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L. STATEMENT OF FACTS

The parties met each other in Idaho and moved in together

in Idaho, in June 2009. RP 353. They then moved to this state
on the date of August 2012, just 3 years later. RP 355. While
still residing in Lewiston as an Idaho resident, Mr. Badgley
purchased a new home in Spokane, See RP 130. The Appellant
lived in Idaho when the Washington home was purchases (see
RP 239-240), therefore, the Spokane house was technically
Mr. Badgley’s separate property home and was purchased as
an Idaho resident. Id. It must be said that while in Idaho Mr.
Badgley and Ms. Pappas did reside together in Mr. Badgley’s
separate property home.  Interestingly, and of some
importance is the fact that Mr. Badgley tried to get Ms. Pappas
covered under his Idaho work medical policy as a “significant
other” but this was denied by the insurance company because
Idaho no longer had “common law marriage” by statute and
so both parties were keenly aware that their “union”, or
whatever it was, was not sanctioned by Idaho law. RP 22-24.
Although Ms. Pappas moved to Spokane before the parties

were married, Mr. Badgley also testified that after a short stay



together in Spokane they also decided to “permanently” brake
up their relationship beginning the month of April 2013 until
July 2013. RP 245 & 118. Mr. Badgley indicated that this
break up was intended to be a permanent break up of their
relationship, because Ms. Pappas wanted to move to Texas,
and Mr. Badgley had a good job here. RP 26-28. He cancelled
the wedding rings, joined Match.com, dated another lady, and
otherwise considered their relationship over. RP 26-31. After
all this occurred the parties found out Ms. Pappas was
pregnant and they decided to go ahead and get married for the
sake of the baby. RP 28-29. Mr. and Ms. Badgley were
married on the date of August 23, 2014 in Washington state.
CP 72.

The following is a non-exhaustive list of the pertinent dates
and occurrences between the parties. :
1. Lived together in Idaho 39 months - unmarried;
2. Lived together in Washington for 9 months as an

unmarried couple before they separated, for what Mr.

Badgley felt was permanent; RP 139 & 27-30;



3. The separation was in April 2013 and they reconciled July

2013; and
4. The parties actually resumed their relationship August

2014 when they were married, for a total unmarried

cohabitation in Washington for only 22 months, which had

a 4-month separation period; /d.

More specifically Mr. Badgley testified that their
“relationship” “ended”, in what he felt was permanent. RP 26-
28 & 164-165. As indicated, the parties then reconciled in the
month of July 2013, 4 months later. Id. Again, this was
because Mr. Badgley wanted reconcile after learning Ms.
Pappas was pregnant, and wanted to be there for their new
child. Id.

At trial Mr. Badgley testified that he knew that Idaho had
changed their laws regarding common law marriage and that
he felt that Ms. Pappas understood that law as well. RP 152-
153. There was no rebuttal testimony by Ms. Pappas that she
did not understand that Idaho had prohibited common law
marriage. RP, generally. Nor was there any argument by Ms.

Pappas that the parties could have a meretricious relationship



(CIR) in the face of a different law of the land they were living
in.

In spite of Mr. Badgley’s argument about the unfairness of
imputing a meretricious relationship to the parties’ premarital
living arrangements in Idaho, the judge found that they had a
CIR based on the “common law”, which started in Idaho. RP
361. This then led to the judge’s findings that the parties had
a long enough relationship because of their time together in
Idaho, to qualify as a CIR during the time they were in Idaho
Id. The trial judge then went on and used that finding to justify
her distribution. RP 361-373.

Mr. Badgley appealed the court’s finding of a CIR and the
subsequent division of property and debts that resulted from
that finding. The Court of Appeals Division III denied the
appeal and said that Mr. Badgley did not provide enough
evidence about Idaho law to justify the application of that
state’s law to this case and the finding of a CIR.

Mr. Badgley asks this court to authorize a review of the
Court of Appeal’s ruling based on issues of due process and to

answer the question of whether any time that a meretricious



relationship is argued primarily based on the parties residing
in another state, that the reviewing court should consider the
other state’s laws on whether the Washington court should
apply Washington common law or the law of the other state to
determine if a Meretricious Relationship, a CIR existed
therein. [As for the law in Idaho, see Mr. Badgely’s Court of
Appeals Opening Brief pp, 5-13.]
II. BASIS FOR THE PETITION FOR REVIEW
A. Washington State’s Court of Appeals and Superior Court
Judges have already wrestled with the due process problems
of imputing a CIR in a relationship that was started in

another state first, and the Divorce occurred after the fact in
Washington State.

