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I. IDENTITY OF PETITIONER

The Estate of Patrick W. Campbell, by and through its Personal
Representative Charles W. Campbell (“the Estate”), the defendant at the
trial court and respondent at the Court of Appeals, asks this Court to

accept review of the decision identified in Part II below.

II. CITATION TO COURT OF APPEALS DECISION

The Estate petitions this Court for feview of the decision of the
Court of Appeals in Miller v. Campbell, No. 56736-5-1, ﬁled April 2,
2007, and reported at 155 P.3d 154. A copy of the decision of the Court
of Appeals is reproduced in Appendix A. A copy of the Court of Appeals’
order denying Campbell’s motion for reconsideration, dated May 9, 2007,
is reproduced in Appendix B. |

II1. ISSUE PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

Should this Court accept review of the decision of the Court of
Appeals reversing the trial court’s dismissal of Miller’s claims under the
doctrine of judicial estoppel where this decision conflicts with other
decisions of the appellate courts pursuant to RAP 13.4(b)(1) and (2) and

involves issues of substantial public interest pursuant to RAP 13.4(b)(4)?

IV. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

A. Miller knew the elements of his cause of action in 1998
when he filed for bankruptcy to obtain a discharge of
debts of over $30,000

This case involves a claim of sexual abuse which the plaintiff
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knew about but failed to disclose when he filed for bankruptcy. Miller
who was born on October 19, 1965, alleges he was sexually abused by his
stepfather Patrick Campbell between 1975 and 1984. CP 333. In 1998
Miller filed a voluntary “no asset” bankruptcy and obtained a discharge
for debts of $34,220. CP 285, 291-294. Miller understood that he was
required to disclose in the bankruptcy any “possible” cause of action: he
disclosed “a possible claim against Ford under lemon law” but failed to
disclose his claim of sexual abuse against Campbell. CP 296-298. Miller
connected many injuries to sexual abuse before 1998. Miller never forgot
the abuse. CP 267, 335, 415-417. In 1998 Miller knew that the abuse
caused him to feel frightened, ashamed and isolated and caused
nightmares. CP 267, 331, 333, 335, 416-417; Appellant’s Reply at 12-13.
Miller had long been aware that the childhood sexual abuse caused him to
have “anger, problems sleeping and intrusive memories.” A-3, A-8, A-10;
CP 267, 331. In 2004 Miller testified that since his twenties he was unable
to have sex because of intrusive memories of sexual abuse by Campbell.
CP 416-417. A year before his bankruptcy, Miller’s second marriage
became strained due to deteriorating sexual relations and Miller’s fears
and feelings about Pat Campbell, his memories of him and the things he
“did to me.” Id. Miller had several motives for not bringing the claim

before the bankruptcy court. Aside from the shame of disclosure,
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disclosure could have resulted in his discharge in bankruptcy being
delayed, or the trustee might have brought an action when Campbell was
alive, an outcome Miller dreaded because Campbell might have produced
compelling evidence to disprove Miller’s allegations. CP 334, 417-418.
Equally compelling, Miller’s creditors would have had an interest in any
money judgment against Campbell. CP 282-323. Campbell died in
November 2002, four years after Miller’s bankruptcy discharge. Miller
went to the funeral to make sure that he was dead (“it was like a victory™).
CP 417. Miller testified that he filed suit because Campbell had died and
his girlfriend was expecting a child. CP 417-418. With Campbell dead, he
wanted revenge by ruining Patrick Campbell’s reputation after his death
(“I wanted to make it hurt for him ... maybe he won’t be seen as quite
the normal guy after all.”) CP 417-418.

I consulted an attorney and filed a claim against the estate

on March 28, 2003 . . . I was terrified. I had never stopped

being afraid of Patrick Campbell, starting from the time I

was eleven years old, I had had nightmares about him and

about the abuse, and I had problems sleeping. I felt guilty
and ashamed much of the time.

CP 334. In June 2005, the Estate moved to dismiss for lack of standing
and judicial estoppel. CP 324-329. In response, Miller produced no
evidence that his failure to disclose this claim in bankruptcy was a

mistake. CP 266-274; 333-336. On the contrary he stated, ‘“Plaintiff was
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not deceitful, negligent or inadvertent in not listing a potential claim
against Patrick Campbell in his 1998 bankruptcy filing. At that point in
time, there was simply no claim to list.” CP 274. Miller argued, for the
first time, that his claim was limited to injuries he discovered after
March 27, 2003. Therefore, he argued, he had no duty to disclose the
claim, an argument that is wrong under bankruptcy law, and which the

Court of Appeals rejected. A-9. CP 266-274.

