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A. IDENTITY.Or PETITIONE8: ~- .... ' .. _ ·-~-... -· 
P1ra"ti tir.met", GAB FUEL JOSEPH MORALES, Asks th:1..s court to accr.ipt 

revii~w of thi;! court □f app~sls rJeicisi□n dsaignatad in Part B of this 

motion. 

B. ~Q.!J.IJ,T.,,□f,_IJE.!;f;_l)J;lL~: 

Pursuant to RAP 13.5 end 16.1+, GABRIEL JOSEPH MORAi.ES MOVES foe 

dlsc:tetionary rmviaw cf the Court of Appaals (COJ\) dlv1.sicm two 

unpubl.ishr;J!d deichdon r:mterad on OctL1ber 25th 2022, in the direct 

appnt1al of Appr...illant. l3ABRIEL JOSEPH MORALES Fram Plm.rce cotJnty Suporlor 

GOA NO. 56333-9-II, o.rdar deny appeal in Part. A copy of 'thr:1i cm.rrt of 

fl.ppsals decis.i□n 18 .in the AppeJmitx A. 

C, ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEl1J: ,, ..... ,.,.., -~· ..... ,~-·~••;~•,,,~--

1. Should fu:1vtrr thrSt Court af Appeals (COA) mad1;;1 a m-!:!i!llrd.ngful ruling on 

the marl ts t'T1ga.r.ding Mr. Morals a clus p,:,ocssra claim'? 

2. Did this COA fail ta co11B.tdsr the. 1,;,ntire r.epo.rt of proce~~ding 

rsgar.dir1g Mr. Mt1·calt'11s I s cr.:i.m:l.n;rul history? 

D. STATEMENT OF .. CASE: 

On 9-17-2021 Mr. Mcrcalss 1J.1a:.J res1nintencsd in ths PitH'CIB county 

Sup1!rrlor c1::iwrt und1sr cauas MO, ·15-·1-04975-5. Mr. Mocal1.~s app8alsd ta 

thim Cour-t of Apps1-;ih:J (CDA) Divlsian Two. 

On or @bout 4-5-2022 Mr~ Marmbs motion ths Cour.t of t\pp,~als ~md 

r.!!'1quested coui:-t pr:ipers (CP) r~nd court t:c.anscdpts (VRP) F.llnd ac 

Doc:umsnts (S1~1'il APPENDIX f:3.) Mr.. Mort:ill:ll.S :r.squm!sted thrmm:1 a week 6fte:r. 

hi.s sppi.c:llr.=rte couns1~1, Str,1phan:ta Cu11ni.ngham filed hei:- openi.ng br1.af on 

3-2.8-2022, Ml:'. M□.ralss .i;'equt:fst,;id t:hsss dm::umants from ths GOA to fils,, 
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his Statem,1nt of Additional Grounds (SAG) RAP l0.10. 

On 4•-6-2022 court clet'k Derek M. Bryne r~8ponded to M!'. Mr.rrr.~les 1 s 

MOTION REQUESTING TRANSCRIPTS A~ID DOCUMENTS FROM SUPERIOR COURT FILE 

1.!Jhet's he stetss Mr. Morr:tles stet.es flhei hat;; n□t ·recei.ved the CP and VHP 

fo.r hls appesl. Ala□ that Mr. M□t'alt'ils' e cow,ssl mi::Jilad the dr.icumP.ntB 

ta Mr, Mocelos i,11 4-1-2022. ( sse APPENDIX C) , 

Mr.. M□.ralss fihid his SAG, RAP ·1 □. Hl an or about 6-2-2022. Mr. 

Mcrrales eit.tached ths docum1~11ts that hGi rnqus,ste1d fram the COA an 

APPENDIX that '""" stt,J<chad ta the SAG. 