In the cases of In the Matter of Walsh at 183 Wash.App. 830,
335 P.3d 984 (2014) and its sequel, In re Domestic Partnership
of Walsh, 9 Wn.App.2d 1041 (2019), Division I overturned a
Superior Court Judge’s rulings in a CIR case twice because the
sitting judge felt that she could not apply Washington law to a
parties’ alleged formation of a CIR in California without
violating the constitution.

In the original Walsh matter the Court of Appeals indicated

that the trial judge had ruled that there was no CIR because in



“applying equitable principles prior to the date that California
law applied community property law to domestic partnerships,
would undermine the parties' expectations to such a degree that
it would violate the takings clause, due process, and equal
protection. The trial court declined to follow our conclusion that
the parties' registration as domestic partners in 2000 was an
‘unimpeachable indicator of the intended nature of their
relationship.”” Id.

One of the reasons for Division I’s overruling of the judge
was because California also had a “common law” basis for
imputing a meretricious type relationship, therefore, there
would be no due process violations doing so in a Washington
Court. They clarified this in the second Walsh case as follows:
“In Walsh 1, we held that the committed intimate relationship
doctrine applied to property the parties had acquired in
California because the "doctrine is a creature of common law,
not statute," so there was no need for Washington and
California to have "substantially equivalent” community
property rights schemes under RCW 26.60.090. 183 Wn.2d at

844-45. We reasoned that, prior to our legislature's statutory



recognition of domestic partnerships in 2008, "Washington
courts recognized a common law [committed intimate
relationship] in a 'stable, marital-like relationship where both
parties cohabit with knowledge that a lawful marriage between
them does not exist."... However, as indicated, Idaho has no
such CIR or meretricious common law, simply because they
were the main state in the west that held out for years as the one
state that had the original “common law marriage” so they did
not need any laws regarding a CIR or meretricious relationship.
Then when Idaho did away with “common law” marriage, as
Mr. Badgley testified, he could not even get insurance for his
girlfriend because there was no such laws in that state.

Now, with people becoming more mobile and with moves
from other states, Washington State is going to have to shore up
the issue of whether a CIR or meretricious relationship can be
formed in another state, such as Idaho, if not for anything other
than judicial economy. And since this case is built around the
issues of Idaho’s repeal of their common law statute, this case
is ripe for dealing with this important public policy issue.

B. The Court of Appeals denied this appeal primarily because
they indicated that not enough evidence was provided by




Mr. Badgley on the issue of the law on common law
marriage in Idaho, however, Ms. Badgley left Mr.
Bandgley’s argument that there could be no CIR in Idaho
since Idaho had done away with “common law” marriage
about 15 years ago.

It is the law in this state that unchallenged arguments, which
have a reasonable basis, and apply to the facts of the case,
become the law of the case. See e.g. Guillen v. Pearson, 195
Wash.App. 464, 381 P.3d 149 (Wash. App. 2016); and State v.
Beltran 33226-8-111 (2015). During this case, Mr. Badgley’s
counsel argued that since Idaho did away with their common
law that Mr. Badgley and Ms. Pappis could not have created a
CIR or meritorious relationship. RP 318-320. This was for all
intents and purposes ignored by Ms. Pappas’ counsel in his
responsive argument. He basically said in that closing argument
that it did not matter if the court did not find a CIR, and
specifically did not respond to the notion that it was unfair from
a due process standpoint for the court to impute a CIR for a
couple who started their relationship in Idaho where CIR’s
cannot be formed because they no longer had any common law
marriage by their laws. As such it must be found that that part

of Mr. Badgley’s argument was unchallenged and should have



been followed. As it was, the court did find a CIR and
specifically stated that she found it for when they were in Idaho
as well, an ipso facto, since they had such a relationship from
Idaho his home, that he bought before they were married was
community property.
1. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, thi8s is a case that specifically needs the
Supreme Court’s help. Help in dealing with issues related to a
CIR and/or meretricious relationship. Washington Courts are
now having to address the issue of what to do when the state the
parties come from comes not have “common law” or other law
which supports the basis for finding a CIR. In addition, more
and more people will be coming to Washington state to have
their alleged meretricious relationship validated with this
ruling; especially those from Idaho where they have no ability
to create such a legal fiction. We ask that this court accept this
matter for review.
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DERRICK BADGLEY,

Appellant,
UNPUBLISHED OPINION
and

MICHELLE PAPPAS,

N N N N N N N N N N N

Respondent.

