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A IDENTITY OF RESPONDENT 

The State of Washington is the Respondent in this case. 

B. COURT OF APPEALS DECISION 

The Court of Appeals decision at issue is State v. Rook, No. 

67572-9-1, filed June 24, 2013 (unpublished). 

C. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

The relevant facts are set forth in the briefing before the 

Court of Appeals. 

D. ARGUMENT WHY REVIEW SHOULD BE DENIED 

The State's briefing at the Court of Appeals adequately 

responds to the issues raised in the Brief of Appellant in the Court 

of Appeals. The State submits this Answer in order to object to 

consideration of the many grounds for the Petition for Review that 

were raised by Rook in his pro se briefing in the Court of Appeals 

below and are not supported by analysis in the Petition for Review. 

The State further objects to consideration of matters outside the 

record referred to in the petition and in the Statement of Additional 

Grounds filed by Rook in the Court of Appeals. 
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Issues 6 through 10 in the Petition for Review were issues 

not raised in the Brief of Appellant in the Court of Appeals. The 

Court of Appeals did not ask counsel to file additional briefing 

addressing those issues pursuant to RAP 10.1 O(f), and thus, 

neither counsel did brief these issues. With respect to each of 

these issues, the Petition for Review cites general legal principles 
' 

but includes no legal analysis or argument explaining how the facts 

of this case violated those principles, as required by RAP 

13.4(c)(7). See Petition for Review, at 26-30. These potential 

issues should not be considered as they have not been properly 

presented. 

Further, among other unsupported allegations, there are 

factual allegations that the defense trial counsel was ineffective for 

deciding not to call a witness, yet there is no record of what the 

witness would said if she had testified. Petition for Review, at 27-

28. In addition, there is a claim that the trial court was biased, but 

there are no citations to the record in support of this allegation. 

Petition for Review, at 28. Grounds for review that include 

allegations premised on matters outside the record should be 

rejected. On direct appeal, a reviewing court will not consider 

matters outside the trial record. State v. McFarland, 127 Wn.2d 
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322, 335, 899 P.2d 1251 (1995). The proper avenue for review of 

these issues is a personal restraint petition. kl 

E. CONCLUSION 

The State respectfully requests that the Petition for Review 

be denied. 

I lh 
DATED this f day of October, 2013. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DANIEL T. SA TTERBERG 
King County Prosecuting Attorney 

REAR. VITALICH, WSBA#2553 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Attorneys for Respondent 
Office WSBA #91002 
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