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I. INTRODUCTION 

Jim and Amy Eskridge sued Dr. Darlene Townsend, a counselor 

who had treated both Jim and Amy Eskridge individually and the 

Eskridges as a couple. They alleged a number of violations of the 

standard of care applicable to Dr. Townsend as a licensed Mental Health 

Counselor. 

At the time her professional relationship with the Eskridges ended, Dr. 

Townsend had made reports to Child Protective Services ("CPS"), the 

Spokane Police Department, the Washington State Bar Association, the 

Health Professions Quality Assurance Commission of the Department of 

Health ("HPQAC"), and the Eskridges' insurance carrier relating her 

belief that Jim Eskridge might be abusing his children. Before trial, Dr. 

Townsend moved in limine to exclude evidence of the reports to official 

agencies because they are privileged under two distinct state statutes, 

RCW 4.24.510 (as to all reports) and RCW 26.44.060 (as to the report to 

CPS). 

The trial court denied the motion, holding that Dr. Townsend had 

waived her defense of immunity under RCW 4.24.510, and further holding 

that in any event the broad immunity conferred by that statute was 

"nullified" by the assertedly narrower immunity under RCW 26.44.060. 
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The trial court allowed the evidence of the reports to be put before the 

jury. The report to CPS in particular, including extensive testimony from 

Denise Guffin, a CPS investigator who was permitted to testify at length 

about hearsay statements from the Eskridges (whom she believed) and 

from Dr. Townsend, ultimately turned out to be the central feature of the 

Eskridges' claim. The jury was instructed that Dr. Townsend bore the 

burden to establish the good faith of her report, including that the report 

had been made within 48 hours. The jury returned a verdict against Dr. 

Townsend in the amount of $675,000.00. Dr. Townsend appeals. 

II. ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR & STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

A. The Trial Court Erred In Denying Dr. Townsend's Motions In 
Limine. 

1. Whether the trial court erred in concluding that Dr. 
Townsend had waived reliance on her immunity under 
RCW 4.24.510, where Dr. Townsend had pleaded 
immunity in her answer and had appropriately responded to 
discovery. 

2. Whether the trial court erred in failing to construe and 
apply the parallel immunities of RCW 4.24.510 and RCW 
26.44.060 in such a way as to give full effect to the terms 
of each, and instead nullified Dr. Townsend's immunity 
under RCW 4.24.510 by holding that it was inapplicable in 
light of the trial court's narrow reading of Dr. Townsend's 
parallel immunity under RCW 26.44.060. 
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B. The Trial Court Erred In Permitting Denise Guffin To Testify 
About, And Vouch For, Hearsay Statements Of Plaintiffs And 
Their Family Members. 

1. Whether Denise Guffin's recitation of statements made to 
her by plaintiffs and plaintiffs' family members were 
inadmissible hearsay. 

2. Whether permitting Denise Guffin to recite plaintiffs' and 
their family members' hearsay statements in the context of 
her testimony that Dr. Townsend's complaint was not 
substantiated by her investigation improperly bolstered 
plaintiffs' testimony. 

c. The Trial Court Erred In Instructing The Jury That Dr. 
Townsend Was Only Entitled To RCW Immunity If She Made 
Her Report Within 48 Hours Of Learning Of The Facts 
Underlying The Report. 

1. Whether statutory immunity under RCW 26.44.060 is 
available to persons who report suspected child abuse more 
than 48 hours after learning the facts underlying the report. 

2. Whether the trial court erred, after ruling that immunity is 
available to reporters who make reports more than 48 hours 
after learning the facts underlying their report, in 
nevertheless instructing the jury that immunity is 
contingent upon meeting the 48-hour requirement. 

III. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

A. Facts. 

Jim and Amy Eskridge (collectively "the Eskridges" or, where 

individual identification is necessary to context, "Jim" or "Amy") sought 

counseling from Dr. Darlene Townsend ("Dr. Townsend") in August 
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2006. RP. 351, CP 2.1 The Eskridges had suffered a dysfunctional 

marriage for several years, RP. 133-34, a result of Jim's depression, 

drinking, and sexual appetite, and Amy's frustration with these. RP. 135, 

138, 142-43, 145. Jim had seen several mental health care providers over 

a period of years, id., and sought out Dr. Townsend when the couple 

moved to Spokane. RP. 147:22-148:7. Dr. Townsend's engagement was 

later expanded to include couples therapy involving both Jim and Amy, 

RP. 151-52, and later still to include therapy with the Eskridges' two sons. 

RP. 333-334,328:23-329:1. 

In July 2007, Jim made statements to Dr. Townsend which, taken 

in context with earlier statements he had made about his sexual issues and 

his problem with anger toward his children, led Dr. Townsend to think Jim 

may be abusing his children. RP. 243-44, 327-28:5. Because Amy was 

traveling for her job at the time, Dr. Townsend was concerned that Jim 

might become angry and take out his anger on his children if she reported 

right away. RP.329-33. She was able to keep an eye on the children 

through the weekly therapy sessions she had with them, so Dr. Townsend 

delayed making her report until Amy was back in the home and able to 

1 The references in this brief to the report of proceedings will be "RP. X", 
where X is the page number of the report; "CP Y", where Y is the page 
number of the Clerk's Papers; and Appx. Z, where Z is the page number of 
the Appendix filed herewith. 
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deal with the consequences of her intended report. RP.333-39. Dr. 

Townsend told Amy upon her return that she intended to make the report. 

RP.339-40. Jim reacted by sending Dr. Townsend a letter threatening her 

with litigation if she made her intended report. CP 83 . 

Dr. Townsend made the report to CPS, RP. 390, and at some later 

time to the Spokane Police Department. RP. 293, 385. When Dr. 

Townsend received a letter threatening litigation from Jim's brother, 

Attorney R. Perry Eskridge, she filed a grievance with the Washington 

State Bar Association in which she gave details about her report to CPS 

and the reasons for it. RP. 386-87, Appx. 030-038. Finally, when the 

Eskridges filed a complaint against her with the Washington State Health 

Professions Quality Assurance Commission, Dr. Townsend filed a 

response in which she again explained the reasons she had reported to 

CPS. RP. 384-85, 569; Appx. 015-024. 

The report was investigated by Denise Guffin of CPS. She 

concluded that it was not substantiated, and so advised the Eskridges. RP. 

629. The Eskridges later divorced. RP. 129-30. They believe that Dr. 

Townsend was at fault for their divorce. RP. 24:14-21; RP. 541-542. 
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B. Procedure Below. 

The Eskridges sued Dr. Townsend in Spokane County Superior Court 

on June 5, 2009. They filed their amended complaint on November 16, 

2009. CP 1-9. 

The Amended Complaint alleged eight causes of action against Dr. 

Townsend, the first four of which were medical malpractice claims: 

1. Breach of the standard of care because Dr. 
Townsend breached confidentiality by telling Amy 
facts revealed by Jim, and because Dr. Townsend 
had conflicts of interest in relation to the separate 
treatment of Jim and the treatment of Jim and Amy 
as a couple. 

2. Breach of the standard of care because Dr. 
Townsend expanded her diagnosis and treatment 
plan to include sexual addiction as a diagnosis and 
tried to trick Jim into entering therapy for sexual 
addiction. 

3. Breach of the standard of care because Dr. 
Townsend did not properly terminate treatment in a 
professional way. 

4. Breach of the standard of care because Dr. 
Townsend (a) told Jim that he was terminated in 
front of strangers, (b) told Amy about diagnosis of 
Jim, and that she was terminating him as a patient, 
(c) told Amy that she intended to file a complaint 
about Jim with CPS, and (4) did file a complaint 
with CPS that was retaliatory and not in compliance 
with professional and legal standards. 

5. Violation of statute because Dr. Townsend withheld 
records from the Eskridges. 
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CP 1-12. 

6. Breach of contract in that Dr. Townsend's billings 
were not in conformity with the parties' agreement 
for services. 

7. Violation of the Consumer Protection Act. 

8. Defamation and slander, because Dr. Townsend 
filed a complaint with CPS, and a grievance with 
the bar association giving details about her 
complaint to CPS, both of which described Jim as 
an abuser. 

Dr. Townsend answered, and in her answer she specifically raised 

as an affirmative defense her statutory immunity from suit: 

Immunity Townsend is entitled to statutory immunity for the 
acts and omissions alleged within the Complaint. 

CP 57; Appx. 011. 

