17/19112 
Rae: H sx: F Tel: 

Fst: ~id: IS~BEL Adr ... __ 

Cty: BEVERLY . 51: WA Zip: 99321 

Offense Coc:le~: 

Ci:rcum9tances: 
Rspnclg.Ol'fi.cers: 

WOt'F 
LT20 
La11.ene Beau 

Rep~rted: 

Rspnsbl Officer: Laaens Beau Agency: GCSO 
Rec:eive.d By·: Lamens Br.au Last Radt,og: 

How Re"te i -ved: 
ltbe.n R9p!Jrt-ed: 

T Clearance: NR 
18:22:~5 10/13/2008 Dispoa~tion: CLO 

Occurrd ·betvaen: 
and.: 

18.:22:·35 l0/13/2008. JUdicial Sts' 
18:22:35 l0/13/20'08 Hbc Entry: 

MO: 
~ar.ratl.ve: 

supplemant: tsee i>eJ.ow) 

- - - - - = 

INVOLVEMENTS.: 
.Description :r ype 1\r~co-rd· ll 

NM 1BHZ5 
5V 08GSE3207 

Date 
10/1'3/2008 
10/14/2008 

MANZO, MARIA ISABEL 
2-.22 cas'inqs. 

LAW Incident Offenses Oe~ail: 
Offense Code• 

Seq code 
1 WO~F weapons O!fense 

LAW Incident Circum5tances: 

Amount 
0.00 

C.ontributinq Circumotance~ 
Seq C.O!le Comments · 

1 Lt-20 Reeidence/llome 

LAW Incident R~aponders Detail 
Responding Officers 

Saq Name Unit 
1 ~.&lnens .B.t~au 1=2 

Low Suppleraental·r;arrative: 
S~pplemental Narratives 

se·q 
1 

CLO 
Tue 

Niune Date 
:r.amens Beau o·s, 30:43 l0/14/Zoo.e 

Oct l~ 05:30:49 PDT 2008 

Advised of a wgapons offense. 

Na:rative 

Observed: WOP'F 

CAD Call ID: 

No Report Needed 
t>isp Date: 1.0/H/20'08 

Relationship 
*Complainant 
•Evidence Incident 

000017 
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conta-ot~ :~tar.ia Man~o who. stated that <>n 10-12-0S a·t l9·0o hr~ :>omeone had sbot 
u'P h.er hl)me. Mada sa..id tbat her hus.band originally thc>ught tha·t the •oWids 
tha't they \fi;lre h'~.\'il'\q w•r·e . .;1ectr.ic-al. 

·Tb.;ot m~rning· tl'0-13-0'8', 0~00 hre) Mada di.sc,;vered .'oh•ot he~ bmne l'\ad been ~hot 
:5erV'a.l t1l.me.s fr:am th-e e.xt.edor with· "O'm" of the rounds completely pa,ssing 
.t:h'i:'Qugh a'Bd .<ilut ·the ~r.ear of the horne. Mari.a said she had to. leave for. Spo·'oane 
aJl.d' Va.i't&q U'l\;ti1 1~00 hrs to report the inciden't. 

While on scene l obta.ined two .. 22 cal suP.ER X brass cesings and to<>k several 
photos. Both items ware placed into evidence. 

Maria end her hu~band don't remember he.a!'ing any vehi:>le in the <~rea or any 
persons on fQot. 

No su.sl)1>et in!Orniation at thi• "t:ime. 

:No f;u:t.be.r ·ac::~·1on. 

000018 
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COURT OF APPEALS, DIVISION III 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

STATE OF WASHINGTON, ) 
) 

Respondent. ) 
) 

V. ) 

) 

No. 33432-5-III 

MARIA I. MANZO, ) DECLARATION OF SERVICE 
) 

Appellant- ) 
Petitioner. ) 

Under penalty of petjury of the laws of the State of Washington, the 

undersigned declares: 

That on this day I served a copy of the Brief of Respondent in this 

matter by e-mail on counsel for Appellant-Petitioner, receipt confirmed, 

pursuant to the parties' agreement: 

Brent DeYoung 
deyounglaw I @gmail.com 

That on this day I deposited in the mails of the United States of 

America a properly stamped and addressed envelope directed to Appellant­

Petitioner containing a copy of the Brief of Respondent in the above-entitled 

matter. 

Maria I. Manzo 
17452 SW Seattle St 
PO Box 462 
Beverly W A 99321 

/ 
Dated: September 16,2016. , / 

~- /;;::/ r:C</<~h<'<-·<·~· 
~a(eBurns 
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