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I. INTRODUCTION 

This case involves one of a series of Petitions for Protective Order 

filed by Appellant Angela Wright against Respondent Ryan Olney. The 

Hon. David Kurtz on August 16, 2012, granted an order protecting Angela 

Wright from contact with Ryan Olney, but did not restrict Ryan Olney's 

contact with Bently, the parties' one year old child. This decision was a 

reasonable exercise of the court's discretion, given that there were no 

allegations of physical or sexual abuse of the child, the father denied any 

physical abuse of the mother, and most of the mother's allegations were 

disputed. The court was called on to make a decision faced with heavily 

disputed and uncorroborated allegations. Further Ms. Wright hurt her 

credibility by making allegations that were provably false. Appellant has 

not made a clear showing that the court abused its discretion by entering a 

protective order as to the mother but not as to the child. 

Further, the appeal is moot. After entry of the Order by Judge 

Kurtz that is subject of this Appeal, the family court in the parentage 

action on 9-11-12 terminated a temporary restraining order against the 

father. (Appendix 1). On November 29,2012, following the report of the 

Guardian ad Litem who was appointed in the parentage action, the court 

granted unsupervised visitation to Ryan Olney without restrictions. 

(Appendix 2 and 3). Those family court orders will remain in effect 



regardless of any decision the Court of Appeals may make regarding the 

denial of a Protective Order as to the child. A change in the protective 

order would not suspend or overrule the existing Parenting Plan. This 

appeal should be dismissed as moot. 

The family court orders in the appendices are not part of the record 

in the trial court, but they are relevant on the issue of mootness. Therefore, 

a motion has been filed herewith requesting that the court consider this 

additional evidence pursuant to RAP 9.11. 

II. ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

A. RESPONSE TO ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 

1. Judge Kurtz found an insufficient basis to enter a Protective 

Order as to Mr. Olney's child, Bently Waechter. In matters 

affecting the welfare of the children, the trial court has broad 

discretion. Its decisions are reviewed only for abuse of discretion. 

Appellant asserts that there was sufficient evidence to show 

domestic violence against the child. The trial court determines the 

sufficiency of the evidence and the standard of review is whether 

the court abused its discretion. That standard was not met. 

2. The court hearing a protective order is authorized, but not 

required, to enter restrictive residential provisions. The court 
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properly detennined that such restrictions were not necessary to 

protect Bently, and that specific visitation provisions were best 

detennined in the pending parentage action filed by the father. 

B. RESPONDENT'S STATEMENT OF ISSUES PRESENTED 

1. Is it an abuse of discretion to make a detennination, where 

allegations are disputed, that there is an insufficient basis to require 

an order protecting a child? 

2. Is a court required to enter restrictive residential provisions 

as to the father's contact with the child whenever there has been a 

finding of domestic violence of any kind against the mother, 

where physical violence against the mother is unproven, and where 

there has been no abuse of the child? 

3. Is this appeal regarding the Protective Order moot, where a 

parenting plan has now been entered in the Family Law Parentage 

Action, setting the father's time with the child? 

III. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Appellant has stated as if they were facts every allegation made by 

Angela Wright during four separate Petitions for Protective Orders against 

Ryan Olney. Mr. Olney disputed the allegations in each of these Petitions. 
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The first protective order was granted Dec. 15,2010, six months before 

Bently was born. Ms. Wright's allegations include multiple text and e

mail messages, derogatory words, raising his fist, and pushing Ms. Wright. 

These allegations were disputed by Mr. Olney. The court commissioner 

found that Mr. Olney had committed domestic violence, but did not make 

findings as to any specific allegations or state speecifically how the 

domestic violence was committed. CP 145. The record shows that the 

domestic violence order was terminated April 25, 2011, without 

conditions, by consent of the parties. CP 119. 

On June 24, 2011, Ms. Wright filed the second Petition for 

Protective Order, making some ofthe same allegations as before, plus 

some new ones relating to Mr. Olney coming into the hospital armed. CP 

99-114. Mr. Olney admitted that in the excitement of racing to the 

hospital when his child had been born, he accidentally walked into the 

hospital with a concealed weapon on his possession (for which he had a 

valid Concealed Weapons Permit), and denied the remainder of the 

allegations. CP 155-156. After a hearing the court denied Ms. Wright's 

petition with prejudice. CP 35. Ms. Wright claims that the medical 

records support her version of the events at the hospital. The records 

actually reflect that when a staff member noticed Mr. Olney's weapon 

and asked him to remove it from the hospital, he did so without argument. 
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CP 102. The hospital record entry further states: "He has showen not 

hostility or anger to staff' (sic). CP 102. The court concluded in the face 

of Ms. Wright's allegations that no domestic violence had occurred. It is 

inappropriate for Ms. Wright to list those allegations on appeal as if they 

were facts. If anything, a finding of no domestic violence and an order of 

dismissal with prejudice should have precluded Ms. Wright from re

alleging the same "facts" in subsequent protective order petitions, but 

instead she did re-allege them, including in this case on appeal. 

Ms. Wright's third Petition for Protective Order, filed Nov. 17, 

2011, was eventually denied as well, without prejudice, after a hearing. 

CP 56. Again, Ms. Wright's proffering of her allegations as facts is 

inappropriate on appeal. They are only disputed allegations, and 

allegations rejected after previous hearings. Her statement of facts 

includes numerous hearsay and incorrect statements. Ms. Wright's 

argument at page 8 of the brief makes a claim that Mr. Olney came to her 

house uninvited on Nov. 13,2011. Mr. Olney disputed that claim at the 

hearing on the third petition. He stated that on Nov. 13,2011, Ms. Wright 

called him and asked him to come and help with babysitting while she did 

work. When he arrived with two coffees, he was surprised to be met by 

police. CP 154-155. No protective order was in place at that time. Ms. 