On December 17,2010, the trial court granted Dr. Townsend's 

motion for summary judgment as to claims 5 through 8. CP 11-12. The 

trial court agreed with Dr. Townsend that since all the claims alleged 

harms resulting from rendition of medical services, RCW 7.70.010 et seq. 

required that only medical malpractice claims as prescribed within that 

chapter could be prosecuted. CP 11-12. Thereafter, the Eskridges issued 

discovery requests to Dr. Townsend. They asked, inter alia, that Dr. 

Townsend state for which a/the acts alleged she claimed immunity: 

With regard to your claim that you have immunity for the 
acts complained of by Plaintiffs in their Amended 
Complaint, please identify any all such acts for which you 
contend immunity applies, and please identify and describe 
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each material fact which you contend supports your claim 
of immunity. 

CP 64. (Italics added.) 

By the time this interrogatory was propounded, the fifth through 

eighth causes of action had been dismissed. It was only in the eighth cause 

of action that the Eskridges had complained about the reports to the police 

and to the Washington State Bar Association; in the first four, only the 

report to CPS was mentioned. See CP 1-9. Accordingly, Dr. Townsend 

responded: 

Pursuant to various state statutes, Dr. Townsend is 
immune from civil liability for making her good faith 
report to Child Protective Services which was required by 
law. See RCW 26.44.060. 

CP 64 (Italics added). 

Dr. Townsend was never asked to specify the "various state 

statutes" that provided her immunity. The Eskridges did ask her to 

"provide copies of all documents pertaining to or referenced in your 

answer to the preceding interrogatory," to which Dr. Townsend 

responded: "See RCW 26.44.060." Id. 

Trial was set for September 2011. In her motions in limine, Dr. 

Townsend asked that the court forbid the Eskridges from offering any 

evidence of the reports she had made to CPS, to the Spokane Police 

Department, to the Washington State Bar Association, or to the Health 
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Professions Quality Assurance Commission. CP 26. She cited as support 

for her motion Washington's Anti-SLAPP statute, RCW 4.24.510, as well 

as the child welfare reporting statute, RCW 26.44.060. CP 45-46. The 

trial court denied Dr. Townsend's motion, ruling that Dr. Townsend had 

waived any immunity under RCW 4.24.510 and that, in any event, RCW 

4.24.510 was nullified by RCW 26.44.060 pursuant to which, the court 

ruled, Dr. Townsend was bound to prove her own good faith to be entitled 

to immunity. RP.971-77. 

The case proceeded to trial. In opening statement, the Eskridges 

based their case upon Dr. Townsend's reports to CPS, RP. 31-36, to the 

Washington State Bar, RP. 35, and to HPQAC, Id. They put particularly 

heavy emphasis upon Dr. Townsend's report to CPS and the effect it had 

upon them. RP. 31-36. The report to CPS was the central feature of the 

Eskridges' closing argument. RP. 873-886. 

IV. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

Dr. Townsend has immunity for her reports under two statutes. 

The Abuse of Children statute, which was the first enacted of the two 

statutes (first enacted in 1965), provides in relevant part: 

(l)(a) Except as provided in (b) of this subsection, any 
person participating in good faith in the making of a report 
pursuant to this chapter or testifying as to alleged child 
abuse or neglect in a judicial proceeding shall in so doing 
be immune from any liability arising out of such reporting 
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or testifying under any law of this state or its political 
subdivisions. 

(b) A person convicted of a violation of subsection (4) of 
this section shall not be immune from liability under (a) of 
this subsection. 

* * * * 

(4) A person who, intentionally and in bad faith, 
knowingly makes a false report of alleged abuse or neglect 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor punishable in accordance 
with RCW 9A.20.021. 

RCW 26.44.060 

The Anti-SLAPP statute, first enacted in 1989, provides: 

A person who communicates a complaint or information to 
any branch or agency of federal, state, or local government, 
or to any self-regulatory organization that regulates persons 
involved in the securities or futures business and that has 
been delegated authority by a federal, state, or local 
government agency and is subject to oversight by the 
delegating agency, is immune from civil liability for claims 
based upon the communication to the agency or 
organization regarding any matter reasonably of concern to 
that agency or organization. A person prevailing upon the 
defense provided for in this section is entitled to recover 
expenses and reasonable attorneys' fees incurred in 
establishing the defense and in addition shall receive 
statutory damages of ten thousand dollars. Statutory 
damages may be denied if the court finds that the complaint 
or information was communicated in bad faith. 

RCW 4.24.510. 

Dr. Townsend was entitled to immunity under both statutes. The 

trial court erroneously concluded that she had waived her immunity under 
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RCW 4.24.510, apparently because she had not specified the titles of the 

"various statutes" she cited as supporting her immunity in response to a 

discovery request, which did not ask her to provide such a citation. 

Second, the trial court erroneously held that RCW 4.24.510 was 

nullified by RCW 26.44.060 in a manner that deprived Dr. Townsend of 

her immunity under either statute. As a result of those errors, the trial 

court permitted the Eskridges to introduce evidence of Dr. Townsend's 

privileged reports to government officials. It further permitted the 

Eskridges to introduce testimony of a CPS worker who bolstered the 

Eskridges' credibility and attacked Dr. Townsend's credibility. Finally, 

the jury was permitted to return a substantial verdict based primarily upon 

evidence of the impact the report to CPS had upon the Eskridges. The 

trial court's rulings should be reversed, the judgment should be vacated, 

and the matter should be remanded for trial on the issue of whether Dr. 

Townsend committed malpractice in her treatment of the Eskridges, 

without reference to the official reports and without Ms. Guffin's opinions 

about credibility. 
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v. ARGUMENT 

A. The Trial Court Erred In Ruling That Dr. Townsend Waived 
Her Immunity. 

1. Standard of review: abuse of discretion. 

A trial court's rulings on the admissibility of evidence are 

reviewed for abuse of discretion. City of Spokane v. Neff, 152 Wn.2d 85, 

91,93 P.3d 158 (2004). A trial court abuses its discretion when the ruling 

is "manifestly unreasonable or based upon untenable grounds or reasons." 

Veit, ex rei. Nelson v. Burlington N Santa Fe Corp., 171 Wn.2d 88, 99, 

249 P.3d 607, (2011). A trial court's discretionary ruling is unreasonable 

or based upon untenable grounds when it is based upon an error of law. 

"A trial court would necessarily abuse its discretion if it based its ruling on 

an erroneous view of the law." Wash. State Physicians Ins. Exch. & Ass'n 

v. Fisons Corp., 122 Wn.2d 299,339,858 P.2d 1054 (1993). A trial 

court's legal conclusions are reviewable de novo by the Court of Appeals. 

State v. Vasquez, 109 Wn. App. 310,314,34 P.3d 1255 (2001) affirmed, 

148 Wn.2d 303 (2002). Likewise, a "court's decision is manifestly 

unreasonable if it is outside the range of acceptable choices, given the 

facts .. . ; it is based on untenable grounds if the factual findings are 

unsupported by the record .... " In re Marriage of Littlefield, 133 Wn.2d 

39,47,940 P.2d 1362 (1997). The trial court's admission of evidence to 
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which Dr. Townsend objected, on the ground that Dr. Townsend had 

waived her right to object, was based upon errors of law and an erroneous 

factual determination of waiver that was plainly not supported by the 

record. 

2. Dr. Townsend appropriately raised her claim of immunity 
in her answer and in her responses to discovery. 

Dr. Townsend's Answer expressly raised her affirmative defense 

of statutory immunity: 

Immunity. Townsend is entitled to statutory immunity for the 
acts and omissions alleged within the complaint. 

Appx.Oll. 

Dr. Townsend also specifically referenced her reliance on "various 

state statutes" to support her claim of immunity in her responses to 

discovery requests issued by the Eskridges. CP 52, 64. Though the 

Eskridges would later suggest to the trial court that they had issued a 

discovery request calling upon Dr. Townsend to identify the statutory 

source of her claim of immunity, in fact the discovery request did not. An 

interrogatory specifically asked Dr. Townsend to identify "any and all 

such acts for which you contend immunity applies" and "each material 

fact which you contend supports your claim of immunity." CP 52, 64 

(emphasis added). 
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Alternatively, the Eskridges contended that Dr. Townsend had 

failed in her discovery response to refer to the reports to the police, the bar 

association, and HPQAC as "acts" for which she claimed immunity. But 

those were no longer in the case at the time the Eskridges issued their 

discovery. At the time Dr. Townsend's Answer was filed, the operative 

amended complaint had included, in its eighth cause of action, claims 

associated not only with Dr. Townsend's complaint to CPS, but also her 

complaints to other agencies, including the police department and the bar 

association. CP 7-8. However, the trial court had since granted Dr. 