B. The trial court in its discretion dismissed Miller’s claim
because he had taken inconsistent positions.

Judicial estoppel is an equitable doctrine that precludes a party
from gaining an advantage by asserting one position before a court and
then later taking a clearly inconsistent position before the same or a
different court. Garrett v. Morgan, 127 Wn. App. 375, 379, 112 P.3d 531
(2005); Arkison v. Ethan Allan, no. 78481-7, — Wn2d _, P.3d __
(May 31, 2007). In deciding whether to apply judicial estoppel, a court
considers three factors: (1) whether the party's later position clearly
conflicts with its earlier one, (2) whether the party persuaded a court to
accept its early position such that its acceptance of an inconsistent position
in a later proceeding creates a perception that the party misled either the
first or the second court, and (3) whether the party derives an unfair
advantage or imposes an unfair detriment on the opposing party if not

estopped. Garrett, 127 Wn. App. at 379 citing New Hampshire v. Maine,
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532 U.S. 742, 750-51, 121 S. Ct. 1808, 149 L. Ed. 2d 968 (2001). The
trial court made findings that all three elements of judicial estoppel were
met. CP 46-49. The court found that Miller knew that he was injured by
the sexual abuse in 1998 even if he did not know the full extent of his
injuries, and his failure to disclose this at bankruptcy, resulting in a no
asset discharge, clearly conflicted With the current claim. The trial court
considered and rejected Miller’s newly-raised claim splitting argument.
Id. at CP 37-38, 42, 47-48. As to the third element, Miller’s conduct was
unfair to both his bankruptcy estate, and to the Estate. Id. The Court of
Appeals affirmed that “Miller's argument that he had no duty to disclose a
possible claim against Campbell was contrary to bankruptcy law.” A-9.

“The debtor need not know all the facts or even the legal
basis for the cause of action; rather, if the debtor has
enough information prior to confirmation to suggest
that it may have a possible cause of action, then that is a
“known” cause of action such that it must be disclosed”
... In order to obtain relief from his outstanding debts,
Miller voluntarily chose to enter a forum where full
disclosure of potential and contingent assets was required,
even though the potential for success was doubtful or
unknown. He knew that Campbell had harmed him. Even if
he thought the claim was stale, and even though he felt so
ashamed of his memories that he had never discussed
them with anyone, his duty under bankruptcy law was to
disclose.

A-9 (emphasis added).
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C. Contrary to evidence of bad faith on record, the Court
of Appeals held there should be evidence of bad faith.

Contrary to previous appellate rulings, the Court of Appeals
appeared to hold that evidence of bad faith, or “reckless disregard of the
truth” is required for application of judicial estoppel. A-11 (“The flavor of
manipulation is not readily discernible in this record”); ¢f. Cunningham v.
Reliable Concrete, 126 Wn. App. 222, 234, 108 P.3d 147 (2005).
Regardless, Miller has repeatedly manipulated these proceedings by
inconsistent conduct in order to gain advantage. For example, when the
Estate moved for dismissal in the superior court based on Miller’s
omission of the sex abuse claim from his bankruptcy disclosure schedules,
Miller abandoned his claim for psychological injuries that he had not
“discovered” prior to March 27, 2003. CP 18, 272; ¢f. CP 343-345, 333-
335, 414-418, 673-683. He stated “plaintiff did not discover his most
serious injuries, including [PTSD], until after he saw the forensic
psychologist in March 27, 2003.” Though plaintiff claimed in the wake of
the Estate’s motion for dismissal that “[t]he present action is premised
entirely on these new [diagnosed] injuries, he had not previously limited
his claim either in the complaint, or when responding in 2004 to
Mr, Campbell’s motion for dismissal under the limitation statute, a point
that Miller would certainly have argued if he was limiting his claim at that
time. CP 272, 673-683. Further manipulation is exhibited by Miller in his
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self-reporting to social worker Jon Conte in the course of his forensic
evaluation. CP 72-74, 366-380. Miller told Conte that he suffered no
intrusive memories before 2003, that he was unsure whether he
remembered the abuse before 2000, and that he had not thought about the
abuse between his leaving home and learning that Campbell was dying.
CP 369-370. These statements directly contradict his own swom
deposition testimony (CP 413-417), and the statements he had made to
Dr. Adriance in 2003. CP 331, 388-389. Miller has never attempted to
reconcile his self-report to Dr. Conte with his deposition testimony. A
plain review of the record in this respect demonstrates Miller’s
opportunistic use of the judicial system to suit his litigation objectives and
the demands of his claim, i.e., denying knowledge of abuse to obtain a
bankruptcy discharge, disclaiming knowledge of the extent of his injuries
for purposes of the limitations statute, asserting severe injuries for
purposes of damages, and then abandoning some injuries when confronted
with the omission in his bankruptcy disclosure schedules.! In short, there

is substantial evidence of factual and legal manipulation.