On 10-25-2022 thm COA fils,d an unpu1Jlisl1od ap!nian ( ••• APPENDIX 

A). In thi~1 r1p:lnion ths CDA ri:;if!:l!t<8 tr:i Mr. Mo.r.al\']8 1 a SAG and ststBs th1~ 

mot.ions (ci□cuments) 11 Moralss refer-ancss mrsi not pr,:n:t of aur- r.mc□rd. 

l!lhile h1r.1 attaches certain fl lings to thi:t APPENDIX □f his GAG I that•Hi! 

documr:rnts eit't.1 11ot .i.ncluri~d tn out" l'.'t:1co.rd, 11 

On 11-1 I+-2022, attorney Ot!:!µhanis Cunningham apalDui1ma mid 

r.txplains why this damJm1:m't~1 that ·~he CUA asv ars 1~1.:rt part of tha 

record, 1.1.1Brs not pnr.t af r.rmc::r.:rrci □E' df:!s:i.gnated. ( Sse APPENDIX D) • 

E, ARGUMENT OF.WHY REVIEW SHOULD □E GRANTED: , __ .., __ ' ...... ,.,, ___ ,..,"' , ... ,, .......... ,,._, 

1 • ll~1 .. ,..aS2.Ys.~- ,r.;i.t~~.W!L . .§.tJ.0.w1a~ .... l!!.fld.~1.~" n7!"1,111a1naf.H~. tlif~,:.s..,en. .. ,tt1,a, m@.~.~a. ,F.~fI.€>.Ffli;.ri,9,, liR: ..... ~~D.£.ftlS,%/ ,S; (J,H\~,;; g£.£?.9.'.~~2\, __ , 
Pursuant to Sup~~r.iat' court c.t'iminal r.ula C-rR 7.2(b) 11 the c□u.r.t 

shall ••• advie1m the defsnr.fnnt ... (5) of the r..ight, i.f unabl11 tn pay 

the cost. th1at"ai of, to 111:wm cauns:a-1 a.ppointsd and por.tions of tha tr.isl 
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.1.;ecord necessary for rr:~view of' assignmd L'i"Ctors tram~cribEid fft public 

expR!nS6l! far an eppBal ••• Thase procs,~di.ngs shall bs mf:1ds e part of 

ths t'SCO.C'd. 11 Id, 

He.rr.(~1 1 tha :tsaue of wheths:t' the cmrct of eppe,~ls shauld hmv11 

provid1,ud Mr, Moralas ,:i mesningful decision an thr::i mer.its of hls claim 

that the t:t"ial court: denh:id htm du,n proc1,:1se during tl1c1 ras~ntenc:!.ng 

hrnadng pursuant tc1 STfl.TE, V. BLAKE, s Suprenis court holding 1,n 1:md af 
" ----"""'-""'' 

its1:iilf' that r.:rmatrad this uniqus drcum~1h1ncrns 1 jue.ti,c1~ would have b~~mn 

bF.nttsr s1ror.v1sd by f.1c::t.ing an thim carrmrl.rmianis r I s 81~arss r.ullng on April 

6th 2022 (51510 APPENDIX C) grsinti11g Mr. Morales's motion filr:!'d an AprU 

5th, 2022 (Sar~ APPENDIX i3) for nths CP and VRP fo·c hla app1cial. (Saa 

APPENDIX C), 

Ho1i.11:1Jvsr unsc-tful thfl mr:rti1::in was titled~ 1' any psrty may supplemsnt 

th1:? dsa:Lgnatlan of clerk 1 rr1 paµrn-rs and rnxhibits prior. to o.r:1 11Ji th tf1e 

filing of ths pBrty' s la:st br-1E1f, 11 f~ules of f\ppr:~llst>r:1 P:c□cl!ldu:cl:! (RAP) 

9,6 

(ra) and this is mxactly what Mr. Morales did whom hl:'l flled hb PC'O Ss 

motion 1uith th!U court of Appeals an April 5, 2022 (Se1::1 APP[NDIX B). 