Townsend's motion for partial summary judgment and dismissed the fifth 

through eighth causes of action. CP 11-12. Thereafter, the only report 

referred to in the operative complaint was the report to CPS, which was 

one of four acts or omissions asserted to be part of a breach of the medical 

standard of care in the fourth cause of action. CP 4-5. 

The Eskridges propounded their discovery request after the 

summary judgment order, and Dr. Townsend's response was appropriately 

directed to the allegations in the complaint which were operative at the 

time discovery requests were made and answered. 

At all relevant times throughout the litigation, Dr. Townsend 

asserted her statutory immunity. At no time did she make any statement, 
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or take any step, demonstrating any intention to do anything other than 

assert her right to immunity. 

3. The trial court's findings did not justify its conclusion of 
waiver. 

The trial court concluded that Dr. Townsend had waived her right 

to rely upon RCW 4.24.510 as a legal source of her claim of immunity. It 

did so on the basis of three factual and legal errors. 

First, the trial court said: 

Clearly if at any time initially this issue might not come up, 
clearly I would think after the deposition on February 24th 
where some of these documents were used, that that would 
be notice to the defendant that these are the type of 
documents that the plaintiff is going to ask the court to 
consider for evidentiary purposes. 

RP. 971 :23-972:4. 

This basis for the trial court's determination that Dr. Townsend 

had waived her right to rely on one of the immunity statutes is puzzling. 

We are unaware of any rule or custom in civil litigation that requires any 

party to seek a ruling on the ultimate admissibility of evidence (other than 

possibly materials subject to privilege, which Dr. Townsend's reports 

were not) in the middle of discovery. On the contrary, the discovery rules 
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expressly inhibit lawyers from seeking to limit discovery except where 

claims of privilege are involved? 

Second, the trial court said: 

The interrogatories and requests for production that both 
counsel submitted clearly are only limited in terms of 
statutory citation to RCW 26.44. There is general language 
about other statutes, but there is no attempt to identify the 
SLAPP statute, which is RCW 4.24.510. It is not identified 
in any way shape or form that the defense is relying on to 
exclude various items of evidence. 

RP.972. 

That conclusion was a clear error of fact, without support in the 

record. The interrogatory did not ask Dr. Townsend to identify the 

statutes upon which she founded her claim of immunity. CP 52, 64. The 

response nevertheless clearly indicated that more than one statute was 

relied upon. Id The reference to RCW 26.44.060 did not "limit" Dr. 

Townsend's statement that she relied on "various statutes"; rather, it 

followed Dr. Townsend's assertion, in her response, that she was legally 

2 See, e.g., CR 26(b)(1) ("It is not ground for objection that the 
information sought will be inadmissible at the trial if the information 
sought appears reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence."); see also CR 30(h)(2) ("Only objections which are 
not reserved for time of trial by these rules or which are based on 
privileges or raised to questions seeking information beyond the scope of 
discovery may be made during the course of the deposition."). 
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mandated to report suspected child abuse, and was plainly intended to 

identify the source of that legal requirement. 

Third, the trial court said: 

Also I have in mind that we had a pretrial ... The issue was 
not raised in the trial management report, it was not raised 
at that pretrial. This is the kind of issue I would expect to 
be a motion on the applicability of an immunity statute 
prior to trial and not just in the form of a motion in limine. 

RP. 972: 12-20. 

The trial court did not identify any court order or rule that could be 

said to have given Dr. Townsend notice that the court's expectations 

would be that the matter would be raised earlier. Spokane County Local 

Rule 16, pursuant to which the parties prepared and submitted their trial 

management report, did not anywhere require that the parties set out the 

bases for the admissibility, or not, of trial exhibits (although, to be sure, 

the parties did provide a listing of some of their objections in the report, 

and though Dr. Townsend did record objections to the reports' 

admissibility, she did not include a reference to immunity as an additional 

basis, CP 26). On the other hand, the Amended Civil Case Schedule 

Order, Appx. 014, specifically required that motions in limine be filed 

September 12,2011. Dr. Townsend timely filed a motion in limine to 

exclude the reports, on hearsay grounds, to which the Eskridges 

responded. CP 65-69. Dr. Townsend the"n filed a reply to the Eskridges' 
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response, in which she added the grounds that the documents could not be 

admitted without violating her statutory immunity. CP 45-47. 

Two important points should not be overlooked. First, the 

circumstances of this case were unique. Part of the trial court's thinking 

was doubtless that immunity questions almost always raise dispositive 

issues that are typically resolved earlier in the case by way of motions 

brought pursuant to CR 12 or CR 56. That was not possible in this case, 

however, because the Eskridges framed their fourth cause of action as a 

violation of the standard of care, citing four acts or omissions by Dr. 

Townsend, only one of which was her filing the CPS report. Dr. 

Townsend could not ask the court to dismiss the fourth cause of action 

based upon her immunity, because her immunity did not cover the other 

alleged acts, that were said to have breached the standard of care. Thus, 

her immunity presented an evidentiary question, not a question of ultimate 

liability, given the way the Eskridges pleaded their claim 

Second, it is important to note that no rule anywhere requires a 

party to seek pretrial determination of an evidentiary issue by means of a 

motion in limine. The motion in limine exists as a useful tool to afford the 

court an opportunity to reflect upon evidentiary issues that is often not 

available amid the pressures of conducting the trial, and gives the parties 

some assurance that the jury will not already have heard objectionable 
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evidence before it is ultimately ruled inadmissible. But there is absolutely 

no basis in law for any contention that a party waives an objection to 

evidence by failing to bring a motion in limine. The trial court might 

properly have declined to consider the immunity issue before trial as part 

of a motion in limine because it was raised in reply, but there was 

absolutely no basis for a ruling that Dr. Townsend had waived her 

immunity; she could quite properly have raised the objection at trial even 

if she had not made a motion to address it before trial. The Eskridges 

were benefitted by the opportunity to address the evidentiary question 

before trial, not prejudiced, even though the immunity as a further basis 

for excluding the reports was raised in reply. 

4. The Eskridges' reliance on King v. Snohomish County is 
misplaced: the Eskridges were not unfairly prejudiced. 

The Eskridges relied upon King v. Snohomish County, 146 Wn.2d 

420,47 P.3d 563 (2002), for their assertion that Dr. Townsend had waived 

her right to immunity under RCW 4.24.510. But that case is inapposite. 

In King, the government defendant raised as an affirmative defense 

the plaintiffs failure to follow the prescribed tort claim filing rules before 

bringing suit, and sought dismissal on the eve of trial, after the statute of 

limitations had run. The Washington Supreme Court concluded that the 

county had waived its defense based upon the failure to properly file a 
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claim. As the Washington Supreme Court later explained (in an opinion 

by the same justice who had been the author of the Court's opinion in 

King), the essential point of King and its predecessor, Lybbert v. Grant 

County, 141 Wn.2d 29, 1 P.3d 1124 (2000), was that the plaintiff would 

suffer prejudice from its adversary's conduct if waiver were not applied; 

absent such prejudice, there is no occasion to apply the waiver doctrine: 

We reasoned [in Lybbert] that under the common law 
doctrine of waiver, waiver of affirmative defenses can 
occur under certain circumstances in two ways: if the 
defendant's assertion of the defense is inconsistent with the 
defendant's previous behavior and if defendant's counsel 
has been dilatory in asserting the defense. . . . We found 
waiver of the affirmative defense of insufficiency of service 
of process because the county engaged in conduct 
inconsistent with asserting the defense and was dilatory in 
filing its answer. . .. [S]ee also King v. Snohomish County, 
146 Wn.2d 420, 424, 47 P.3d 563 (2002). 

* * * * 

We need not decide whether an affirmative defense raised 
in an untimely answer is waived if the delay in raising the 
defense causes prejudice to the plaintiff because no 
prejudice is established in this case .... [T]he Oltmans 
cannot show prejudice resulting from the untimely answer. 

We hold that the trial court did not abuse its discretion in 
denying the motion to strike the affirmative defenses. 

Oltman v. Holland America Line USA, Inc., 163 Wn.2d 236, 246-47, 178 

P.3d 981 (2008). 
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Oltman, not King, furnishes the correct rule here: the Eskridges 

were on notice throughout the litigation of Dr. Townsend's claim of 

immunity. They can show no conduct inconsistent with that claim, and 

just as the Oltmans could not show that anything would have been 

different if the cruise line's position had been clearer to them earlier - the 

relevant limitations period had already run - the Eskridges cannot show 

that they were prejudiced. The evidence was inadmissible because of the 

immunity, and there is nothing they could have done differently in the 

case to change that. The trial court's determination that Dr. Townsend had 

waived her immunity was wrong and should be reversed. 