FEARING, J. — In this marital dissolution, husband Derrick Badgley assigns error
to the trial court’s characterization of his Spokane Valley residence and an IRA account
as community-like property. He argues that, when characterizing the two assets as
community-like property, the dissolution court mistakenly concluded that the couple
engaged in a committed, intimate relationship before marriage because ldaho law does
not recognize such a relationship. Because Badgley failed to plead ldaho law and
neglected to sufficiently brief the question before the trial court, we decline to apply
Idaho law. We affirm the dissolution court’s distribution of property.

FACTS

Derrick Badgley and Michelle Pappas formed their relationship in the neighboring

Gem State. The two began dating in August 2008, when Badgley lived in Lewiston,

Idaho and Pappas in Coeur d’Alene. They visited one another in the two cities. In
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November 2008, Pappas briefly moved to California, though she returned to Idaho
several times to visit Badgley. Pappas returned to live in Idaho in June 2009.

Late in the summer of 2009, Michelle Pappas moved into Derrick Badgley’s
Lewiston home. Pappas enrolled at the University of Idaho. Pappas did not pay rent.
Badgley paid all of the couple’s living expenses. The couple adopted a dog together and
attended vacations and holidays with each other’s families. The pair, however,
maintained separate financial accounts and did not commingle funds.

Michelle Pappas contracted cancer. She stopped attending the University of Idaho
and thereby lost the medical insurance available because of her matriculation. Derrick
Badgley investigated adding her to his medical insurance plan. He discovered that,
without being married, he could not add Pappas to the plan. As part of his research,
Badgley learned that Idaho does not recognize common-law marriages.

While Michelle Pappas and Derrick Badgley cohabitated in Idaho, Pappas
believed the pair would eventually wed. In December 2011, Derrick Badgley and Pappas
became engaged to marry.

In August 2012, Derrick Badgley purchased a house in Spokane Valley. Michelle
Pappas participated in the home search. She described the home as a “good common
ground” between Badgley’s preference for country living and her preference for city life.
Report of Proceedings (RP) at 242. Badgley alone paid the down payment on the

purchase of the residence. The deed to the home listed only Badgley’s name. According



No. 37841-1-111

In re Marriage of: Badgley & Pappas

to Pappas, the two agreed to add her name on the residential title on marriage. Badgley
and Pappas relocated to Spokane to live in the new house. Badgley never added Pappas’
name to the residential title.

In April 2013, the pair ended their close relationship after Michelle Pappas
revealed she wanted to move to Texas. As a result of the breakup, Derrick Badgley
sought a new romantic relationship. But in June 2013, Pappas discovered she was
pregnant with Badgley’s son, and the pair reconciled. In July 2013, Pappas returned to
the Spokane Valley home to reside with Badgley. The partners married in August 2014.

Derrick Badgley maintained an IRA account through Edward Jones. After
changing employers in 2017, he rolled a 401(k) fund from his employer, Sherwin-
Williams, into the Edward Jones account. Badgley withdrew funds from the IRA during
the marriage.

PROCEDURE

Derrick Badgley petitioned for marital dissolution in January 2019. His petition
included no request for the application of Idaho law. In a trial brief, Badgley argued
against the existence of a committed, intimate relationship, but, in forwarding this
argument, he only analyzed Washington law. He did not request that the trial court apply
Idaho law.

During opening statement at trial, Derrick Badgley’s counsel commented, in part:
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The history in this case and the facts will show that | kind of left the
elephant in the room out of my opening brief. And | apologize for that.
But I just—I realized as | was preparing for this that the parties lived in
Idaho for the first few years, except eight months in Washington when they
weren’t married. And Idaho has done away with common law marriage;
therefore, they’ve done away with CIRs [committed intimate relationships]
completely or meretricious relationship cases because they—the factors in a
CIR and a meretricious relationship and a common law marriage are
exactly the same. And from the statutory common law factors over there at
ICJI [Idaho Civil Jury Instruction] 911 and the case law in 2002, | have a
case for the Court that indicates that it’s no longer been the case since 1997.