Wright also neglects to mention that after she broke up with Mr. Olney, 
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she kept a cell phone belonging to Mr. Olney and fraudulently and 

repeatedly renewed the contract on it after Mr. Olney terminated the 

contract. (CP 155) This was the context of the comments about "making 

her pay," which were embellished and distorted in Ms. Wright's hearsay 

accounts. Again, the fact that Ms. Wright's third petition was denied does 

not support any finding that her allegations were accurate, no matter how 

many times she repeats them. 

On June 19,2012, Mr. Olney pled guilty to a criminal charge of 

violating a protective order by sending an e-mail to Ms. Wright while 

there was a protective order in place. The violation occurred on April 8, 

2011, before Bently was born (CP 151-152), but charges were not filed for 

many months. The protective order violated was the one issued on Dec. 

15,2010, which Mr. Olney violated in April 2011 by sending an e-mail 

asking to get back together, shortly before the parties did get back together 

and agreed to dismiss the order. CP 152. Based on the conviction in June 

2012, Ms. Wright filed her fourth petition for protective order on the same 

day that Mr. Olney pled guilty. Based on the criminal conviction, Judge 

Kurtz was justified in taking that allegation as proven, and Judge Kurtz 

noted this conviction in issuing a protective order against Ms. Olney as to 

Ms. Wright. However, it is important to note that the action for which he 

was convicted did not involve physical violence, and took place three 
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months before Bently was born. Ms. Wright's allegation at page 11 of her 

Brief that on the charge he pled to, Mr. Olney did so "only after he 

discovered Ms. Wright's cooperation" is baffling since her cooperation 

was never in issue -- she was the complaining witness. Ms. Wright's 

attempt to use this conviction as a basis for restricting visitation between 

Mr. Olney and his son, Bently, was an unwarranted stretch, and was 

appropriately rejected by Judge Kurtz. 

The fourth protective order, which is the subject of this appeal, was 

initially denied by the commissioner because of the lack of new events and 

because there was already a no contact order with Ms. Wright in place as a 

result of the criminal conviction. CP 30. On Ms. Wright's motion for 

revision, Judge Kurtz entered a protective order as to Ms. Wright and 

Sophia (not Mr. Olney's child) but found insufficient basis to enter a 

protective order as to Bently. The only "new" allegation of domestic 

violence occurring since the denial of her previous petition for protective 

order on Feb. 29, 2012, was the June 19,2012 conviction for sending Ms. 

Wright an e-mail, but this was a violation that actually occurred in April 

2011. 

Two additional allegations by Mr. Olney that were not mentioned 

in Ms. Wright's statement of the case are these: 
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1. Ms. Wright damaged her credibility by her response to the 

parentage action filed by Mr. Olney on 2-29-12. She stated that Ryan 

Olney could not be the father of Bently because she and Mr. Olney were 

not sexually intimate in the appropriate time frame. This denial of Mr. 

Olney's paternity was completely inconsistent with her earlier sworn 

statements that Mr. Olney was the father. CP 33 and CP 155-156 

2. Ms. Wright had used similar tactics to shut down visitation 

between her daughter Sophia and Sophia's father, Ryan Lochrie. She filed 

for a protective order against Mr. Lochrie alleging abuse, which was 

denied. Lately she has gotten back together with Mr. Lochrie. CP 32-33 

3. At page 17 of her brief, Ms. Wright talks about Mr. Olney 

being arrested for a gun violation but neglects to mention that he was 

exonerated and the case was dismissed when it was determined that he had 

only defended himself against a thief fleeing a video store robbery. 

4. Ms. Wright claims to have medical records about Mr. Olney's 

action but the records did not support her distorted version of the events, 

as noted above. 

Credibility matters when it is one person's word against another's, 

and several triers of fact have found Ms. Wright's allegations lacking in 

credibility following hearings in which the courts had the opportunity to 

hear directly from the witnesses. The "facts" in Ms. Wright's statement of 
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the case are dubious and unsupported allegations by a person with an 

obsessive and troubled history oftrying to push away the fathers of her 

two children. CP 32-33. 

Shortly after the entry of Judge Kurtz's decision, a hearing was 

held in the Parentage action to address Mr. Olney's request for visitation 

and Ms. Wright's fifth request for a restraining order, this time within the 

parentage action itself. At a hearing on 9-11-12, Commissioner Gaer 

terminated the temporary ex parte restraining order and declined to issue a 

restraining order at all against the father having contact with Bently. This 

order is set out in Appendix 1 to this brief. A Guardian ad Litem was 

appointed for Bently. On November 29,2012, following the submission 

of the GAL's report, Commissioner Brudvik entered an order adopting the 

GAL's recommendations, and entering a parenting plan that granted Mr. 

Olney unrestricted visitation. The order is attached as Appendix 2, and the 

Parenting Plan is attached as Appendix 3. These orders are relevant to the 

argument that the case on appeal is moot, having been superseded by the 

decisions in the family court. 

IV. ARGUMENT 
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A. The court acted within its discretion in finding that there 

was an insufficient basis to issue a protective order as to Ryan Olney 

having contact with his son Bently. 

As our Supreme Court has stated in Marriage of Caven: "in 

matters affecting the welfare of children, such as parenting plans, the trial 

court has broad discretion, and its decisions are reviewed only for abuse of 

discretion." In re the Marriage of Caven, 136 Wn.2d 800,806,966 P.2d 

1247 (1998). The same standard of review applies in regard to a 

protective order decision. See Hecker v. Cortinas, 110 Wn.App. 865, 869, 

43 P.3d 50 (Div. II) (2002). 

In Caven, supra., at 809-10, the court addressed the question of 

abuse in regard to parenting plan restrictions under RCW 26.09.l91(1)(c). 