B. The Trial Court Erred In Ruling That The Immunity Under 
RCW 26.44.060 Eviscerates The Immunity Under RCW 
4.24.510. 

1. Standard of review: abuse of discretion & de novo. 

The trial court's decision to admit evidence is reviewed for abuse 

of discretion; a trial court abuses its discretion where its decision is based 

upon an error of law. McKee v. American Home Products, 113 Wn. 2d 

701, 706, 782 P.2d 1045 (1989). This court reviews the trial court's 

conclusions of law de novo (see cases cited in Section V .A.l, at page 18-

19, supra). The trial court's alternative basis for its decision to admit 

evidence of reports Dr. Townsend made to officials, viz., that RCW 
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26.44.060 trumps RCW 4.24.510, was erroneous as a matter of law and 

should be reversed. 

2. The trial court ruled that RCW 26.44.060 nUllifies RCW 
4.24.510. in the area 0/ child abuse reporting based on a 
policy judgment. 

The trial court was presented with two statutes, both of which 

clearly apply to Dr. Townsend and her conduct in making reports to CPS, 

the police, the bar association, and the Health Professions Quality 

Assurance Commission. First, RCW 4.24.510 broadly immunizes all of 

the reports made by Dr. Townsend: 

A person who communicates a complaint or information to 
any branch or agency of federal, state, or local government, 
... is immune from civil liability for claims based upon the 
communication to the agency or organization regarding any 
matter reasonably of concern to that agency or 
organization. 

CPS, the Washington State Bar Association, and the Health Professions 

Assurance Commission are agencies of state government.3 The Spokane 

Police Department is an agency of local government. Dr. Townsend 

plainly "communicate [ d] ... information" to those agencies. Dr. 

Townsend's belief that Jim Eskridge might be abusing his children was 

3 The Washington State Bar Association is not a part of the Executive 
Branch, but it is nevertheless an agency of state government, being, as its 
website explains, "an administrative arm of the Washington State Supreme 
Court. It administers the admissions, licensing, and discipline functions 
for the lawyers in Washington." See http://www.wsba.org/About­
WSBAlGovemance, last visited June 27, 2012. 
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plainly "reasonably of concern" to CPS, the police and HPQAC (as part of 

her defense of a complaint the Eskridges lodged against her there), and her 

grievance against R. Perry Eskridge, for threatening litigation against her 

for having made a report she considered herself legally required to make, 

was a matter reasonably of concern to WSBA. In short, there is nothing in 

the literal terms ofRCW 4.24.510 which means anything other than that 

Dr. Townsend's reports could not be used against her to establish liability 

in a civil case, and she asked the trial court to exclude the reports on that 

basis. 

The trial court found it problematic that RCW 4.24.510 formerly 

provided immunity for "good faith" communications, but the statute was 

amended in 2002 to remove the words "in good faith".4 The effect was to 

immunize all reports of "information" to state agencies as to matters 

within their jurisdiction, whether true or false, well-intended or otherwise. 

The trial court made a policy judgment that unqualified immunity reports 

of child abuse would be a bad thing, and therefore refused to apply RCW 

4.24.510: 

4 Three city councilpersons from Spokane lobbied the legislature for the 
change after they were unable to obtain dismissal from various lawsuits 
associated with the River Park Square bond controversy because issues of 
fact existed as to their good faith. See Appx. 039-40 "Bill Strengthens 
SLAPP Suit Law", Spokane Spokesman-Review, February 1,2002. 
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I am just looking at this strictly from a policy standpoint -
well, from a statutory construction and policy standpoint. 
From a statutory construction [standpoint], we clearly have 
under the reporting statute both an older statute and a 
statute that was very specifically geared to the report of 
child abuse under 26.44. The SLAPP statute is [a] much 
more general statute, it is later in time, and frankly even 
though it has been applied across the board for a number of 
things, it started out as something involving business and 
contracts and that sort of thing. The fact that under the 
SLAPP statute your motivation, good faith, is not a 
requirement of motivation, this is very similar to the 
jurisprudence under the public disclosure law that it does 
not matter why you wanted the public documents, you are 
entitled to have them no matter what, because this 
represents access to the government. All right? And I 
think that is how you have to look at the SLAPP statute, 
whether or not there is an infringement on access to 
government. 

When you look at the child protection statute under 26.44, 
this statute is for the purpose of protecting children and 
protecting their families. If we were to - if there was no 
good faith - think about this, because I have seen a lot of 
dissolutions over my time. Think about allowing any 
disgruntled person in a dissolution to file anything they 
wanted to with Child Protective Services because they did 
not get custody or they do not like the visitation or 
whatever. Just file it, and without a good faith allegation of 
abuse. With virtually no consequences. Is that a kind of 
policy that we would support? And the answer to that 
question is no. We certainly want to investigate. And it is 
not [out] of the interest of the state to investigate child 
abuse and neglect. But it is not in the interest of anyone, 
the state or the family, to have to be a gatekeeper for every 
unfounded allegation that may come down the pike. . .. 
[I]fyou say that you don't even have to have good faith, 
make an attempt to have good faith, to me that [as a] policy 
matter is totally unacceptable. And I do not believe the 
legislature intended to do that, and there is no indication in 
the SLAPP statute they intended to do it and there has been 
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no subsequent modification that CPS, 26.44 that says their 
good faith requirement has been abolished. The SLAPP 
statute does not apply to the cases that are covered by 26.44 
and the good faith requirement is there. 

RP.973-976. 

The trial court's view of the matter was not irrational, but its 

decision overlooked the legal requirements that (1) the policy judgments 

were for the Legislature, whereas (2) the court's role was to put both 

statutes into effect to the extent possible, then (3) to apply established 

rules of construction if it proved impossible to put all the statutory 

language into effect as written. As explained below the trial court erred in 

each category. 

3. The policy judgment was for the legislature; in any event, 
the trial court's ruling inadvertently subverted legislative 
policy. 

The Washington Supreme Court has often acknowledged that "the 

Legislature is the fundamental source for the definition of this state's 

public policy and we must avoid stepping into the role of the Legislature 

by actively creating the public policy of Washington." Sedlacek v. Hillis, 

145 Wn.2d 379, 390, 36 P.3d 1014 (2001). "It is not the role of the 

judiciary to second-guess the wisdom of the legislature .... The court has 

no authority to conduct its own balancing of the pros and cons, ... [I]t is 

not the function of the courts to substitute their evaluation of legislative 
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facts for that ofthe legislature .... " Rousso v. State, 170 Wn.2d 70, 75, 

239 P.3d 1084 (2010) (internal citations and quotations omitted). 

Accordingly, the trial court had no role to play in defining the policies and 

goals of legislation. The trial court's concerns about the legislature's 

decision to create an immunity for reports to the government were by no 

means irrational, but the legislature's choice to remove the good faith 

requirement from RCW 4.24.510 was plainly deliberate, and made with 

awareness of the potential consequences disapproved by the trial court. 

The critics of the proposed amendment, anticipating the trial court's 

concern about the consequences of removing the good faith component of 

the statute, pointed out that the proposed change to the law would provide 

"complete immunity for a citizen to make false statements to a 

government agency, in bad faith", ("Bill Strengthens SLAPP Suit Law", 

Appx. 039-40). The Legislature elected to make the change anyhow; it 

was not for the trial court to disapprove the policy choice made by the 

Legislature. 

Even if it had been within the trial court's purview to perform a 

policy analysis, its analysis was flawed in two respects. First, it is not 

correct that a false report of child abuse can be made "[w]ith virtually no 

consequences" if RCW 4.24.510 is applied according to its plain terms. 

RCW 26.44.060(4) imposes a criminal penalty upon anyone who 
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"intentionally and in bad faith, knowingly makes a false report of alleged 

abuse or neglect .... " 

Second, the result reached by the trial court ironically actually 

tended to subvert the policy expressed by the Legislature. The trial court's 

limitation on the scope of the immunity for reporting had the effect of 

chilling possible reporters of abuse and neglect like Dr. Townsend. The 

trial court concluded that Dr. Townsend could have reported the Eskridges 

to any agency except CPS for anything except child abuse with complete 

and unqualified immunity, but that she had only a limited immunity for 

reporting child abuse. That is exactly contrary to the policy actually 

declared by the State Legislature in RCW 26.44, which, unlike RCW 

4.24.510, was intended not only to encourage reporting, but in fact to 

mandate it (RCW 26.44.030) on pain of criminal prosecution (RCW 

26.44.080), subject to an immunity that can be removed only upon 

conviction of the crime of false reporting (RCW 26.44.060). 