heerd 11 (PJ,AI~.~Y MORALES,, CUA NO. 56333-9-1'1, at :3 S~1:1J APPENDIX A) is 

11 inten:•p:retation and wraivrw:r. wr tuL~s by the cout't 11 wi:;iuld hav1~ bs,i$n 

At~ t□ revlr:,;w takrm by thct court 18 cltscrst.i.nn, Mr. M□ralt;e poaits 

·that ths action of this court should be tl'llmand this crns1'\ to t!irn Court 

( 3) 



of Ap13flls for r,,c;•comddet:'atian in light of STATE V DRUM, ·]60 Wn.2d 23, " ...,....__,,.._.,,....,...,.,,, 

3B n.3, 225 P.3d 237 (2ll10), 

Notwi ths tending the foct that Mr.. Mot'alr.;m was r1n indigent 

rJefrmdarrt and app:Jlntl;!ci cctunsel by th::, tri.sl r;ou1.·t to r9pc131s1:mt him □n 

sppr1al 1 not only did he notify coui,ssl of ths errora t.o bs mdsad on 

clieect. ·cr:1v.h:w. ( st:te ar..iginal Notice of Appi?.sl, filed by Mr. M□ralr.ss) 

(mlrjo :JFmt Stet~ment r.if ArJditionsl Grounds (Sf-\G) t□ counsel biafore 

hmard by CrJA) hrn wtZnt fur.thei: anr.::I car-r.iCiid hie rssponai..blUty and mi::ived 

the Cm1.rt af Appl':l!als t□ Buppl1":im1wnt the dssignat.tr.in of the r;lmrk I s 

papers. 

reraantsnci11g moti□ns wmL"r:,1 prope.cly I'l'Jised at thm trirnl c□u:r·t: lsvel. 

UnrJsr. Fl.AP 9. 1 ( c) , 11 clEH'k' s papmi~13 i.ncludw th1\:l ph1adinr,J, ard;irr.s and 

oth!.Rl' pap11lt"f:l mnd othfJI' papers filed with th~, cl,:t.rk of thr::1 tri~l court. 11 

and HAP 9.2(11) rstat~1s that. 11 a party should a.rre.ng1:1 for: th1;1 

tt1:111scd.ptl□r1 of all pm:-t.i.cms of th!? VRP nracr.:1es1t1ry t□ pr·mHm1t -ths 

A.a such, the .rul1.ng grant.1.ng Mr, Mr.rrr1l-!:1s I a mo·U.an on Ap·t>il 6th 

2022 r6'ferenc1:1d abov1?J shi::ould lead this court t.a b:ik1:l! aom1;i1 action 13s 

In its op.lrJion t.he COA statei1:1 '1tha court. spt~ci.f':ically natr:td an th!11' 

!;'ijCt:ll:'d that th1J1 partiem r:rtipulat1~d to Morr~ls~s I s crimi11al history I and 

(4) 



ths court nah1d theri: the stipulation was signed by Mt. Morah~s. 11 ( Se!il 

APPENDIX A), luhile th" court dl.d stote this, this is not the full 

1:1ccurat1:;: ·reccrrd. 

As sti:rtsd by Mr, M□relss in hie SAG pg.2 and 3 thi?.! p:ros9cwtor 

corr.ects. the sentsnc1ng Judgr:~ on his mtslr:1acilnrJ strrf~ment about Mr. 

Mo:ra.les slgntng a stipulation to bis c.t"iminal histo.c-y. Sp8cl fically 

t.tmt, th1:1t is Mi:, Morales sign1:ld the st:lpulatlon an c:dminal histtJry 

stet.inti that it ti.1as accurate and complstl'9. That's nnt trua. 11 (S1~lB 

mrmtenc:ing h!Sari.ng 9-17-21 Pg. 21~ Mc. Mo.r.ah~s's SAG P~l• 2-3). 

This str.1temant aga.tn was aftr:rr t.h!<l' Jutf[Jf:ls ertaternsnt that the CCJltrt 

of Bpps1~ls 1':'Sft:n:-~rnc;:is on pg. :~ of its opinion (Sern APPENDIX A). 