Restriction "requires a finding by the court that there is 'a history of acts 

of domestic violence.' Mere accusations, without proof, are not sufficient 

to invoke the restrictions under the statute." Ms. Wright basis for seeking 

a no contact order as to the child relies on similar "mere accusations." 

Ms. Wright argues that if she has made sufficient allegations of abuse, 

even though the allegations were rejected by multiple courts, she has met 

her burden on appeal. She misunderstands the abuse of discretion 

standard of review. 
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The actual Findings (as opposed to unproven allegations) were 

limited. The court's finding in Dec. 15,2010, (before Bently was born) 

that Mr. Olney committed unspecified domestic violence against Ms. 

Wright, was cited by Judge Kurtz, in combination with the recent 

conviction for texting Ms. Wright in April, 2011, as sufficient grounds for 

issuing a protective order in favor of Ms. Wright. But it does not 

automatically follow that those actions, both occurring before Bently was 

born, required the Judge to issue a protective order as to Bently, and the 

judge reasonably declined to do so. This decision was based on the 

evidence and was not an abuse of discretion. 

B. The court is not required to issue restrictions against 

visitation with the child whenever it issues a protective order as to the 

mother. Certainly there are cases, as in the Stewart case cited by 

Appellant, where a series of abusive acts toward the mother, witnessed by 

the children, would justify extending the protective order to the children. 

Stewart does not hold that a protective order is required in every case 

where domestic violence has been found against the mother. In Re 

Marriage a/Stewart 133 Wn. App. 545. 137 P. 3d 25 (Div. 1 2006) 

RCW 26.50.060(1) grants authority to the court to enter 

restrictions, but does not make it mandatory. 
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"(1) Upon notice and after hearing, the court may provide relief as 
follows: 
(a) Restrain the respondent from committing acts of domestic 
violence; 
(b) Exclude the respondent from the dwelling that the parties share, 
from the residence, workplace, or school of the petitioner, or from 
the day care or school of a child; 
(c) Prohibit the respondent from knowingly coming within, or 
knowingly remaining within, a specified distance from a specified 
location; 
(d) On the same basis as is provided in chapter 26.09 RCW, the 
court shall make residential provision with regard to minor 
children of the parties. However, parenting plans as specified in 
chapter 26.09 RCW shall not be required under this chapter; 
(e) Order the respondent to participate in a domestic violence 
perpetrator treatment program approved under RCW 26.50.150; 
(f) Order other relief as it deems necessary for the protection of the 
petitioner and other family or household members sought to be 
protected, including orders or directives to a peace officer, as 
allowed under this chapter; ... " (emphasis added) 

Only if the court determines that protection of the child is needed, 

then the language of paragraph (1)( d) kicks in. This case did not meet that 

threshold. The predicative language of subsection (1) is "the court may 

provide relief as follows." Under (f), the court is authorized to "order 

other relief as it deems necessary for the protection of the petitioner and 

other family or household members sought to be protected." 

If a court determines, as Judge Kurtz did, that there is not a 

sufficient factual basis to enter a protective order as to Bently, the judge is 

not required to put a visitation plan in place, especially when there is a 

pending motion for visitation in the family law parentage case. The 
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purpose of the protective order statute is to protect families, not as an 

alternative way to arrive at a parenting plan. In some cases, it is 

appropriate to set a residential plan of some type in connection with a 

protective order. In this case, Judge Kurtz rightly determined that it was 

not necessary, because there was insufficient evidence that Bently needed 

protection from his father. 

None ofthe cases cited by Appellant support the notion that a 

residential schedule is always required when a protective order is entered 

as to the mother. The allegations that were the basis for the Dec. 15,2010 

protective order, even if taken to be true, all occurred well before Bently 

was born. Unlike in the Stewart case, none of those allegations, nor the e

mail violation, were witnessed by Bently, or provided any reason to 

believe Bently was afraid of his father. 

The Barone case cited by Appellant held that protective orders do 

not modify parenting plans and therefore do not excuse paying child 

support. In re the Marriage of Barone, 100 Wn.App. 241, 996 P .2d 654 

(2000). It does not support the argument that all protective orders must 

restrict visitation rights. 

Danny v. Laidlaw Transit Serv., Inc has no bearing -- it addresses 

whether a victim of domestic violence can be fired for taking leave from 
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work to deal with the domestic violence. Danny v. Laidlaw Transit Serv., 

Inc., 165 Wn.2d 200, 193 P.3d 128 (2008). 

Ms. Wright accuses Mr. Olney of an abusive use of conflict. It is 

she who has engaged in abusive use of conflict, filing four protective 

orders and one restraining order in less than two years, denying that Mr. 

Olney was even a possible father of Bently, and deliberately inviting him 

to come over so she could have him arrested. As the Guardian ad Litem 

concluded in her recommendations, which were adopted by the court in 

the Parentage case (Page 3 of Appendix 2.): 

"The GAL is very concerned that mother appears to have 
an overwhelming need to be the only parent with any 
authority over the child. There may also be some need for 
her to be a victim. Therefore the GAL is recommending 
that mother undergo a mental health evaluation and comply 
with any treatment recommendation." 

Ms. Wright argues at page 31 of her brief that there was "sufficient 

evidence before the trial court to enter a finding that Mr. Olney had a 

history of domestic violence and emotional abuse." The test on appeal is 

not whether there was sufficient evidence for the court to decide the other 

way. The standard of review is whether, on conflicting evidence, it was 

abuse of discretion for the court to decide the way it did. That standard 

has not been met, and the appeal should be denied. 
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C. This appeal is moot because any decision by the Court of 

Appeals will not overrule the parenting plan now in place. 

As noted in Stewart, supra, at 554-555: 

"We agree that a protection order cannot actually suspend a 
parenting plan. Nor can it impose a long-term restriction on 
parental contact with a minor child, or otherwise affect the terms of 
the parenting plan. In purporting to suspend the entire parenting 
plan, the order here was overbroad." 