RP at 8-9.
During the cross-examination of Derrick Badgley by Michelle Pappas’ counsel,
the following collogquy ensued:

Q. And do you remember how you held her out when you introduced
her to your family?

A. No.

Q. Okay. And then—

MR. STENZEL [Derrick Badgley’s attorney]: Your Honor, I’'m
going to entertain an objection at this time. 1’m really not sure where Mr.
Dudley [Michelle Pappas’ attorney] is going. | can voir dire counsel—the
client and—they were living in Idaho at the time. There is no meretricious
relationship or CIR in Idaho nor common law marriage. So | don’t know
how this is relevant.

MR. DUDLEY: Mr. Stenzel can do—could have done a summary
judgment, if he wanted to, long ago. You don’t get to show up at trial and
try to prevent me from putting on my case.

MR. STENZEL: He can put on his case, Your Honor, but a summary
judgment is optional because it is expensive, number 1; and number 2, you
get issues decided sometimes that you don’t want to before trial. And | am
not even sure that—I said at the beginning, | said this was the elephant in
the room that | missed. So as I’m talking—I can bring up the law even if
it’s the last day I find it out.
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If there was no common law marriage in Idaho and no CIR and no
meretricious relationship, then how could that even be relevant to what
we’re doing here under the conflict-of-law theory?

MR. DUDLEY: Well, you would have to invoke a choice of law.
You would have had to do that. It would be as if someone lived in a
noncommunity property state and brought property here to a community
property state.

MR. STENZEL.: Sure.

MR. DUDLEY: And so | believe | get to put on my case. And it’s
listed as a disputed issue. You don’t getto—so. ..

MR. STENZEL.: He can put that they didn’t get a treasure, but if
they start talking about treasure hunting, they didn’t do any treasure
hunting, treasure trove, then it’s irrelevant. You know, he can put it in
there and he won’t sign it unless it’s in there. Then we deal with it and deal
with it here. And that’s—we do it by objection. So my concern is where
are we going with this.

THE COURT: Okay. I’m going to overrule the objection.

RP at 125-26.
During the cross-examination of Michelle Pappas, her counsel commented:

THE COURT: Mr. Dudley?

MR. DUDLEY: Mr. Stenzel is always fond of saying a phrase called
“case law,” but he never actually gives you a case. He’s just sort of
throwing things out for the sake of—

THE REPORTER: I’m sorry, you need to slow down, please.

MR. DUDLEY: What you will find is that Mr. Stenzel throws out
this phrase called “case law” but actually then doesn’t give you any case
law.

RP at 255.
During the closing argument of Derrick Badgley’s counsel, counsel remarked:

So I’m also going to talk about the CIR and some of the other things
when we deal with the—this issue of maintenance, because CIR does not
allow—and it’s a very common law—doesn’t allow maintenance or
attorney’s fees to be paid. So if we consider even their argument may be
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even close to true, that you consider the lIdaho time, which I’ll talk about in
a minute, in terms of the longevity of the relationship.

RP at 314. Badgley’s attorney added:

Well, they lived in a state that didn’t have common law marriage.
But in 1997, based on the case that I—that | cited to the Court, or at least
dealt with, says that, in fact, there is no common law marriage there. So
basically they were in what we used to call a shacking-up relationship. No
disrespect for that. That’s what | used to call it. Or they lived together.
And that does not equate to the time under a CIR. They were in a state that
didn’t recognize that.

You can’t take Washington law and impute that law to nonresidents.

You can’t take it clear over to Idaho. They couldn’t use Washington
law over there. They can’t take that in Idaho, you know, and say—and turn
that into a CIR. That’s not how it works. If they had common law
marriage there, you could take that and use it over here. And I’m sure that
Mr. Dudley would. He would catch that. He’s a very smart attorney. He
would have caught that.

Well, the conflict of law indicates very clearly that there is no CIR
over there, because if they did, | would—I would—I cited to, | believe, the
code in ldaho that specifically indicates that the factors to consider in a
common law are almost identical to the factors to get a CIR here. And so if
that wasn’t there and it was not available anymore, you can’t impute those
factors just because they were living together.