Futth1'tcmara, ths cnu·ct does not ti:i!ll Praat~cuti::i:c Niemb that he i.s wrong 

CJT.' .lnar:cw:at.1~ alJout h.1hst ha :i,s rs,:tying s□ this, r.:□ur.t. and t.he Court of 

Apprnm1ls should by thi'::J cnmpl1;:1ts remor.ci h::tlrl th21t M1:-. Mo:r.Ble.ls did not 

slgn an stlpulstlm1 on hi:=1 crdmino:ll himti:11:y. 

Thie cau.rt should r~msnd hack tr:, the Court of App1mals an it can 

/~ court nbus'.,~1s lta disr.::cr.rti□n by ur:rln~J the w:rang legal t3tiE.lnr.for.d or 

by t'esttn~/ 'Lts dr-ic.lsior1 upr::in facts unsupportHd by the r.Hcord, STATE. V 
____ , 

Jl\!I.~tl,U~J2II, 161, tun. 2d 1,99, 501,, 192 P. 3d 342 ( 200a). 

Ff.lr th,,± Above rea:son:!'J this court should g-i:-ant ri:;1vimw and t'®mand 

bar:k to thr:l Court af App,at'll.s l.'l□ tl1E1t court can .Cr.!CDnsi.dRr wi.'th 
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cCJmplat~ and accucate recD.t'd. A :t'~fer'.':nc1;;, hc:.mrlrig .ls 8lso r.equested. A 

lawyer is al00 r.aquested, 

I GAr1HIEL JOSEPH MORALES, arn ov8lr- tha 1,1ge1 of majod ty and also s 

U.S. citizsn compr:':ltent ta testify and here tn attest und,;r penalty of 

peC'jUi:'Y thst all atBt~ments cantsinsd here in is ths absolutt?- truth to 

the IJF.!Hnt of my km:iwli:!dg1':!. RCW 91+. 72. OBS. 

Resp8ctfully 

2[J23 

~.-ft:::!1.li::'::::L!.:lEL,':!:...lf!dJ 
GAflRIE~ JOSEPH MORALES DOC le:161 81+6 
Stsfford Cr:-t:wik Cnrr.·sctl□nf:l Csnte:r 
19'1 Constantine Ii.Jay 
Aberdi:rc~n, Wsshl:1gton1 9852[) 
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Filed 
Washington Ststc 
Courl of Appeals 

rnvision Two 

October 25, 2022 

TN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DIVISION II 

STATE OF WASHINGTON, No. 56333-9-11 

Respondent, 

v. 

GABRIEL JOSEPI J MORALES, UNPUBLISHED OPINION 

A ellant. 

VELJACIC, J, - Gabriel J. Morales appeals the imposition of a $200 criminal filing fee after 

he was rcscntcnced in 2021. The State concedes that the filing fee should be stricken. In his 

statement of additional grounds (SAG) for review, Morales contends that his due process rights 

were violated m1d he received ineffective assistance of counsel during the resentencing hearing. 

We agree with the State regarding the criminal filing fee and remand for the trial court to strike 

that fee. We affirm all other aspects of Morales's sentence. 

FACTS 

ln 2017, a jury found Morales b'11ilty of unlawful possession of a contTOlled substance with 

intent to deliver, unlawful possession of a controlled substance, unlawful possession of a firearm 

in the first degree, and possession of a stolen firearm. At sentencing, the trial court imposed a 

$200 criminal filing fee as a legal financial obligation (LFO). We affirmed Morales's convictions 

in an unpublished opinion, but remanded to the lrial court to strike the imposed criminal filing fee 

because the trial court found Morales indigent. State v. Morales, No, 50782-0-TT, slip. op. at 16 

(Wash. Ct. App. May 29, 2019) (unpublished), 
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http://www. courls. wa. gov I opinions/pd f/D2 %20 5 07 82-0-11 %20Op inion. pdf. But after the 

mandale issued, no action was taken in the trial court. 