"Wilson cites the holding of In re Marriage oj Barone for 
his proposition that a protection order may not operate as a de Jacto 
modification of a parenting plan. His citation is correct, but not 
pertinent. The order in Barone purported to effect a permanent 
change in child support allocation. Here, what occurred was a 
temporary interruption of contact pending further proceedings 
in family court, as authorized by the protection order statutes to 
protect children from the immediate threat of domestic violence." 
(emphasis added) 

And later in Stewart at 556, "Here, the evidence amply supported 

the prohibition, and the order was entered in contemplation of further 

proceedings in family court, which Nicole initiated the same day." 

In our case, Judge Kurtz entered no restrictive order as to visitation 

(because, in his review of the evidence, none was needed) and properly 

anticipated a decision on a parenting plan in the parentage action, which is 

what occurred. The same thing occurred in Stewart, as noted by the court 

at 554. 

In the morning on March 10,2005, Judge North refused to 
revise the protection order. The same afternoon, Nichole filed a 
motion in family court seeking to modify the parenting plan. 
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Wilson could have done the same. If protection order restrictions 
have more than a very temporary duration, it is because the parties 
have delayed in seeking resort to family court. Delay is not a result 
of the protection order. 

The statute on restriction on parenting plans clearly contemplates 

that a protective order may be overruled by a later parenting plan decision 

by the family court. RCW 26.09.191(2)(n) states: 

If the court expressly finds based on the evidence that 
contact between the parent and the child will not cause physical, 
sexual, or emotional abuse or harm to the child and that the 
probability that the parent's or other person's harmful or abusive 
conduct will recur is so remote that it would not be in the child's 
best interests to apply the limitations of (a), (b), and (m)(i) and (iii) 
of this subsection, or if the court expressly finds that the parent's 
conduct did not have an impact on the child, then the court need 
not apply the limitations of (a), (b), and (m)(i) and (iii) of this 
subsection. The weight given to the existence of a protection 
order issued under chapter 26.50 RCW as to domestic violence 
is within the discretion of the court. This subsection shall not 
apply when (c), (d), (e), (t), (g), (h), (i), 0), (k), (1), and (m)(ii) of 
this subsection apply. (emphasis added) 

Once the family court has issued its parenting plan, that controls 

each parent's residential time with the child. Ms. Wright is correct in 

saying that Protective Order hearings meet the requirements of due 

process, but they are designed to be quick and efficient. A hearing in 

family court, especially with the benefit ofa Guardian ad Litem's report, 

also meets the requirements of due process, and does so in a way that has 

the luxury of time and can more thoroughly develop the facts. As 

indicated in Stewart, any provisions of a protective order apply only until 
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the family court makes a superseding decision. Therefore, it makes no 

difference at this point whether Judge Kurtz should have issued a 

protective order as to Bently. We have moved past that issue with the 

entry of a Parenting Plan in the parentage action. The relief requested by 

Appellant will have no effect on the visitation that will actually occur. 

It is a general rule that where only moot questions on abstract 

propositions are involved or where the substantial questions involved in 

the trial court no longer exist, the appeal should be dismissed. Sorenson v. 

City of Bellingham, 80 Wn.2d 547, 558, 496 P.2d 512 (1972). Matter of 

Eaton, 110 Wn.2d 892, 895, 757 P.2d 961 (1988). An exception exists 

where there is a matter of substantial and continuing public interest 

involved, but that is not the case here. This case is about three people: a 

child who will benefit from having two involved parents, a father trying to 

have a relationship with his son, and a mother throwing up as many 

roadblocks as she can to keep him out of his son's life. To the extent there 

is a public interest it would be in having the parenting plan proceed as 

recommending by the guardian ad litem, after diligent study of the facts. 

v. ATTORNEY FEES 

No fees should be awarded to Ms. Wright, who has filed an appeal 

that is moot, of a decision that was well within the judge's discretion. 
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This appeal was not a well- considered use of the limited resources of the 

Northwest Justice Project. 

VI. CONCLUSION AND RELIEF REQUESTED 

Respondent Ryan Olney requests that the decision of Judge Kurtz 

be sustained, that Appellant's appeal be dismissed, and that Mr. Olney be 

awarded allowable fees and costs of defending against this appeal. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
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... CERTIFIED 
COpy 

1IIIIIIIIIImB 
CL15612151 

Superior Court of Washington 
County of Snof'lomish 

In re the Parentage of: 

Bently Michael Paul Waechter, 
Child, 

RYAN OLNEY. 

No. 12·5·00042-4 

Temporary Order 
(TMO/TMRO) 

FILED 
12 SEP I I PH 2: 58 

SO,1I)' .. , KHASKI 
COUNTY CL ERK 

SHOHOMISH CO. \'lASf~ 

Petitioner, 
and 

[Xl Clerk's Action Required 
[Xl Law Enforcement 

ANGELA M. WRIGHT, Mother. 
Respondent, 

STATE OF WASHINGTON. Involved Puny. 

I. Judgment/Order Summaries 

1.1 Restraining Order Summary 
Restraining Order Summary is set forth below: 

Name of person(s) restrained: RYAN MICHAEL OLNEY. 
Namcofperson(s) protected: ANGELA M. WRIGHT AND BENTLY MICHAEL PAUL WAECHTER. 

See paragraph 3.1. 

Violation of a Restraining Order In paragraph 3.1 with actual notice of its terms is a 
criminal offense under Chapter 26.50 RCW and will subject the violator to arrest. RCW 
26.09.060. 

1.2 Money Judgment Summary 

Docs not apply. 

Temp Order (TMOfl'MRO) - Page 1 of 5 
WPF DR 04.0250 Mandatory (6/2008) - RCW 26.09.060; .110; .120; .194, .300(2) 

OR'G\t~AL 



.... 