! Such pattern and practice is not limited to Miller’s bankruptcy and sex abuse cases; in
1999, Snohomish County Judge George Bowden dissolved a judgment in favor of Miller
“for the reason that [Miller] did not testify truthfully at trial." CP 237-238.
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D. Contradicting its ruling that Miller breached his duty to
disclose the appeal court wrongly held Miller was not
inconsistent because he is pursuing a “different” claim.

The Court of Appeals concluded that Miller was not inconsistent
because (1) Miller was under a “disability” and (2) “Miller is not
attempting to revive a known pre-petition claim” but “pursuing a
“different claim, a claim for more serious injuries that he did not know
about during his bankruptcy.” A-12. First, there is no evidence that
Miller was operating under any disability such that he was unable to
disclose what he knew to the bankruptcy trustee. Second, splitting
Miller’s claim into two claims based on pre-and post March 2003
psychological injuries perpetuates a manipulation for legal purpose that
has no scientific basis. Further, the Court of Appeals’ conclusion that
Miller commenced this civil action pursuing a “different claim” is wrong
because he commenced it asserting his entire claim. It was not until the
Estate’s motion to dismiss that Miller said he was abandoning a claim for
pre-bankruptcy injuries. CP 18, 274, 333-335, 673-683. Moreover, there
is no basis in the record to maintain a distinction between psychological
injuries Miller discovered before and after March 2003. For example,
“PTSD” is a diagnostic expression of the nightmares and intrusive
thoughts from which Miller testified he had always suffered. Miller

cannot abandon claims based on nightmares and intrusive thoughts, yet
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maintain a claim for “PTSD” as if its basis is independent from the
diagnostic label. Miller’s recent experiences are of the same type as he
always experienced. Miller testified that when he learned of Campbell’s
ill health in 2002 he began suffering from “more of the nightmares that
had plagued him for years, remembering more incidents of sexual abuse,
and experiencing overwhelming feelings of worthlessness.” CP 334. (“I
kept hearing his name constantly. I started having more nightmares ... I
would sit and think about what had happened, and I would remember
more things and other incidences ... and it just intensified my
nightmares and my feelings of filth and secrecy and dirtiness and
inadequacy ... .” CP 417. (“Before that, it was just off and on, but it
was definitely there.” Id.) Miller also testified that he had not understood
until receiving counseling in 2003 that some symptoms that he had always
associated with the abuse, for example, sleep problems, nightmares, and
vivid or intrusive feelings, were commonly suffered by sex abuse victims.
CP 331-335, 416-417. Until seeking counseling, he was unaware that the
intrusive feelings were called “flashbacks” and that his symptoms were
symptoms of PTSD and Major Depression. CP 335. However, he always
knew that he suffered from these symptoms and that they were related to
the sex abuse, he just did not know what label to put on them. CP 331-

335, 389. Miller “always thought I was the most worthless person on the
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face of the earth, and that I could never feel good abo.ut myself.” CP 335.
Significantly, he did not know his diagnosis when he signed a creditor’s
claim against the Estate on March 27, 2003, a requirement for filing this
action. CP 330-332, 417-418, 673-683. The following day he sought
psychological treatment for the first time, and filed this action in August,
2003. Finally, had Miller pursued his claim in 1998 he would
undoubtedly have been referred to a psychologist who would have
diagnosed PTSD and explained the causal connection then. In short, there
is no logical, practical or scientific basis to treat Miller’s current claim for
psychological damages as one based only on post-bankruptcy or post-
March 2003 injuries. The Court of Appeals erred because it allowed
Miller to divorce the factual basis for his injuries from their diagnostic
labels, and call them separate claims. The distinction has no basis in the
record and fails to resolve the inconsistency between Miller’s positions in
the bankruptcy court and his position in the Superior Court. Miller’s
current claim is not a “secondary” claim that can be legally or
scientifically divorced from the claim he knew about when he sought and

received protection from creditors in the bankruptcy court.