In 2021, pursuant to State v. Blake, 197 Wn.2d 170,481 P.3d 521(2021), 1 the trial court 

vacated Morales's unlawful possession of a controlled substance conviction and resentenced him 

aller holding a resentencing hearing, Regarding LFOs, the court stated that it was only imposing 

the "mandatory minimums." Report of Proceedings (RP) (Sept. 17, 2021) at 42. But in its order 

correcting judgment and sentence, the court stated that the $200 criminal fi.Jing fee "remains 

imposed." Clerk's Papers at 125. Morales appeals his c01Tecled judgment and sentence. 

ANALYSIS 

1. CRIMINAL FILING FEE 

Morales contends lhat the trial court wrongly imposed the criminal filing fee as an LFO on 

his corrected,iudgment and sentence. The State agrees. We accept the State's concession. 

The trial court found Morales to be indigent. Morales, slip. op. at 16. Trial courts are 

prohibited from imposing criminal filing fees on criminal def'endants found to be indigent. RCW 

36.18.020(2)(h); State v. Ramirez, 191 Wn.2d 732, 746, 426 P.3d 714 (2018). We previously 

directed lhat the criminal filing fee be stricken. Morales, slip. op. al 16. We again direct the trial 

comi to strike the criminal filing fee from Morales's judgment and sentence. 

11. SAG ISSUES 

A. Due Process 

Morales argues that he was denied due process during the resentencing proceedings 

because the trial court did not rule on his pro se motions filed prior to resentencing, the court did 

1 The court in Blake held that Washington's strict liability drug possession statute, former RCW 
69.50.4013(1) (2017), "violates the due process clauses of the state and federal constitutions and 
is void." 197 Wn.2d at 195. 

2 
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not require him to sign a stipulation on criminal history, and ihe court did not conduct a full 

resentencing hearing. We disagree. 

Procedmal due process at its core is the right to be meaningfully heard. State v. Lyons, 199 

Wn. App. 235,240,399 P.3d 557 (2017). We first note that the motions Morales references are 

not a part of our record. While he attaches certain filings to the appendix of his SAG, these 

documents are not included in our record. We do not review documents attached to a brief that 

are not included in our record. RAP l0.3(a)(8). Regaiding his olher arguments, our record shows 

that the trial court held a reseniencing hearing, the court specifically noted on the record that the 

parties stipulated to Morales's criminal history, and the court noted that the stipulation was "signed 

by Mr. Morales," RP (Sept. 17, 2021) at 23. Accordingly, Morales fails to show a due process 

violation. 

B. IneffccLive Assistance of Counsel 

Morales next argues that he was denied effective assistance of counsel because counsel 

encouraged the trial court to not rule on his prose motions and that counsel further contributed to 

Morales's due process rights being violated. We disagree. 

To prevail on an ineffective assistance of counsel claim, the defendant must show that 

counsel's performance was deficient and counsel's deficient performance prejudiced the defense. 

State v. Elwel{, 199 Wn.2d 256,277,505 P.3d 101 (2022). lfthc defendant fails to satisfy either 

prong, then the defendant's ineffective assistance of counsel claim fails. id. 

Our record docs not show that counsel's performance was professionally unreasonable. 

Even assuming counsel's performance was deficient, Morales fails to show prejudice. For these 

reasons, we reject Morales's ineffective assistance of counsel claim. 

3 
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CONCLUSION 

We affirm Morales's rcsentencing following Blake except for the imposition of ihe 

criminal filing fee. We remand to the trial court to strike the criminal filing fee. 

A majority of the panel having determined that this opinion will not be printed in the 

Washington Appellate Repotis, but will be 1iled for public record in accordance with RCW 2.06.040, 

it is so ordered. 

We concur: 

~~...:;,:-
Cruser, A.C. 