II. Basis 

A motion for a temporary order was presented to this court and the court finds reasonable cause 10 issue 
the order. 

III. Order 

It ;s Ordered: 

3.1 Restraining Order 

Previous Order 

The prior restraining order dated August 23. 2012: 

[] Remains in full force and etTect. 
OJ. Is tenninated. 
[Jtj 18 laMinated ftful FIP!.u·OO by tho £e" '518 

This order shall be tiled forthwith in the clerk's office and entered of record. The clerk of Ihe court 
shall forward a copy of this order on or before the next judicial day 10 (name of appropriate law 
enforcement agency) MILL CREEK POLICE DEPARTMENT which shall forthwith enter this 
order into any computer-based criminal intelligence system available in lhis stale used by law 
enforcement agencies to list outstanding warrants. (A law enforcement information sheet must be 
compleled by the purty or the party's attorney and provided with this order berure this order will be 
entered Into the law enforcement computer system.) 

Violation of a Restraining Order In paragraph 3.1 with actual notice of its terms is a 
criminal offense under Chapter 26.50 RCWand will subject the violator to arrest. 
RCW 26.09.060. 

1--.:lt:JM~.,;efttil:irre!J"'MmrGsi500iac1ii:rn;s.r.;m;eaaand enjoined from going onto the grounds of 
I c other party, 

[X) 

maximum 

Temp Order (TMOfTMRO) - Page 2 of 5 
WPF DR 04.0250 Mandatory (612008) - RCW 26.09.060; .110; .120; .194, .300(2) 



, . . .. 
for law enforcement officers and military personnel when carrying 
department/government-issue firearms. 18 U.S.C. § 925(a)(1).) 

Cleric's Action/Law Enforcement Action 

This order shall be tiled forthwith in the clerk's oftice and ent a of record. TIle clerk of 
the court shall forward a copy of this order on or before th ext judicial day to (name of 
appropriate law enforcement agcncy) -----..,c..----------

hich shall forthwith enter this order into any comp' er-based criminal intelligence sYSlem 
a ilable in this state used by law enforcement a ncies to list outst.mding warrants. (A 
hlw forc:emenllnrormalion sheet must be ~o leled by the purty or the party's ullorney 
and pr ded with this order before this or will be entered into the Inw enrorcement 
~omputer stem.) 

Service 

appeared in court or signed this order; service of this order 

did not appear in court; service of this order is required. 

This restraining der will expire in 12 months and shal 
criminal intcl . enee system available in this state used by enforcement agencies to list 
outstslldin y arrants, unless a new order is issued, or unless tli 
expiratio date hcre: (month/day/year) _________ ~.---_' 

rsuanlto 18 U.S.C. § 2265, a court in any of the SO statcs, the District or Col bia, Puerto Rico, 
any United Slates territory, and any lriballand within the United States shall aecor II faith and 
credit to the order. 

3.2 Temporary Relief 

[X] TIle [Xl petitioner shall pay the other party $426.41 per month ~ ~~. 
Starting Date: 
Oay(s) of the month payment is due: 

Payments shall be made to: 

September 2012 
lsi 

[X] The Washington Slate Child Support Regislry (ifchild suppon is ordered). 

[X 1 Child support shall be paid in accordance with the temporary order of child support, signed 
by Ute court. 

~rf .. The parties shall comply with the Temporary Parenting Plan signed by the court. 
Temp O&(TMOfl'MRO) - Page 3 of 5 
WPF DR 04.0250 Mandatory (6/2008) - RCW 26.09.060; .110; .120; .194, .300(2) 



. . . .. ... ~ . 

[X ] The [X ] petitioner and the [X ] respondent are restrained and enjoined from removing the 
child from the stale of Washington. 

[] Other: 

Petitioner: 
A signature below is actual notice of this order. 
[Xl Presented by: 
[ ] Approved for Entry: 
[ ) Noti~e for presentation aivcd: 

Angela M. Wright, Mother 
Respondent 

Temp Order (TMO/TMRO) - Page 4 of 5 

Respondent or respondent's attorney: 
A signature below is actual nolice of this order. 
[ ] Presented by: 
[Xl Approved for Entry: 
[ ] alice for presentation waived: 

WPF DR 04.0250 Mandatory (6/2008) - RCW26.09.060; .110; .120; .194, .300(2) 
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, CERTIFIED 
copy r FILED 

2012 NOY 29 PH 12: 44 

SONYA KRASKI 
COUNTY CLERK 

SNOHOMISH CO. WASH 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SNOHOMISH 

i:Y'I ftt. ~ r~4 ~ 
j3.Qt'\T\ 1 ~.(" Po.c..Jl.. tA>4e,c.~~r 

P-.'1 .... 0\ tI e1 fL/ctL iFP"1 PETJJ'!ONERI 
rtrrf+e~ 

and 

~ ~~'.r. D~i~:'R'1 RESPONDENT/ 
~oi"ofr 

) 
) 
) 

~ NO. n" ~ - 000 L#-z. -~ 
) 
) ORDER 
) 
) 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 1fw,. (ow.J= h ",. (.o"'~ I'g,t!rc~' b."" w.tI\\O~c;. QIl cl GAL ret'r+' 

~~c:~ h~'~:!:C:~ p:~$~:t{~~~t' . 
"z.. 1M CbtJ.\: ~c10f\. '> 'f<y. C, rAk =1.,.L Ga=wvm.t-Y\4a~. ~ C.d\CU\4 rdl 
'b ..tk~'\cut £\) &,:u;...<pl Q~ to rlcQIMMcaJ.g"®*S,wh.d" 
i~ o('~~~"'..J"D 450 it" woulCO V"4 ,""..e., 4 ~ ... ~~r ~~~ k.iA ... \~~ 

~. ~ ~-\~e""'4 ~~ 



'. 
j 

Page # 2-
Case Name ~1\6I\\u ~e ~t 9tJ. 'j W4., ""L., ~ r Case No, I 2. -5 - 000 V ~ - '1 

1:1 q:jCL , "",.,t ot~ c. pre rh~s., 1tte c h : I cl ~d \ 

.. pea. 4. iii \l ft " a 2 _ 4' 2 :h.v c"M ;\6. S.ka\\ .-v C;tA~ 
wr~ ~""" (J..r Cm m (4 ~OO Pi m . New ~.e" ... s. s;'-Hi? 