V. ARGUMENT
A, Grounds for accepting review exist here.

The Estate submits that review is appropriate here under RAP
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13.4(b)(1) (2), and (b)(4). The Court of Appeals’ decision conflicts with
existing appellate court precedent that treat a debtor’s decision to withhold
the claim in bankruptcy as inconsistent with his post-bankruptcy decision
to assert that claim. Cunningham, 126 Wn. App. at 234. In the absence of
mistake, lack of motive or lack of knowledge, no additional evidence of
bad faith or intent is required. Id. Permitting Mr. Miller to pursue this
claim is contrary to the claim preclusion doctrine and Washington cases
that prohibit claim splitting. Norco Constr., Inc. v. King Cy., 106 Wn.2d
290, 294, 721 P.2d 511 (1986). Finally, this case involves an issue of
substantial public interest that merits review, namely, whether judicial
estoppel should be applied to a child sex abuse claim, where all elements
of judicial estoppel are met, there is no evidence of mistake on record, and
where the debtor had sufficient knowledge of his cause of action to trigger
the obligation to disclose this to the bankruptcy court, even though he may
not have made the causally connected all injuries to the sex abuse, as

required for accrual for the statute of limitations, RCW 4.16.340.

B. The Court of Appeals decision conflicts with other
appellate court decisions under RAP 13.4(b)(1) and (2)

1. Failure to disclose a claim in bankruptcy
precludes subsequent assertion of the claim. .

The purpose of judicial estoppel is to “protect the integrity of the

judicial process” by “preventing parties from playing fast and loose with
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the courts to suit the exigencies of self interest.” In re Coastal Plains, 179
F.3d 197, 205 (5th Cir. 1999); Cunningham, 126 Wn. App. at 225.
Washington courts apply judicial estoppel to debtors who fails to list
potential claims among their assets in bankruptcy and then later “pursue
the claims after the bankruptcy discharge.” Arkison, at slip. op. 5, Bartley-
Williams, 134 Wn. App. 95, 98, 138 P.3d 1103 (2006). There is no factual
basis for the conclusion that Miller was operating under a disability such
that he could not notify the bankruptcy trustee of his claim. Where the
three core elements of judicial estoppel are met (supra at 4), a failure to
disclose a claim in bankruptcy precludes post-bankruptcy pursuit of that
claim by the debtor. Id., Cunningham, 126 Wn. App. at 234; Garrett, 127
Wn. App. at 379. The facts of this case require no separate treatment, and

they warrant no different result.

2. The Court of Appeals disregarded prior cases
that lack of mistake is inferred from knowledge
of the claim or a motive to avoid disclosure.

Although the Court of Appeals affirmed that intent is not an
element of judicial estoppel (A-10, Cunningham, 126 Wn. App. at 234)
the Court appeared to hold that Miller’s claim for post-bankruptcy
psychological injuries was permissible because “[t]he flavor of
manipulation is not readily discernible in this record.” But existing

precedent holds that bad faith or intent is not an element of estoppel.
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Cunningham, 126 Wn. App. at 234(“intent to mislead is not an element of
judicial estoppel. .. [and] there is nothing in the record to support
Cunningham's assertion that he omitted the claim by mistake.”); see also
DeAtley v. Barnett, 127 Wn. App. 478, 481,112 P.3d 540 (2005) (no
reference to intent); Arkison, at slip.op. 4 (listing relevant elements of
judicial estoppel). The Court of Appeals cited a third circuit case, In re
Okan's Foods, 217 B.R. 739, 755-756 (Bankr. D. Pa. 1998) to support its
view that there should be some reckless disregard for truth or bad faith.
A-11. Bad faith or reckless disregard for truth is an element of judicial
estoppel in the Third Circuit. Krystal Cadillc-Oldsmobile v. GMC, 337
F.3d 314, 321 (3d Cir. 2003). Even if this rule applied in Washington, a
rebuttable inference of bad faith arises when the pleadings demonstrate
both knowledge of a claim and a motive to conceal the claim in the face
of an affirmative duty to disclose. Id.; Okan's Foods, 217 B.R. at 756
(“the only reasonable conclusion” was that the Debtor acted in bad faith or
with reckless disregard for truth where “all of the material facté upon
which the [claim] is based were known to Debtor” and Debtor had not
offered to explain the omission of “such a significant cause of action.”) It
is undisputed‘ that, in 1998, Miller had knowledge of his claim against
Campbell, and had compelling personal and financial motives not to