Now, there is a case that says that she doesn't have to plead a CIR to
argue it at the time of the dissolution. | know that. Well, then let’s look at
the time they were here. Is that enough time to make a CIR in this case?
No, I don’t think so. They were here approximately—well, what, less than
a year under Washington law in that relationship. Now, the Court can
consider that and maybe make their length of their relationship longer for
some equities, but it would only make this marriage relationship about a
five-year marriage. It’s still a very short marriage. If it was ten years or
eight years, then I think it’s different.

But the Fregeau [In re Long and Fregeau, 158 Wn. App. 919, 244
P.3d 26 (2010)] case was very clear that, if it had been less than that, there
might be a problem in terms of defining a CIR in that particular relationship
at six and eight years.
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After trial, the dissolution court concluded that Derrick Badgley and Michelle
Pappas entered a committed intimate relationship beginning in June 2009 while residing
in Idaho. Washington law permits a court to equitably divide community-like property
between partners in a committed intimate relationship. The trial court applied
Washington law and determined the Spokane Valley home to be community-like
property subject to equitable division. The court ordered Badgley to pay Michelle Pappas
$75,000, which represented half of the equity in the home.

The dissolution court also ordered Derrick Badgley to pay Michelle Pappas
$41,500 for her interest in the Edward Jones IRA. The court based this amount on half of
the value of the IRA as of October 2019. Badgley testified that he had access to monthly
IRA statements online, but he produced no records as to the value of the IRA before the
parties’ separation. While noting the uncertainty of the value of the IRA at relevant times
and while recognizing that Badgley occasionally withdrew funds from the IRA during the
marriage, the court applied a presumption of community-like property.

LAW AND ANALYSIS

In his brief, Derrick Badgley writes that, before he and Michelle Pappas entered a
relationship, Idaho abrogated common law marriage laws. Accordingly, Idaho did not
recognize committed intimate relationships or equitable interests in the other partner’s

property. Badgley emphasizes that he testified, at trial, to his knowledge that Idaho had
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Nevertheless, Badgley fails to isolate in his appellate brief whether and where in the
record he forwarded to the dissolution court citations for Idaho law. More importantly,
Badgley never pled, in his dissolution petition, the applicability of Idaho law. Badgley
argued in his trial brief against the existence of a committed, intimate relationship, but, in
forwarding this argument, he only analyzed Washington law. Therefore, we decline to
entertain Badgley’s assignment of error to the dissolution court’s application of
Washington, not Idaho, law.
RAP 2.5(a)

An appellate rule, a superior court rule, and a Washington statute compel us to
demur from Derrick Badgley’s assignment of error. The first sentence of RAP 2.5(a)
declares:

Errors Raised for First Time on Review. The appellate court may
refuse to review any claim of error which was not raised in the trial court.

(Emphasis added.) (boldface omitted). Accordingly, a party may generally not raise a
new argument on appeal that the party did not present to the trial court. In re Detention
of Ambers, 160 Wn.2d 543, 557 n.6, 158 P.3d 1144 (2007). A party must inform the trial
court of the rules of law it wishes the court to apply. Smith v. Shannon, 100 Wn.2d 26,

37,666 P.2d 351 (1983); State v. Lazcano, 188 Wn. App. 338, 355, 354 P.3d 233 (2015).
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In addition to raising an argument before the dissolution court in order to preserve
error on appeal, the appellant must have raised the argument timely and effectively. Our
refusal to review unpreserved errors encourages parties to make timely and well-stated
objections. State v. Richardson, 12 Wn. App. 2d 657, 666, 459 P.3d 330 (2020). We
may decline to consider an issue inadequately argued below. International Association of
Fire Fighters, Local 46 v. City of Everett, 146 Wn.2d 29, 36-37, 42 P.3d 1265 (2002).
To be adequate for appellate review, the argument should be more than fleeting. State v.
Lazcano, 188 Wn. App. 338, 355 (2015). This court will not consider an issue in the
absence of “adequate argument.” Amalgamated Transit Union Local 587 v. State, 142
Whn.2d 183, 203, 11 P.3d 762, 27 P.3d 608 (2000).