-~-I~ 
Pnce, J. 

4 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
RESPONDENT, 

V 

COURT OF APPEAU5 
OF THE STATE OJ' WASHINGTON 

DIVISION 11 

NO: 56333-9-II 

REQUESTING T11ANSCRIPTS 
AND DOCUMENTS FROM 

SUPERIOR COURT FIUE 
GABRIEL JOSEPH MORAUES, 

COMES NOW th<> Appallant GABRIELl JOSEPH MORALES, MOVES this court 

fo.r th• t:o•nacripts and ove.rything that we• fl.loci to tha Superior 

court wh.tch .ira not l:Lmi t•d to th• motions fil1>d by t!ia Appellant: for 

the abovlS! cause number which is also ceuss No: 15-1-04976-5 fo:c P.i.r.r:rcs 

county Superior cauct. 

Ths App~llmnt .rt.itquraists all t:canscr1p't:m. Also ell documents filad 

to the Sup•rioo court. rurthermor• all motions fi.lod by the Appell•nt 

which is not limi tact to, r\tl Ff" M 2-0? /. 

1. MOTION TO MODIFY OR CORRECT JUDGMENT AND SENTENCE (err, 7.B) 

2. MOTION TO AMEND CrR 7,B IN REGARDS TO ,§J:.~,I~,.V.0 8,L~1<i• 



3, MOTION FOR ARREST OF JUDGMENT (pursuant to CrR 7,4) 

4, REQUEST FOR EXCEPTIONAi. SENTENCE DOWNWARD AND MEMORANDUM. 

5. MOTION: OBJECTION TO OFFENDER SCORE PURSUANT TO RGul 
9,94A,53o(2) 

Addi'tionally tha Appsllant raquaat tha full transcript whict1 .ts 

not limited to the "tl!JD court dates held. 

1 • In front of Judge Phillip K, So.ranaon on or about tha roonth 
of Juns, 2021. 

2. In front of JudrJ• Edmund l'IJrphy on or. about t.ha month of 

Saptemb•r, 202'1 • 

Reapoctfull.y ai~s•d and submi ttad this /f 1;oay of April, 2022 

i1t&hflrd lJqC~ ... ,,..-= 
GABRIEW JOSEPH MORA~ES DOC #361846 
Stafford Greek Corractiona Center 
191 Constantine Woy 
Aberdeen, Wemhington 98520 
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Washington State Court of Appeals 
Division Two 

909 A Street, Suite 200, Tacoma, Wl!shington 98402 
Derek Byrne, Clerk/Administrator (253) 593-2970 (253) 593-2806 (Fax) 

General Orders, Calendar Dates, and General Information at http://www.courts.wa.gov/courls OffiCE HOURS: 9-12, 1-4. 

Stephanie C Cunningham 
Attorney at Law 
4616 25th Ave NE 11552 
Seattle, WA 98105-4183 

Prosecuting Attorney Pierce COLmty 
Pierce Cmmty Prosecuting Attorney 
930 Tacoma A venue S. Room 946 
Tacoma, WA 98402 

April 6, 2022 

Gabriel Joseph Morales 
DOC#361846 
Stafford Creek Corrections Center 
191 Constantine Way 
Aberdeen, WA 98520 

Anne Elizabeth Egeler 
Pierce County Prosecutor's Office 
930 Tacoma Ave S Rm 946 
Tacoma, WA 98402-2171 

CASE#: 56333-9-11/State of Washington, Respondent v. Gabriel Joseph Morales, 
Appellant 

Counsel: 

On the above date, this court entered the following notation ruling: 

A RULING BY COMMISSIONER BEARSE: 

Gabriel Morales moves for a 45-day extension of time to file a Statement of Additional 
Grounds. He states he has not received the CP and VRP for his appeal. The motion is 
granted. Morales is notified that his counsel mailed these documents to him on April 1, 
2022, so no additional extensions will be granted. 