4. The trial court had a duty to put both statutes into full 
effect. 

The trial court's duty was to attempt to apply both statutes, 

according to their plain terms, giving full effect to each. "One statute 

should not be read so as to render another pertinent statute superfluous." 

City of Ellensburg v. State, 118 Wn.2d 709,826 P.2d 1031 (1992). In 
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Harmon v. Department of Social & Health Services, 134 Wn.2d. 523, 542, 

951 P.2d 770 (1998), the Washington Supreme Court held that a court 

must not read one statute so as "to judicially create an exception" to 

another. Rather, the Court said, "statutes on the same subject matter must 

be read together to give each effect and to harmonize each with the other." 

Harmon citing Bour v Johnson, 122 Wn.2d 829, 380, 864 P.2d 380 

(1993). 

The trial court assumed that the statutes could not be reconciled 

and did not make any effort to reconcile them. That was error, as the two 

statutes can indeed be read in a fashion that gives full effect to the plain 

language of each. 

5. The two immunity statutes can be harmonized: immunity 
is only lost upon conviction of false reporting of child 
abuse. 

RCW 4.24.510, as we have seen, applies by its plain terms to 

furnish immunity regardless of mental state to reporters like Dr. 

Townsend. RCW 26.44.060 can be harmonized with it. 

To see how, it is important first to note that RCW 26.44.060(1)(a), 

which provides for immunity, has specific language detailing when 

immunity is not available. The very first words in the section are: "Except 

as provided in (b) of this subsection, any person participating in good faith 

in the making of a report" shall be immune. RCW 26.44.060 (1 )(a) (italics 

28 



added). The statute, in other words, expressly declares that the exceptions 

to the immunity provided are detailed in subsection (1)(b). 

Subsection (1 )(b) provides: "A person convicted of a violation of 

subsection (4) of this section shall not be immune from liability under (a) 

of this subdivision." RCW 26.44.060 (l)(b). And subsection (4) in tum 

provides that "[a] person who, intentionally and in bad faith, knowingly 

makes a false report of alleged abuse and neglect shall be guilty of a 

misdemeanor. ... " RCW 26.44.060. 

It follows that the reference in the sentence to "in good faith" in 

subsection (1)(a) cannot be interpreted to imply a condition to the 

immunity provided in the section without doing violence to the legislative 

scheme by: (1) changing the Legislature's express provision that the only 

exception to immunity is that which it prescribed in subparagraph (b); (2) 

negating the Legislature's express provision that the immunity is lost only 

upon a showing of intentional false statements, in bad faith; and (3) 

rendering both the introductory words of subparagraph (l)(a) and the 

entirety of (l )(b) pointless surplusage.5 A construction in which "in good 

5 We acknowledge that this court held in Dunning v. Pacerelli, 63 Wn. 
App. 232,818 P.2d 34 (Div. 3, 1991) and Yuille v. State Department of 
Social & Health Services, 111 Wn. App. 527,45 P.3d 1107 (Div. 3,2002) 
that immunity under RCW 26.44.060 is conditional upon a showing by a 
defendant that it acted in good faith. We respectfully submit that these 
cases should be reexamined, not only because both were decided before 
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faith" in RCW 26.44.060(1)(a) means anything more than the absence of 

the condition specified in the "except" clause of that subsection and 

subsection (1)(b) would have the effect of rendering the latter two 

provisions pointless. If "in good faith" means the reporter must 

affirmatively prove her good faith, then that phrase captures the express 

exception and much more, with no indication the legislature so intended. 

Reading the provisions together, it is clear that the Legislature 

intended to provide civil immunity for making an initial report that would 

not be lost to the reporter unless there were first a criminal conviction in 

which the State has to prove intent and bad faith. This makes sense 

because the legislature wanted to mandate that people who suspected child 

abuse or neglect must report so that the CPS experts could investigate, and 

the effective date of the amendment to RCW 4.24.510 that removed the 
"good faith" requirement that was previously part of that statute, but also 
because it is not clear whether the meaning of "in good faith" was ever 
disputed (or the Legislature's intent as revealed by the structure ofRCW 
26.44.060 was argued) in Dunning, which is the authority underlying 
cases in other divisions such as Lesley for Lesley v. Department of Social 
& Health Services, 83 Wn. App. 263, 921 P.2d 1066 (Div. 1, 1996), which 
begat Whaley v. State Department of Social & Health Services, 90 Wn. 
App. 658, 668, 956 P.2d 1100 (1998). "Where the literal words of a court 
opinion appear to control an issue, but where the court did not in fact 
address or consider the issue, the ruling is not dispositive and may be 
reexamined without violating stare decisis in the same court or without 
violating an intermediate appellate court's duty to accept the rulings of the 
Supreme Court." See ETCO, Inc. v. Dep't of Labor & Indus., 66 Wn. App. 
302, 307, 831 P.2d 1133 (Div. 1, 1992). The Supreme Court has never 
passed upon the issue covered by Dunning and its progeny. 
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in order to protect them in the act of reporting the legislature expressly 

established a scheme whereby anyone who thought there had been bad 

faith would first have to convince a prosecutor to bring a criminal action 

and obtain a conviction. In no other way could the Legislature be certain 

that a reporter, threatened with litigation as Dr. Townsend was by the 

Eskridges, would not be deterred from making a report that might save a 

child's life. 

This reading of RCW 26.44.060 harmonizes it perfectly with RCW 

4.24.510. A person who reports child abuse to CPS is immune, except 

that the immunity is withdrawn for lack of good faith if she has been 

convicted of filing a false report. 

6. Even if there were an inconsistency between the two 
immunity statutes, the broader statute should be applied 
because it is more recent and creates a new right. 

The trial court concluded, without analysis, that the statutes were 

wholly incompatible and that one must take precedence over the other. 

Even if that were correct, the trial court's decision that RCW 26.44.060 

nullifies RCW 4.24.510 was erroneous. 

The trial court applied the familiar principle that the more specific 

statute should control over a statute of general application. But that rule is 

typically applied in cases of legislation that imposes limits and 

punishments. Some examples include: laws imposing criminal penalties 
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upon a specific kind of conduct that also fits within a general criminal 

statute (see State v. Shriner, 101 Wn.2d 576, 681 P.2d 237 (1984)); a 

specific legislative direction regarding appropriations and spending 

authority that is inconsistent with a general one (see Pannell v. Thompson, 

91 Wn.2d 591, 589 P.2d 1235 (1979)); or the power of a court to affect 

agency orders on appeal when they threaten harm that is inconsistent with 

ordinary review of agency action (see Gen. Tel. Co. o/the Nw., Inc. v. 

Wash. Util. & Transp. Comm'n, 104 Wn.2d 460, 464, 706 P.2d 625 

(1985)). Sutherland on Statutory Construction, the authority resorted to by 

Washington's courts in virtually all cases dealing with the construction of 

statutes, has pointed out that the opposite rule applies when the two 

statutes in question create rights and remedies. In that situation, the logic 

of the jurisprudence on reconciliation of statutes dictates that the broader 

right should apply alongside the narrower one. 

Courts frequently asserted that if a statute was affirmative 
and provided a new remedy for an existing right, the 
common-law remedy was not abolished, if the new remedy 
was consistent. The party possessing the right might pursue 
either the common law or statutory remedy. The same rule 
applied as between successive statutory remedies or 
successive statutes creating rights. An affirmative statute 
creating a new right does not necessarily destroy a 
previously existing right created by another statute to which 
it does not refer, unless the legislature intended that the two 
rights should not exist together. 
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41A Sutherland Statutory Construction § 24:3 (7th 
ed. )(2008)(Emphasis Supplied). 

Here, where the Legislature created a right to an immunity in the 

broadest terms in RCW 4.24.510, and expressly made good or bad faith 

irrelevant to the availability of the immunity, its action in doing so should 

take precedence over any proposition that the immunity afforded in RCW 

26.44.060 is limited by the defendant's ability to prove her good faith. 

Further, it is also true that where statutes cannot be easily 

reconciled, the courts should favor the more recent statute adopted by the 

Legislature. ETCO, Inc. v. Dep'( of Labor & Indus., 66 Wn. App. 302, 

307,831 P.2d 1133 (Div 1, 1992). In this case, the most recent action by 

the Legislature on the topic of immunity for reporting to government 

agencies was its choice to remove the good faith requirement from RCW 

4.24.510. Other sections ofRCW 26.44 have been more recently 

amended, but the Legislature has not revisited RCW 26.44.060(1)(a) since 

it amended RCW 4.24.510 in 2002. 

c. The Trial Court Erred In Permitting The CPS Worker To 
Testify Extensively To Hearsay Matters, And Effectively 
Bolster The Eskridges' Credibility While Attacking 
Townsend's Credibility. 