~~\, '3~ 00 r\M NtV ) "l"«~$ dl.~ 

~~21?;~£iPJ~t:~:;ll~!:: ~~ ~e.-
5"'.\a, ~e.re. ( ... g ttAl4t t""u+ j... '-.JO\'Ir\·' kl1!.C Sa4 C, ~(.t""t!. \,4' ~"'f 

..:J,~", \jyt~\ cJ.tI'Of oH &«.+ ~~e ,)Iet,-,. r£ cr~"!I\;" k""~(i!J 
\V'~,,\) ~ e'-\a.. '1f " ... ci 4roe ,,( f ~ ~ s.C("",~ 'CI~ C(.~ 0'\. 

a..VOl (..o~\--ad ~~ jC(" a", CI\~cZ <=\. . 
DONE IN OPEN COURT this date: II Is> '1112: 
Presented By: 
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In mother's latest a • e t allow the father to 
seek medical treatment for the child, unless on an emerge asis. The GAL is 
concemed that the mother does not want the father eek medical treatment for the 
child. The GAL is also concerned that, des~i ecifically requesting that the mother 
provide the father with Bently's medi . urance card, she refuses to do so. 

It is the GAL's co)rn:c~lu~S~iO~~~~~~~~~.ms2lJllat.e~etftttte"rbuSW·' e use of 
conflict. __ 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. The GAL is very concerned that mother appears to have an overwhelming need 
to be the only parent with any authority over the child. There may also be some 
need for her to be a victim. Therefore, the GAL is recommending that mother 
undergo a mental health evaluation and comply with any treatment 
recommendations. 

2. Although the GAL is not recommending that the father undergo a drug and 
alcohol evaluation, the GAL is recommending that the father make an 
appointment with his phYSician and obtain an updated report regarding his use of 
medical marijuana andlor any other medication that may contain 
benzodiazepines. 

3. For purposes of temporary orders, the GAL is recommending that the Court 
adopt the father's proposed parenting plan. All restrictions shall be reserved. 
When final orders are entered, the GAL is recommending that there be no 
restrictions upon the father's time with the child unless there is new evidence of 
excessive alcohol or illegal drug use, and recommends that the father have 
primary residential custody if the mother's abusive use of conflict does not stop. 

4. Mother shall immediately provide father with the child's insurance card. Father 
shall have every right to seek medical attention for the child, and shall inform the 
mother that he is doing so. It would be preferable for both parents to be present 
at the child's medical appointments. However, u~~ t~ no contact/protection 
orders are modified, this will not be pos~e. r~ntil the orders are 
modified, the GAL is recommending that fat~8F Be fes"o"sible fa, takiAg t~8 QI:1i1d 
te t~8 dQC:Wr. The child's current p.=.a~~ should remain his doctor. These 
appointments will be in addition to Sl tlon time. Mother shall be informed of 
any appOintment the father makes, and shall make the child available. M8'~er 
~ ... hil\18 it tRird ,.,aft) 8tteAEI tf:le appoiptmsAta wit~ the fatlqar. If either parent 
takes the child to the emergency room, they are to contact the other parent 
immediately - before leaving for the emergency room - in order to give the other 
parent an opportunity to have a third party also present at the emergency room. 
(It is understood that any contact between the mother and father may be through 
a third party, and the GAL recommends that person be John Olney.) 

Report of Guardian ad Litem - Page 10 ,),4 Q ~~L _ // _/AfisonA. Ferguson 
/~. ~ ./ , // ~rdian ad Litem / Attorney 
~~r ~~ 2']22 Colby Avenue, Suite 419 

~~-r- Everett, WA 98201 
-r;z::.,c{ L"l.. ~ _ / .... A ~ V--I':p_.l_ ~ Phone: (425) 404-3377 

~. iY () ~ ~ LA.. (/~ tJ/' /1"'<~"7 Fax: (425) 404-33 8 

~~C~<J~~I'~~cY7~;.SOYI • 
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5. If mother refuses to make the child available for appointments, does not inform 
the father that she is taking the child to the emergency room, or for any reason 
refuses to allow visitation with the father, the GAL recommends that primary 
residential custody immediatj,ly revert to the (ather with professionally supervised 
visitation for the mother. - K.t • ..u.,.t.I..c4I 

DATED: November 27,2012. 

By: 
Alison A. Ferguson, BA No. 36384 
Guardian ad litem I Attorney 

Report of Guardian ad Litem - Page 11 Alison A. Ferguson 
Guardian ad Litem / Attorney 
2722 Colby Avenue, Suite 419 

Everett, WA 98201 
Phone: (425)404-3377 
Fax: (425) 404-3378 
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CER"TIFIED 
COpy FILED 

1111'"11"" CL15707292 

2012 NOV 29 PH 12: 44 

SONYA KRASKI 
COUNTY CLERK 

SHOHOHISH CO. WASH 

In re the Parentage of: 

Bently Michael Waechter 

Superior Court ofWasbiogton 
County of SNOHOMISH 

No. 12-5-00042-4 

Child(ren), Parenting Plan 
....e- p cE (! P.~ All A 
Temporary (PPT) II!Ir!tdIs -r-'-1~ ,:;/ Ryan Olney 

Petitioner, 
And 

Respondent: 

Angela Wright 
Motber 

This parenting plan is proposed by Ryan Olney. 