No procedural principle is more familiar than a right of any sort may be forfeited
by the failure to make timely assertion of the right before a tribunal having jurisdiction to
determine it. United States v. Olano, 507 U.S. 725, 731, 113 S. Ct. 1770, 123 L. Ed. 2d
508 (1993); Yakus v. United States, 321 U.S. 414, 444, 64 S. Ct. 660, 88 L. Ed. 834
(1944). RAP 2.5(a) affords the trial court an opportunity to rule correctly on a matter
before it can be presented on appeal. State v. Strine, 176 Wn.2d 742, 749, 293 P.3d 1177
(2013). The rule serves the goal of judicial economy by enabling trial courts to correct
mistakes and thereby obviate the needless expense of appellate review and further trials,
facilitates appellate review by ensuring that a complete record of the issues will be

available, and prevents adversarial unfairness by ensuring that the prevailing party is not
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deprived of victory by claimed errors that he had no opportunity to address. State v.
Strine, 176 Wn.2d 742, 749-50 (2013); State v. Scott, 110 Wn.2d 682, 685, 757 P.2d 492
(1988).

Derrick Badgley gave no notice to the dissolution court or the opposing party of
his request for the application of Idaho law until his opening statement at trial. During
the trial, Badgley referenced Idaho case law and an Idaho statute, but he never presented
a citation to a statute or ldaho decision. During his opening statement, Badgley
referenced 1.C.J.1. 911. In our limited research of Idaho law, we learned that the
reference refers to a jury instruction, not a statute or decision. In short, Badgley did not
timely or adequately argue that Idaho should control. He failed to identify relevant
Idaho law, afford the dissolution court an opportunity to review ldaho law, and offer the
opposing party a meaningful occasion to respond.

CR9(k)

The rule of waiver with regard to contentions never timely and sufficiently
forwarded before the trial court applies with added force in Derrick Badgley’s appeal
because of a Superior Court Civil Rule addressing foreign law. CR 9(k) declares, in
relevant part:

Foreign Law.
(1) United States Jurisdictions. A party who intends to raise an issue
concerning the law of a state, territory, or other jurisdiction of the United

States shall set forth in the party’s pleading facts which show that the law
of another United States jurisdiction may be applicable, or shall state in the

10
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party’s pleading or serve other reasonable written notice that the law of

another United States jurisdiction may be relied upon.

(4) Failure to Plead Foreign Law. If no party has requested in
pleadings application of the law of a jurisdiction other than a state, territory

or other jurisdiction of the United States, the court at time of trial shall

apply the law of the State of Washington unless such application would

result in manifest injustice.

(Boldface omitted.) A related statute, RCW 5.24.040 reads:
This chapter shall not be construed to relieve any party of the duty of
hereafter pleading such laws where required under the law and practice of

this state.

A party who wishes to rely on a foreign country’s law must give notice in his
pleading of the foreign jurisdiction whose law he contends may be applicable to the facts
of the case. Mulcahy v. Farmers Insurance Co. of Washington, 152 Wn.2d 92, 98, 95
P.3d 313 (2004); State v. Collins, 69 Wash. 268, 273, 124 P. 903 (1912). CR 9(k) serves
to put one’s opponent and the court on notice of the applicability of foreign law.
Rodriguez v. Travelers Insurance Co., 54 Wn. App. 725, 728, 775 P.2d 973 (1989);
Byrne v. Cooper, 11 Wn. App. 549, 551, 523 P.2d 1216 (1974).

The pleading of foreign law should state in substance foreign law relied on and
inform the opposing party of the basis in foreign law for the claim or defense raised.
Byrne v. Cooper, 11 Wn. App. 549, 551 (1974) (trial court applied English law). The

pleading should quote the applicable foreign statutes with their citations. Byrne v.

Cooper, 11 Wn. App. 549, 551 (1974); Lowry v. Moore, 16 Wash. 476, 479, 48 P. 238
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(1897). The pleading should concisely recapitulate decisional foreign law. Byrne v.
Cooper, 11 Wn. App. at 551.

Mulcahy v. Farmers Insurance Co. of Washington, 152 Wn.2d 92 (2004)
illustrates proper reliance on the law of another jurisdiction. In her complaint, Mary
Mulcahy notified Farmers and the court that Farmers reduced her tort payment by
Can$150,000 pursuant to British Columbia law. Mulcahy cited to and provided the court
and Farmers with copies of the foreign statutes, regulations, and cases upon which she
relied. The Supreme Court held that Mulcahy had met the requirements of CR 9(k)(2)
and satisfactorily pleaded foreign law.