The Eskridges called Denise Guffin, a former CPS worker, to testify 

about her investigation into Dr. Townsend's complaint of child abuse. 

Over objection, RP. 600-601, 603, 606-607, Ms. Guffin was permitted to 
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testify at length about statements made to her by the Eskridges and their 

children. These statements were hearsay, subject to no exception 

identified by the Eskridges or the trial court, and should not have been 

admitted. ER 801. Worse, in testifying to the hearsay, Ms. Guffin went 

beyond a mere recitation of what was said to her by the children, and 

commented favorably upon their credibility. RP.602-603. 

Ms. Guffin was also invited by the Eskridges to testify as to statements 

made to her by Dr. Townsend. Once again, she was not content merely to 

relate what Dr. Townsend had said. Her testimony was liberally salted 

with her very negative view of Dr. Townsend's credibility, RP. 615-18, 

621,623-25,627,630, in gross and stark violation of the trial court's 

unequivocal and stem ruling in limine that: 

No witness is entitled to comment on the credibility of any 
witness whether they are an expert or they are a lay person. 
. .. It is absolutely verboten and if anybody attempts to do 
it whether they have disclosed that opinion or not I will 
sustain an objection. It is up to the jury to decide the 
credibility of the witnesses, not the individual experts, they 
cannot do that. ... [They] cannot say it no matter what. 

RP.953-954. 

These violations of the trial court's ruling were deeply prejudicial, 

and would merit reversal all by themselves, given the centrality of the CPS 

complaint to the case as it was presented by the Eskridges. 
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D. The Trial Court Erroneously Instructed The Jury That 
Immunity Under RCW 26.44.060 Is Available Only As To 
Reports Made Within 48 Hours. 

1. The trial court correctly ruled at the close of the case that 
the immunity under RCW 26.44.060 is not limited by the 
48-hour reporting requirement. 

The judgment in this case must be reversed even if Dr. Townsend 

was properly tasked with proving her good faith as a precondition to 

immunity, because the jury was improperly instructed that to be immune, 

the report must be made within 48 hours. RCW 26.44.030, which 

mandates that reports of suspected child abuse be made to CPS on pain of 

criminal prosecution, also requires that reports be made within 48 hours 

after the reporter learns the information. This requirement is obviously 

consistent with the strong policy of the statute to protect children. 

In this case, Dr. Townsend waited approximately thirty days after 

hearing a statement from Jim Eskridge that she interpreted, in context with 

other things she knew from him, as meaning that he was potentially 

abusing his son by using him as a "sexual substitute" for Amy when she 

was gone on business travel. RP. 333. She explained that she did this 

because on the one hand, she wanted Amy to be present before she 

reported because she feared that if Jim learned she had reported him while 

Amy was away there was a risk that he would, in anger, injure his sons; 

while on the other hand, though she believed Jim's conduct constituted 
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abuse, the physical contact did not involve the removal of any clothing, 

and she was seeing the sons once a week and would be able to tell if things 

were getting worse in the meantime. RP. 333-36. 

Plaintiffs moved for a directed verdict that Dr. Townsend was not 

entitled to good faith immunity because she had not reported within 48 

hours. The trial court denied the motion, correctly ruling that the intent of 

the legislature would not be served by creating disincentives to report in 

49 hours, three days, or longer by withdrawing immunity after 48 hours. 

RP.838-841:11. 

2. The Jury was erroneously instructed that immunity is 
available only for reports made within 48 hours. 

The parties and the court conferred on jury instructions 

immediately after the trial court ruled on the motion for directed verdict. 

A jury instruction was adopted which told the jury that Dr. Townsend was 

eligible for immunity only if she reported in 48 hours. CP 111. But the 

trial court had already correctly and explicitly ruled that that is not the law. 

It was error to instruct the jury to the contrary. While counsel for Dr. 

Townsend did not except to the instruction - having, along with the court, 

apparently overlooked that it limited the immunity to reports in 48 hours -

counsel did object to the legal proposition that the immunity was limited 

to reports made within 48 hours, and the trial court (which apparently also 
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overlooked the discrepancy in the instruction) agreed and ruled correctly. 

RP. 838-841. The judgment should be reversed. 

VI. CONCLUSION. 

Dr. Townsend was alleged to have breached the standard of care 

applicable to her in her role as the Eskridges' mental health care provider. 

That was the case that should have been tried. Instead, Dr. Townsend was 

put on trial for her reports to public agencies concerning her suspicion that 

Jim Eskridge was abusing his children, a matter regarding which she was 

immune. The trial court should have sustained Dr. Townsend's objection 

to the evidence concerning her reports to CPS, the police, the WSBA, and 

HPQAC. Its refusal to do so changed the entire focus of the case. The 

judgment should be vacated, the trial court's ruling refusing to exclude 

evidence concerning the reports should be reversed, and the matter should 

be remanded for a new trial. 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 
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Respectfully SUbmitted~ 

Leslie R. Weatherhead, WSBA No. 11207 
Geana M. Van Dessel, WSBA No. 35969 
Samuel C. Thilo, WSBA No. 43221 
WITHERSPOON KELLEY 
422 West Riverside, Suite 1100 
Spokane, Washington 99201 
(509) 624-5265 
Attorneys for Defendant/Appellant 
DARLENE TOWNSEND, Ph.D. 
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Pursuant to RCW 9A.72.085, the undersigned hereby certifies 
under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of Washington, that on 
the 2nd day of July, 2012, the foregoing APPELLANT'S OPENING 
BRIEF was caused to be filed with the following Court: 

Court of Appeals of the 
State of Washington, 
Division III 
500 N Cedar St 
Spokane, W A 99201-1905 

D By Hand Delivery 
~ By U.S. Mail 
D By Overnight Mail 
D By Facsimile Transmission 
D By Email to 

* 1 Original, plus 1 Copy 

Also, Pursuant to RCW 9A.72.085, the undersigned hereby 
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Washington, that on the 2nd day of July, 2012, the foregoing 
APPELLANT'S OPENING BRIEF was caused to be served to the 
following: 

John Allison 
Eymann, Allison, Hunter & Jones 
2208 West Second Avenue 
Spokane, WA 99201 
(509) 747-0101 
Attorney for James Henry and 
Amy Dawn Eskridge 

D By Hand Delivery 
~ By U.S. Mail 
D By Overnight Mail 
D By Facsimile Transmission 
D By Email to 
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No. 09-2-02494-9 

ANSWER AND STATEMENT OF 
AFFIRMA TIVE DEFENSES 

Dr. Darlene Townsend (hereinafter "Townsend"), through her attorneys, Andrew 

Mitchell of Paine Hamblen LLP, submits the following Answer to Plaintiffs' Amended 

Complaint for Health Care Malpractice and Statement of Affirmative Defenses 

FACTS 

1. Townsend admits ' the allegations contained In paragraph 1 of plaintiffs' 

22 Complaint. 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

2. Townsend denies the allegations contained in paragraph 2 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint as to licensing. Townsend admits the allegations contained in paragraph 2 of 

plaintiffs' Complaint as to residence and business nomenclature. 
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3. Townsend admits the allegations contained In paragraph 3 of plaintiffs' 

2 Complaint. 

3 
4. Townsend admits the allegations contained in paragraph 4 of plaintiffs' 

4 
Complaint. 

5 

6 
5. The allegations contained in paragraph 5 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

7 legal conclusion, to which no response is warranted. To the extent the Court deems a 

8 . response warranted, Townsend denies the -allegations contained in paragraph 5 of plaintiffs' 

9 . Complaint. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

6. Townsend admits the allegations contained in paragraph 6 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint to the extent they relate to the date of an agreement between plaintiff James 

Eskridge and Townsend for counseling services. Townsend denies the remaining allegations 

contained in paragraph 6 of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

7. Townsend admits the allegations contained in paragraph 7 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint. 

8. Townsend admits the allegations contained in paragraph 8 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint to the extent it relates to the existence of a counseling relationship between 

Townsend and the Eskridge minor children . . Townsend denies the remaining allegations 

contained in paragraph 8 of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

9. Townsend admits the counseling relationships with plaintiffs ended on or 

about the dates set forth in paragraph 9 of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

10. Townsend admits the allegations contained in paragraph 10 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint to the extent it relates to the existence of a report with Washington State 

Department of Social and Health Services - Division of Children and Family Services and the 
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13 
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15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Appx.004 

----"-- ""---------~----------"--~-

approximate date such report was made. Townsend denies the remaining allegations 

contained in paragraph 10 of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

Countl- Health Care Malpractice 

11. Townsend admits, denies and does not respond, as set forth above, to 

paragraphs 1 through 10, inclusive, of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

12. The allegations contained in paragraph 12 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted . 

12. (second) Townsend is without-sufficient knowledge to fonn a belief as to the . 

allegations contained in paragraph 12 (second) of plaintiffs' Complaint and, therefore, denies 

the same. 