It Is Ordered, Adjudged and Decreed: 

I. GenerallnformatioD 

This parenting plan applies to the following parents: Ryan Olney and Angela Wright, and to the 
following child: 

Bently Michael Waechter 

Parenling Plan (PPP, PPT, PP) - Page I of7 (JfJ:~~~ 
WPF PS 01.0400 Mandatory (1212009) - RCW 26.26.130, IF.Vt'~~ Arll 
26.09.016,.181;.187;.194 ~ 

Famil)'Saft FOIIIII'AIC ZOII 

James Pleasants, P.C. 
2300 130th Ave. NE Ste. AIOI 

Bellevue, WA 98005 
(425) 615-7070 

Fax (425) 497-0799 
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II. Basis for Restrictions 

Under certain circumstances, as outlined below, the court may limit or prohibit a parent's contact with 
the child and the right to malee decisions for the chUd 

2.1 Parental Conduct (ReW 26.09.191(1), (2» 

Does not apply. 

2.2 Other Facton (RCW 26.09.191(3» 

Does not apply. 

UI. Residential Schedule 

The residential schedule must selforth where Ihe child shall reside each day of the year, including 
provisions for holidays. birthdays of family members, vacations. and olher special occasions, and what 
contacllhe child shall have with each parent. Parents are encouraged 10 create a residential schedule 
Ihal meels the developmental needf of the child and individual needs of their family, Paragraphs 3.1 
through 3.9 are one way to write your residential schedule. Jf you do not use Ihese paragraphs, write in 
your own schedule in Paragraph 3.13. 

3.1 Schedule for Children Under School Age 

Prior to enrollment in school, the child shall reside with Angela Wright. except for the following 
days and times when the child will reside with or be with the other parent: , 

~1Cl:) ...,'1'0 
from Wednesday~p.m. to Wednesday Me p.m. every week; and .') 
from Friday.m. to Sunday ~~.m. every other week 9> 

'7:aJ r'''' (jf 0; ~ 
3.2 Scbool Scbedule: reserved 

Upon enrollment in school, the child shall reside with , except for the 
following days and times when the child will reside with or be with the other parent: 

3.3 Scbedule for Winter Vacation: reserved 

The child shall reside with during winter vacation, except for the following 
days and times when the child will reside with or be with the other parent: 

Parenting Plan (PPP, PPT, PP) - Page 2 of7 
WPF PS 01.0400 Mandatory (1212009) . RCW 26.26.130, 
26.09.016,.181 ;.187;.194 

FIllliIySoft FormI'AK 1011 

James Pleasants, P.C. 
2300 IJOlh Ave, NE Ste. AtOl 

Bellevue, WA 98005 
(425) 615-7070 

Fal (425) 497-0799 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2J 

24 

25 

3.4 Schedule for Other School Breaks: reserved 

3.5 

3.6 

3.7 

3.8 

The child shall reside with during other school breaks, except for the 
following days and times when the child will reside with or be with the other parent: 

Summer Schedule: reserved 

Upon completion of the school year, the child shall reside with , except for the 
following days and times when the child will reside with or be with the other parent: 

Vantion With Parents 

The schedule for vacation with parents is as follows: 

Starting when the child is two years old, the father will be able to have uninterrupted vacation 
time with the chi Id for two periods of one week each. 

Schedule for Holidays 

The residential schedule for the child for the holidays listed below is as follows: 

With Ryan Olney With Angela Wright 

(Specify Year (Specify Year 
Odd/Even/Eye!)') OddlEyen/Every) 

New Year's Day odd even 
Martin Luther King Day even odd 
Presidents' Day odd even 
Memorial Day even odd 
July 4th odd even 
Labor Day even 

~:J¢ 
odd 

Veterans' Day odd even 
Thanksgiving Day even odd 
Christmas Eve odd even 
Christmas Day even odd 

For purposes of this parenting plan, a holiday shall begin and end as follows (set forth times): 

6:00 p.m. the day before the holiday until 8:00 p.m. the day ofthe holiday 

Schedule for Special Occasions 

Parenting Plan (PPP, PPT, PP) - Page 3 or7 James Pleasants, P.C. 
2300 130th Ave. NE See. AIOI 

Bellevue, W A 98005 
(425) 61~7070 

WPF PS 01.0400 Mandatory (1212009) - RCW 26.26.130, 
26.09.016,.181;.187;.194 

flmilySoft FonnPAK 1011 
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The residential schedule for the child for the following special occasions (for example, birthdays) 
is as follows: 

Mother's Day 
Father's Day 
Father's birthday 
Mother's birthday 

With Ryan Olney 

(Specify Year 
OddlEveolEyeO!) 

every 
every 

With Angela Wright 

(Specify Year 
OddlEyenlEyeO!) 

every 

every 

3.9 Priorities Under the Residential Schedule 

3.10 

Iflhe residential schedule, paragraphs 3.3 - 3.8, have priority over paragraphs 3.1 and 3.2, in the 
following order: 

Restrictions 

Rank the order of priority, with I being given the highest priority: 

winter vacation (3.3) 
school breaks (3.4) 
summer schedule (3.5) 

I vacation with parents (3.6) 
2 holidays 0.7) 
3 special occasions (3.8) 

Does not apply because there are no limiting factors in paragraphs 2.1 or 2.2. 
3.11 Tnnsportation Arnngemeots 

Transportation costs are included in the Child Support Worksheets and/or the Order for Child 
Support and should not be included here. 