Very ttuly yours, 

Derek M. Byrne 
Court Clerk 



DIX 



GABRIEL MORALES 361846 501 Building: H3Section: H3Cell:092U ID:1632972372 [P 1/1] 

I You have recelvi:Jd a Jl'OY letter, the fastest way to get ma11 J 

From: Stephanie Cunningham, CustomerlD: 27286842 
To : GABRIEL MORALES, ID: 361846 
Date : 11/14/2022 3:53:46 PM EST, Leiter ID: 1632972372 Parent Letter ID: 1632905371 
Location: S01 
Housing : H3 H3092UA 

The pro se motions are in the Superior Court record, so I have access to them to provide them to you, but l did not 
designate them to be sent to the Court of Appeals to be made a part of the appellate court record. l designate the 
documents that are relevant and necessary to the issues ! raise in the Opening Brief. At trial or sentencing, if a 
defendant is represented by an attorney, the defendant is not allowed to file prose motions and the trial judge will not 
rule on them. So I did not originally designate these motions to be sent to the Court of Appeals because they were 
not going to be relevant lo issues I would raise, / 

I am sorry that I did not realize before that these documents wece not in the appellate record. However, it Is generally 
not my responsibility to keep track of and designate the documents a client may need for a SAG, since the SAG is a 
prose document and not within the scope of my appointment. But if you feel it was ineffective for me not to designate 
them for you, then you can obviously raise that Issue in a petition for review to the State Supreme Court or file a PRP 
in the Court of Appeals. 

J#XIYTe/J your friends liH1d fll1rlily ltl ..sit wwwJptQ'.com to write letters and $JjOO m,m~y/ 



INMATE

January 26, 2023 - 1:45 PM

Transmittal Information

Filed with Court: Supreme Court
Appellate Court Case Number:   101467

DOC filing of MORALES Inmate DOC Number 361846

The following documents have been uploaded:

101467_20230126014504SC180153_6988_InmateFiling.pdf {ts '2023-01-26 13:37:40'}

     The Original File Name was doc1pabr1108_20230126_134034.pdf

The DOC Facility Name is Stafford Creek Corrections Center.
The Inmate The Inmate/Filer's Last Name is MORALES.
The Inmate DOC Number is 361846.
The CaseNumber is 101467.
The Comment is 1OF1.
The entire orginal email subject is 12,MORALES,361846,101467,1OF1.
The email contained the following message:

External Email Warning! This email has originated from outside of the Washington State Courts Network.  Do not
click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender, are expecting the email, and know the content is
safe.   If a link sends you to a website where you are asked to validate using your Account and Password, DO NOT
DO SO! Instead, report the incident. Reply to: doc1pabr1108 <doc1pABR1108@doc1.wa.gov> Device Name:
DOC1pABR1108 Device Model: MX-4071 Location: ABR1 - D-BLDG - ROOM 1302 File Format: PDF MMR(G4)
Resolution: 150dpi x 150dpi Attached file is scanned image in PDF format. Use Acrobat(R)Reader(R) or
Adobe(R)Reader(R) of Adobe Systems Incorporated to view the document. Adobe(R)Reader(R) can be downloaded
from the following URL: Adobe, the Adobe logo, Acrobat, the Adobe PDF logo, and Reader are registered trademarks
or trademarks of Adobe Systems Incorporated in the United States and other countries.         https://smex-
ctp.trendmicro.com:443/wis/clicktime/v1/query?url=http%3a%2f%2fwww.adobe.com&umid=10f0e587-3dc2-40c7-
b063-6748b2aa4e73&auth=c302d29ff7906effa60127fd92782ca6bfab614f-
98e715b60dad71229807a2e5a7d9d4694bd3a276

The following email addresses also received a copy of this email:

A copy of the uploaded files will be sent to:
kristie.barham@piercecountywa.gov
pcpatcecf@piercecountywa.gov 
PCpatcecf@piercecountywa.gov

Note: The Filing Id is 20230126014504SC180153
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