13. Townsend admits the allegations contained in paragraph 13 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint to the extent only as they relate to the existence of a counseling relationship 

between plaintiff James Eskridge and Townsend. Townsend denies the characterization of the 

nature of the counseling relationship. Townsend is without sufficient knowledge to fonn a 

belief as to the allegations relating to Alcoholics Anonymous and, therefore, denies the same. 

Townsend denies the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 13 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint. 

14. Townsend denies the allegations contained in paragraph 14 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint. 

15. Townsend denies the allegations contained in paragraph 15 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint. 

[NOTE TO COURT: Plaintiffs' Complaint does not contain a paragraph 16.] 
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22 

23 
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26 
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17. Townsend denies the allegations contained m paragraph 17 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint. 

18. The allegations contained in paragraph 18 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 

The unnumbered paragraph contained in plaintiffs' Complaint constitutes a legal 

conclusion, to which no response is warranted. 

Count II - Health Care Malpractice 

19. Townsend admits, denies and does not respond, asset forth above; to 

paragraphs 1 through 18, inclusive, of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

20. The allegations contained in paragraph 20 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 

21. Townsend admits the allegations contained in paragraph 21 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint only to the extent they pertain to referrals for treatment made during the course of 

plaintiff James Eskridge's counseling. Townsend denies all remaining allegations contained 

in paragraph 21 of plaintiffs' Complaint. Townsend has insufficient information to as to acts 

or omissions of un-named third party entities and, therefore, denies each and every allegation 

contained in paragraph 21 of plaintiffs' Complaint which relates to such acts and omission on 

the part of un-named third party entities. 

22. The allegations contained in paragraph 22 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 

The unnumbered allegation contained in plaintiffs' Complaint constitutes a legal 

conclusion, to which no response is warranted. 
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Count III - Health Care Malpractice 

23. Townsend admits, denies and does not respond, as set forth above, to 

paragraphs 1 through 22, inclusive, of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

24. The allegations contained in paragraph 24 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 

25. Townsend admits the counseling relationship with plaintiff James Eskridge 

ended on Or about the date alleged in paragraph 25 of plaintiffs' Complaint. Townsend denies 

all remaining allegations contained in paragraph 25 of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

26. Townsend denies the allegations contained in paragraph 26 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint. 

The unnumbered paragraph contained in plaintiffs' Complaint constitutes a legal 

conclusion, to which no response is warranted. 

Count IV - Health Care Malpractice 

27. Townsend admits, denies and does not respond, as set forth above, to 

paragraphs I through 26, inclusive, of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

28. Townsend denies the allegations contained in paragraph 28 of plaintiffs 

Complaint. 

29. Townsend denies the allegations contained in paragraph 29 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint. 

30. Townsend admits to having an appointment with plaintiff Amy Eskridge on or 

about the date set forth in paragraph 30 of plaintiffs' Complaint. Townsend denies the 

remaining allegations contained in paragraph 30 of plaintiffs' Complaint. 
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31. Townsend admits the allegations contained in paragraph 31 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint to the extent plaintiff Amy Eskridge was infonned a filing would be made with the 

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services - Division of Children and 

Family Services. Townsend denies the remaining allegations contained in paragraph 31 of 

plaintiffs' Complaint. 

32. Townsend admits filing a report with the Washington State Department of 

Social and Health Services - Division of Children and Family Services on or about the date 

set forth in paragraph 32 of plaintiffs' Complaint and further alleges the any documents speak 

for themselves. The remaining allegations contained in paragraph 32 of plaintiffs' Complaint 

constitute legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 

The unnumbered paragraph contained in plaintiffs' Complaint constitutes a legal 

conclusion, to which no response is warranted. 

Count V - Wrongful Withholding Patient Records 

33. Townsend is without sufficient information to respond to allegations 

concerning the acts or omission of other parties and, therefore, denies the same. 

34. Townsend is without sufficient information to respond to the allegations 

concerning the acts or omissions of other parties and, therefore, denies the same. 

35. The allegations contained in paragraph 35 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitutes 

legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 

The unnumbered paragraph contained in plaintiffs' Complaint constitutes a legal 

conclusion, to which no response is warranted. 

ANSWER AND STATEMENT OF 
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES - PAGE 6 

PAINE HAMBLEN UP 
717 WEST SPRAGUE A VENUE, SUITE 1200 

SPOKANE, WASHINGTON 99201-3505 PHONE (509) 455-6000 



( 

Appx.008 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 . 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Count VI - Breach of Contract 

36. Townsend admits, denies and does not respond, as set forth above, to 

paragraphs 1 through 35, inclusive, of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

37. Townsend admits the allegations contained in paragraph 37 of plaintiffs' 

Complaint only to the extent they relate to the existence of a counseling agreement between 

plaintiff James Eskridge and Townsend. Townsend further alleges the counseling agreement 

speaks for itself. Townsend denies all remaining allegations contained in paragraph 37 of 

plaintiffs' Complaint. 

38. The allegations contained in paragraph 38 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 

39. Townsend denies the allegations contained in paragraph 39 which relate to acts 

and omissions on the part of Townsend. Townsend is without sufficient knowledge to form a 

response as to the acts and omissions of third parties and, therefore, denies the same. 

40. The allegations contained in paragraph 40 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 

The unnumbered paragraph contained within plaintiffs' Complaint constitutes a legal 

conclusion, to which no response is warranted. 

Count VII - Violation of the Washington State Consumer Protection Act 

41. Townsend admits, denies and does not respond, as set forth above, to 

23 paragraphs 1 through 40, inclusive, of plaintiffs Complaint. 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

42. The allegations contained in paragraph 42 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 
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43 . The allegations contained in paragraph 43 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

legal conclusion, to which no response is warranted. 

44. The allegations contained in paragraph 44 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 

45. The allegations contained in paragraph 45 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 

The unnumbered paragraph in contained in plaintiffs' Complaint constitutes a legal 

conclusion, to which-no response is warranted. 

The allegations contained in the unnumbered paragraph of plaintiffs' Complaint 

constitute legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 

Count VIII - Defamation I Slander 

46. Townsend admits, denies and does not respond, as set forth above, In 

15 paragraphs 1 through 45, inclusive, of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

47. Townsend admits filing a report with the Washington State Department of 

Health and Human Services- Division of Children and Family Services on or about the date 

set forth in paragraph 47 of plaintiffs' Complaint. Townsend further alleges any documents 

related to such report speak for themselves. Townsend denies any and all remaining 

allegations contained in paragraph 47 of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

48. Townsend admits filing a report with the Washington State Department of 

Social and Health Services - Division of Children and Family Services. Townsend alleges 

that any documents related to the report speak for themselves. Townsend denies any and all 

remaining allegations contained in paragraph 48 of plaintiffs' Complaint. 
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49. Townsend admits filing a report with the Washington State Department of 

Social and Health Services - Division of Children and Family Services. Townsend alleges 

that any documents related to the report speak for themselves. Townsend denies any and all 

remaining allegations contained in paragraph 49 of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

50. Townsend is without sufficient knowledge to form a responses as to the acts or 

omissions of third-parties and, therefore, denies the same. 

51. it is unclear what is meant by the phrase, "this pattern of behavior" and 

Townsend requests clarification prior to submitting a response . Townsend admits filing a 

complaint with the Washington State Bar Association against plaintiffs' counsel and further 

alleges any documents related to such complaint speak for themselves. Townsend denies any 

and all remaining allegations contained in paragraph 51 of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

52. Townsend is without sufficient information to form a response as to the acts 

and omissions of third parties and, therefore, denies the allegations contained in paragraph 52 

of plaintiffs' Complaint. 

53. Townsend is without sufficient knowledge to form a response as to the impact 

of the acts and omissions of third parties upon plaintiffs and, therefore, denies the same. 

54. Townsend is without sufficient knowledge to form a response as to the impact 

of the acts and omissions of third parties upon plaintiffs and, therefore, denies the same. 