Transportation arrangements for the child between parents shall be as follows: 

The child will be picked up and dropped off at a neutral location, due to the fact that there is a 
protective order and a no contact order preventing Mr. Olney from having contact with Angela 
Wright. The neutral location shall be agreed between the parties, but may be a police station, or 
the home of mutually agreeable person who is willing to serve in that capacity. If not otherwise 
agreed, the neutral location will be the home of John Olney, and both parties will call Mr. Olney 
to make sure the other party has left before going to John Olney's house to pick up or drop off the 
child. 

3.12 Designation of CustodiaD 

Parenting Plan (PPP, PPT, PP) - Page 4 of7 
WPF PS 01.0400 Mandatory (1212009) • RCW 26.26.130, 
26.09.016,.181 ;.187;.194 
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The child named in this parenting plan are scheduled to reside the majority of the time with 
Angela Wright. This parent is designated the custodian orthe child solely for purposes of all 
other state and federal statutes which require a designation or determination of custody. This 
designation shall not affect either parent's rights and responsibilities under this parenting plan. 

3.13 Other 

3.14 Summary of RCW 26.09.430 - ,480, Regarding Relotation of 8 Cbild 

This is a summary only. For the full text, please see RCW 26.09.430 through 26.09.480. 

If the person with whom the child resides a majority or the time plans to move, that person shall 
give notice to every person entitled to court ordered time with the child. 

If the move is outside the child's school district., the relocating person must give notice by 
personal service or by mail requiring a return receipt. This notice must be at least 60 days before 
the intended move. If the relocating person could not have known about the move in time to give 
60 days' notice, that person must give notice within five days after learning ofthe move. The 
notice must contain the information required in RCW 26.09.440. See also form DRPSCU 
07.0500, (Notice of Intended Relocation of A Child). 

If the move is within the same school district, the relocating person must provide actual notice by 
any reasonable means. A person entitled to lime with the child may not object to the move but 
may ask for modification under RCW 26.09.260. 

Notice may be delayed for 21 days if the relocating person is entering a domestic violence shelter 
or is moving to avoid a clear, immediate and unreasonable risk to health and safety. 

If information is protected under 8 court order or the address confidentia lity program, it may be 
withheld from the notice. 

A relocating person may ask the court to waive any notice requirements that may put the health 
and safety of a person or 8 child at risk. 

Failure to give the required notice may be grounds for sanctions, including contempt. 

If DO objection is filed within 30 days after service of the notice of intended reloeation, the 
relocadon will be permitted and the proposed revised residential scbedule may be 
confirmed. 

A person entitled to time with a child under a court order can file an objection to the child's 
relocation whether or not he or she received proper notice. 

An objection may be filed by using the mandatory pattern fonn WPF DRPSCU 07.0700, 
(Objection to RelocationlPetition for Modification of Custody Decree/Parenting Plan/Residential 
Schedule). The objection must be served on all persons entitled to time with the child. 

Parenting Plan (PPP, PPT, PP) • Page 5 of7 James Pleaslots, P.C. 
WPF PS 01.0400 Mandatory (1212009)· RCW 26.26.130, 2300 130th Ave. NE Ste. A 10) 
26.09.016,.181;.187;.194 Bellevue, WA 98005 
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4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

The relocating person shall not move the child during the time for objection unless: (a) the 
delayed notice provisions apply; or (b) a court order allows the move. 

Ifthe objecting person schedules a hearing for a date within I S days of timely service of the 
objection, the relocating person shall not move the child before the hearing unless there is a 
clear. immediate and unreasonable risk to the health or safety of a person or a child. 

IV. Decision Making 

Day to Day Decisions 

Each parent shall make decisions regarding the day-lo-day care and control of each child while 
the child is residing with that parent. Regardless of the allocation of decision making in this 
parenting plan, either parent may make emergency decisions affecting the health or safety oflhe 
child. 

Maj or Decisions 

Major decisions regarding each child shall be made as follows: 

Education decisions 

Non-emergency health care 

has sole decision 
making for: 

Restrictions in Decision Making 

has sole decision 
making for: 

Both parents 
have joint decision 
making for: 

x 

x 

Does not apply because there are no limiting factors in paragraphs 2.1 and 2.2 above. 

v. Dispute Resolution 

The pUl"pose of this dispute resolution process is to resolve disagreements about carrying OUI this 
parenting plan. This dispute resolution process may, and under some local court rules or the provisions 
of this plan must, he used before filing a petition 10 modify the plan or a marion for contempt fo,. failing 
10 follow the plan. 

No dispute resolution process, except court action is ordered. 

VI. Other Provisions 

Parenting Plan (PPP, PPT, PP) - Page 6 of7 
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VII. Declaration for Proposed Parenting Plan 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws ofthe State of Washington that this plan has 
been proposed in good faith and that the statements in Part 1I of this Plan are true and correct. 

Angela Wright 
Signature of Party 

Date and Place of Signature 

7 approved by telephone 
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Ryan Olney 
Signature of Party 

Date and Place of Signature 

VIII. Order by the Court 

It is ordered, adjudged and decreed that the parenting plan set forth above is adopted and approved as an 
order of th is court. 

WARNING: Violation ofresidenlial provisions Oflhis order with actual knowledge of its terms is 
punishable by contempt of court and may be a criminal offense under RCW 9A.040.060(2) or RCW 
9A.40.070(2). Violation of this order may subject a violator to arrest. 

When mutual decision making is designated but cannot be achieved, the parties shall make a good faith 
effort to resolve the issue through the dispute resolution process. 

Ifa parent fails to comply with a provision of this plan, the other parenfs obligations under the plan are 
not affected. 

t~O'J 2920\2 ~J ... ~ ~ 
Dated: ________ ~104;?~l. 

Presented by: Approved for entry: 

es Pleasants 
ature of Party or LawyerlWSBA Signature of Party or LawyerlWSBA No. 

~ 
Afi.st1/7 /1 ~...yj :5P/J ~ 64 L d 
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