disclose it in his bankruptcy. A-9-10; see also, § IV.A. at 2-3, B. at 6,
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supra; CP 331, 333, 335, 416-417. The Court of Appeals also cited Ryan
Operations G.P. v. Santiam-Midwest Lumber Co., 81 F.3d 355, 362, 364
(3d Cir. 1996) as authority bad faith was required. However, in Ryan, 81
F.3d at 362, the debtor lacked a motive for concealment. There was no
basis to infer the Ryan debtor “deliberately asserted inconsistent positions
in order to gain advantage” because the debtor previously obtained
authorization from the bankruptcy court to file the claims, thereby
informing the court of the claims; further, the debtor’s failure was offset
by its failure to disclose related liabilities, and the creditors would receive
91 percent of any benefit. /d. The Court of Appeals quoted dicta from
Chaveriat v. Williams Pipe Line Co., 11 F.3d 1420, 1428 (7th Cir. 1993)
that “judicial estoppel is not an absolute bar to obtaining legal relief on the
basis of new information.” That case is not pertinent: in Chevariat there
was no evidence that the plaintiff suppressed information in earlier
proceedings: the court held that the plaintiff may have lacked knowledge
of the diesel spill which it asserted later. Id. at 1428. It then affirmed
dismissal of the new claim on other grounds without ruling on judicial
estoppel. Id.

Here, it is undisputed that Miller knew that he was damaged by
Campbell’s sex abuse in 1998. While judicial estoppel might not apply in

cases of mistake, inadvertence is omly inferred if the debtor lacks
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knowledge of the claim or a motive to conceal it, neither of which apply.
Cunningham, 126 Wn. App. at 234, Burnes v. Pemco Aeroplex, Inc., 291
F.3d 1282, 1287 (11th Cir. 2002); Coastal, 179 F.3d at 210; Payless
Wholesale Distrib. Inc. v. Alberto Culver, Inc., 989 F.2d 570 (1st Cir.
1993). Moreover, Miller denied that his omission was inadvertent. CP
274; cf. Lang v. Hougan, 136 Wn. App. 708, 719, 150 P.3d 622 (2007). In
imposing a bad faith requirement that calls for more than knowledge,
motive and absence of mistake, the Court of Appeals contradicted the
standard that has been applied in Washington, the Ninth Circuit and in
other jurisdictions. Id., Cunningham, 126 Wn. App. at 234; Hamilton v.
State Farm Fire & Cas. Co., 270 F.3d 778 (9th Cir. 2001); New
Hampshire, 532 U.S. at 753; Coastal, 179 F.3d at 210; Laisure-Radke v.
Barr Labs., Inc., 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 42046, 8-9 (D. Wash. 2006).
Moreover, the “flavor of manipulation” and inconsistent conduct are
present on this record. See § IV.C. at 7, supra. The Court of Appeals
wrongly permitted Miller to further violate the judicial process when
Miller again changed his position in response to Campbell’s motion. Cf.
Cunningham, 126 Wn. App. at 224. |

3. Washington cases prevent claim splitting.

Miller will have to present the same evidence (intrusive thoughts,

nightmares, sleep problems, dissociation, feelings of lack of self-worth,
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shame, sexual dysfunction) as he would have presented in 1998. Dividing
his claim in the fashion proposed by the Court of Appeals may be
attractive if the goal is to craft a basis for keeping some part of the claim
alive.  Nonetheless, as a legal matter, it is nothing more than
impermissible claim splitting which Washington courts prohibit. Sanwick
v. Puget Sound Title Ins. Co., 70 Wn.2d 438, 442, 423 P.2d 624 (1967),
Nguyen v. Sacred Heart Med., 97 Wn. App. 728; 987 P.2d 634 (19‘99).

Where [the second claim clearly is a new, distinct claim, it
is still possible that an individual issue will be precluded

. under ... issue preclusion. In ... claim preclusion,
all issues which might have been raised and determined are
precluded.

Shoemaker v. Bremerton, 109 Wn.2d 504, 507, 745 P.2d 858 (1987). The
standard for determination for claim preclusion is as follows:

(1) [W]hether rights or interests established in the prior
judgment would be destroyed or impaired by prosecution of
the second action; (2) whether substantially the same
evidence is presented in the two actions; (3) whether the
two suits involve infringement of the same right; and (4)
whether the two suits arise out of the same transactional
nucleus of facts.