On other occasions, Washington appellate courts have ruled that trial court was
required to apply Washington law because neither party pled the content of another
state’s law even when a contract read that the law of another state controlled the terms
and operation of a contract. Granite Equipment Leasing Corp. v. Hutton, 84 Wn.2d 320,
324,525 P.2d 223 (1974); Norm Advertising, Inc. v. Monroe Street Lumber Co., 25
Whn.2d 391, 396, 171 P.2d 177 (1946); McDaniel v. Pressler, 3 Wash. 636, 639, 29 P.
209 (1892). The same rule applies even if a tort, such as an automobile accident,
occurred in another state. Nissen v. Gatlin, 60 Wn.2d 259, 261, 373 P.2d 491 (1962).
When one or more of the parties fails to specifically plead the law of another State, the
trial court must assume that the law of the other state reads identically to the law of the

State of Washington. Granite Equipment Leasing Corp. v. Hutton, 84 Wn.2d 320, 324
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(1974); Chandler v. Doran Co., 44 Wn.2d 396, 400, 267 P.2d 907 (1954); Nissen v.
Gatlin, 60 Wn.2d 259, 261 (1962); Allen v. Saccomanno, 40 Wn.2d 283, 285, 242 P.2d
747 (1952); Norm Advertising, Inc. v. Monroe Street Lumber Co., 25 Wn.2d 391, 396
(1946).

In Nissen v. Gatlin, 60 Wn.2d 259 (1962), the Supreme Court effectuated
Washington’s rules of the road, despite the motor accident occurring in Ketchikan,
Alaska. In Allen v. Saccomanno, 40 Wn.2d 283 (1952), the court applied Washington
law to an Idaho accident even though a party cited an Idaho statute, because the party
failed to cite Idaho decision law interpreting the statute. In In re Adoption of Candell, 54
Wn.2d 276, 340 P.2d 173 (1959), the Supreme Court applied Washington law to a
Colorado divorce decree because neither party cited Colorado law. In Byrne v. Cooper,
11 Wn. App. 549 (1974), this court reversed the trial court’s application of foreign law in
favor of a summary judgment motion, when the moving party failed to cite to the foreign
law until the time of the motion.

Our inundation of Washington case law, together with the language of CR 9(k)
and RCW 5.24.040, demanded that Derrick Badgley specifically cite, in his complaint,
any ldaho statute and decisional law, on which he sought to rely. Informing the
dissolution court, during opening statement, that some unidentified Idaho law prohibited

a committed, intimate relationship did not suffice. Therefore, the dissolution court could
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assume that Idaho law read similarly to Washington law in terms of a romantic
relationship.

Derrick Badgley does not argue, on appeal, that, even under Washington law, the
parties did not enter a committed, intimate relationship. Nor does he argue that,
assuming the parties entered such a relationship, the dissolution court mischaracterized
and inequitably allocated the parties’ property. Therefore, we end our analysis.

CONCLUSION

We affirm the dissolution court’s distribution of property between Derrick
Badgley and Michelle Pappas.

A majority of the panel has determined this opinion will not be printed in the
Washington Appellate Reports, but it will be filed for public record pursuant to RCW
2.06.040.

Feariy T

Fearing,J. @ '

WE CONCUR:

2 0

Pennell, J. ~

2./

Staal, J. &l
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Counsel:
Enclosed please find a copy of the opinion filed by the Court today.

A party need not file a motion for reconsideration as a prerequisite to discretionary
review by the Supreme Court. RAP 13.3(b); 13.4(a). If a motion for reconsideration is filed, it
should state with particularity the points of law or fact which the moving party contends the court
has overlooked or misapprehended, together with a brief argument on the points raised. RAP
12.4(c). Motions for reconsideration which merely reargue the case should not be filed.

Motions for reconsideration, if any, must be filed within twenty (20) days after the filing of
the opinion. Please file the motion electronically through the court’s e-filing portal or if in paper
format, only the original need be filed. If no motion for reconsideration is filed, any petition for
review to the Supreme Court must be filed in this court within thirty (30) days after the filing of
this opinion (may be filed by electronic facsimile transmission). The motion for reconsideration
and petition for review must be received (not mailed) on or before the dates they are due. RAP
18.5(c).

Sincerely,

Tristen L. Worthen
Clerk/Administrator
TLW:sh

Enclosure
c: E-mail Honorable Michelle D. Szambelan
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