Norco Constr., Inc. v. King Cy., 106 Wn.2d 290, 294, 721 P.2d 511
(1986). All the elements of claim preclusion are present on this record:
Miller’s creditors’ rights are impaired or destroyed; substantially the same
evidence will be presented; both claims involve the same infringement of

rights and arise from the same nucleus of facts. See also Oneida Motor
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Freight, v. United Jersey Bank, 848 F.2d 414, 418 (3d Cir. 1988) (court
rejected debtor’s argument against judicial estoppel because the claims
arose from the same circumstances (breach of agreements) that gave rise

to the debtor’s right it failed to disclose).

C. Whether a debtor is estopped from pursuing post-
bankruptcy a claim of childhood sex abuse when he
“breached his duty to disclose the claim in bankruptcy
presents an issue of substantial public interest

The Court of Appeals made a ﬁmdaméntal error by holding that
Miller was under “a disability” in 1998 and in applying the accrual
standard of RCW 4.16.340. A-12.; ¢f. A-9.% The standard of knowledge
of a potential claim that triggers a debtor’s duty of disclosure in
bankruptcy is legally distinct and separate from the standard of knowledge
for accrual of a cause of action of child sex abuse under RCW 4.16.340.
RCW 4.16.340 establishes the latest date by which a claim must be
brought; in bankruptcy, the debtor must disclose a claim even where the
extent of injuries are unknown. Garrett, 127 Wn. App. at 379. The Court
of 'Appeals’ claim splitting ignores the broad requirement of disclosure
that the Court itself recognized Miller breached. A-9-10. Under

Bankruptcy law a debtor has as affirmative duty to disclose all contingent

2 The Court of Appeals cited Cloud v. Summers 98 Wn. App. 724, 735, 991 P.2d 1169;
(1999) a discovery rule case. Cloud is also inapposite because, there was undisputed
evidence Cloud did not, by reason of mental illness, connect his injuries to sexual abuse
until two months before filing proceedings (id. at 732, 735, 737).
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claims, however uncertain recovery may appear to be, and even where he
does not know all his injuries. Id.; Garrett, 127 Wn. App. at 379;
Cunningham, 126 Wn. App. 229-30; Hay v. First Interstate Bank of
Kalispell, N.A., 978 F.2d 555, 556 (9th Cir. 1992). By omitting a claim
from its schedules, a debtor represents that none exists, and the
inconsistent positions prong for judicial estoppel is satisfied. Id., Coastal,
179 F.3d at 210. In 1998 Miller represented that he had no claim for sex
abuse. In the absence of any showing that he suffered a new injury arising
from different circumstancés, it was logically inconsistent, and contrary
to bankruptcy and the claim preclusion doctrines, to permit Miller to
pursue any injuries arising from the caﬁse of action that he failed to
disclose. CP 37-38. Accrual of a claim in bankruptcy is legally distinct
from accrual under a limitations statute. Ellwanger v. Budsberg,140 B.R.
891, 897(Br. D. Wash. 1992).

To attempt to define when the debtor's interest in the

subject cause of action arose based on when it accrued

for purposes of a state's statute of limitation is

conceptually flawed. . .. . This contingent interest passed
to the estate at the time of the bankruptcy filing.

Id. (emphasis added). The court rejected the lower court’s conclusion that
“if the cause of action did not accrue until after [the bankruptcy filing
date] it did not exist and is not property of the estate. /d. at 898; see also,

State Farm Life Ins. Co. v. Swift, 129 F.3d 792, 795-796 (5th Cir. 1997).
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Washington’s policy toward sex abuse, as set forth in RCW
4.16.340, should not blind the court to the need to protect the court’s
integrity or apply reversal by a strained interpretation of the law and of the
facts, where the trial court properly exercised its discretion. If Miller had
no ability to disclose his claim in bankruptcy, judicial estoppel would not
bar his claim. Appellate courts review the trial court's application of
judicial estoppel for an abuse of discretion. A-6; Cunningham, 126 Wn.
App. at 227; DeAtley, 127 Wn. App. at 485. The trial court’s order should
not be disturbed “except on a clear showing of abuse of discretion.” Id.,,
Arkison, at slip. op. 9 (“absent some inconsistency on the part of trustee”
in bankruptcy, applying estoppel is an abuse of discretion.) The Court of
Appeals erred in overturning the trial court’s decision because there is
clear evidence of Miller’s numerous inconsistencies, and Miller failed to
meet his burden to produce evidence of a material fact to preclude
dismissal. vGarrett, 127 Wn. App. at 379; Young v. Key Pharmaceutical,
112 Wn