The allegations conta~ned in the unnumbered paragraph in plaintiffs' Complaint 

constitutes legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 

55. The allegations contained in paragraph 55 of plaintiffs' Complaint constitute 

legal conclusions, to which no response is warranted. 
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RESERVATION OF RIGHTS 

As discovery in this matter is continuing and on-going, Townsend expressly reserves 

the right to amend, supplement or otherwise edit the above Answer to plaintiffs' Amended 

Complaint. 

BY WAY OF FURTHER ANSWER AND FOR A STA TEMENT OF 

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES, TOWNSEND ALLEGES AS FOLLOWS: 

General Denials Townsend denies each and every allegation contained in 

plaintiffs' Complaint not specifically admitted herein or admitted by an affirmative allegation 

of fact. 

Standing Townsend alleges plaintiffs lack standing to bring some or all of the 

claims alleged in the Amended Complaint. 

Non-Party Fault The acts and omissions contained in plaintiffs' Amended 

Complaint are directed at parties or entities not a part of this action and over which Townsend 

has no legal right or responsibility to control. 

l2(b)(6) Plaintiffs have failed to state a claim for which relief can be granted. 

Immunity Townsend is entitled to statutory immunity for the acts and omissions 

alleged within the Complaint. 

//1 

//1 

//1 

1// 

/II 

//1 
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RESERVATION OF RIGHTS 

As discovery in this matter is continuing and on-going, Townsend expressly reserves 

the right to amend, supplement or otherwise edit the above statement of affinnative defenses. 

t S \ 
DATED this __ day of December, 2009. 
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served a true and correct copy of ANSWER AND STATEMENT OF AFFIRMATIVE 
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R. Perry Eskridge 
P.O. Box 840 
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Attorneys for Plaintiffs 

rperryeskridge@comcast.net 
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ESKRIDGE, JAMES H II ETAL 

SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON 
Spokane County 

Plaintiff( s) CASE NO. 2009·02-02494·9 

vs. 

TOWNSEND,DARLENE M PHD_ 

Defendant(s) 

I. BASIS 

Amended Civil Case Schedule 
Order 

(ORACS) 

Pursuant to LAR 0.4.1 IT IS ORDERED that all parties shall comply with the following schedule: 

II. SCHEDULE 
1. Last Date for Joinder of Additional Parties , Amendment of Claims or Defenses 
2. Plaintiffs Disclosure of Lay and Expert Witnesses 

3. Defendani's Disclosure of Lay and Expert Witnesses 
4. Disclosure of Plaintiff Rebuttal Witnesses . . . 

5. Disclosure of Defendant Rebuttal Witnesses . 
6. Last Date for Filing: Motions to Chng Trial Date, Note for Arbitrati9n, Jury Demand 
7. DiscoverY Cutoff 
8. Last Date for Hearing Dispositive Pretrial Motions 
9. Exchangebf Witness List. Exhibit List and Documentary Exhibits 

10. Last Date for Filing and Serving Trial Mgmt Joint Rpt, including Jury Instructions 
. 11. Trial Memoranda, Motions in Limine 

12. Pretrial Conference 
13. Trial Date 

III. ORDER 

DUE DATE 

07101/2011 
07/01/2011 
07/25/2011 
08/19/2011 
08/19/2011 
08/19/2011 

·09/12/2011 
9:00 AM 09/16/2011 
9:00 AM 09/26/2011 

IT IS ORDERED that all parties comply with the foregoing schedule pursuant to Local Rules 0.4.1 and 16 . 

DATED: Duplicate 

Amended Civil Case Schedule Order (Rev 04101/2001) 

Rpl031 Dupe 

. _____ ~ ~============":::::L..._ 
KATHLEEN M. O'CONNOR 

JUDGE 

06/10/2011 
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. i1t1lfl.e4f4:t'({t)'iJP()~ · 'discnilfgebri()'ltgtetdt(}ut}ftttrentitreatml!nt ciJlicurrenliWUfi i'iivolvidtieltt iit 
.4 minimum of ninety AlCokol An,o.,nymou.s · .·~ meldi1rgs ill itin:etydays. 

In JalJuaIY. ZlJ06tlte James EskridgejaffluyJivedf'tf Pirgl'niabuljollowlngMr •. Eskr'tdge4s 
i~iitieht;trealftft!,nt; they itwved to.the·$po'ka.ke·ateareported!yt() be Ilearatended/amil), 
supPiJ,i't. JnAug:Ust~ .·2006 M1;.}l$krJtlge fi1Ja,lfj':~'?!lglttJ/J.e,pr.~v~/!U$1y re.fl1titinetrifed .ltmg; term 
ll1!1pt1ii4nt .. cllre q"tI.beg(#ltre~fltht.,.{# ajt!te,l!h(!e.nlx. lllSt1jl;l/l#~ JJefepqtiedIJ.Fandly 
HislPtj (J/beinga 'YormerjoGk"ptayh!C"colkgebase1Jo,ll, ha'ving a ten year marr[ageto :Amy 
ilf#:il;tC whfchJlteyltf!(/'l}vpchilJIi'.e.n Jlrt.d, .att,em,pting 9(lidile :'#Sfitghir. .cat se1>et(l1 tim,e.r 
/Jeqause lte W(l$; (/eptl!$$i!(/. Ills itp(ffted FamllYQfOt~ginbisJ(ft')'includeddet4il$()/~ highly 
atilocratif:,"w(Jrk'aholU:", alcolfol,.addicted"pt>litki4n father whtJengaged'in extramarital . . 

affdirsattdsough't divorc-e which was notj'mfllizea'beCcause"she would ltavetaken his money"~ 
Tltisfather. of whom he reports heing "very afraid'~, bec,ause he was a "baseball hotshot" and 
his hrother .vas Itot,provided Jim with e::ae'nsive fl!Sources denied to his brother. H.e de$.cribes all 
eatbig-disordered, highly {)verweight.tmotiiJitaliY u1lStahlemothef, with whom he has Jt() 

boundaries and who contin'ues to be his colifuJante and protects him/rom /tis academic, 
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C flAIr, I ,h': ,"'~'.' . ft/II }.~ I r f . 
.., 1'." '/ ./f t; . •• ·"il; ' j"' ! , 

family and eC()llomic problem$; and an'O!det brother with w/tOIn he has aiang-termongoflig -, '/1. 
highly antagonisti(: relationship. lIe r~PQ(fs l.o~gtel"t1f$lgttiflCattt a~adef11ic prohleitJ$q,Itlt,o.uglt 
heda.imsto have.eqrl1(!dacoiJege degree. :Thereis .. aliex.te,nded/imiJiy history ofakohol . 
. addiC,ti..on and $el;uqi .addlCtton as anepltewhasiecwrtly beewseltlencedforO,ild 

. . .. 

Po.rnography;, 

Atilt.e lime 0/ seeking; oli/.pat(e11,t'tre'ahnent,hew4si!.iJemplo)!ed·and·ihtul beensajot several ' 
IJfr>n.t/(S" ,Fl,e reported tlial,. beeti,u60/1.is·addictio" problems,; hi!<ltf.u1 j('iS:}Vi/eht!ctfdecidedtft'(Jj 
Shewo.utd.hfi't/ie,$ole breadw.ill#.¢r· afidlte., .~pi14·(4c1diJg. flt,~lt;'p;tp¢ri(!Jj(!(! itttl!:e'l.e:ce$salJ! 
duties., wouJdbe!fte r~taYQrlJ:()'fiWdad"r:a.r.ing Ipr'tM h.()'f!$ekt-epi~Jga"dt''ie' tWO$OflSi . Taylor, . 
agee~gl;taml1.(jrdan;iJ.gi! ltiur. He rJ!P'Q"tedh~iitgvetY ';Ultcolttff)rldble Wilh this.'il1'tafigement 
beoauseof IliSfatlie,r's.<tl~appt11Vtll ()f/tfm. ti'o.tfieing¢fl1Pl'l)yeiJl)tII,$;itle,ili~ home,,' AHbe tih)eiJj' 
· fnia"~) Jt~rep()rl1!.4 b~iflg it$t)beih /M/ft·itlff,o.1fotb.UJittit invlIlvea.withQityAAtesoJJrces; luiii 
re$ul1teditfslJjcofineltahit whti:hhe altelttptedto keepsecTI#/J'QIn ltis wij'er4nd Jtail·resumed 
his$exuitl~addkti!ln paitinibuI4escri/Jet/q,t!in'g9-r,4on./yWiilt h·w w,lfe {i1l4pornogr4phy. lfit' 
'was it1kii:tg ;~e~~rr4 ~dfpl,ll(o.«$pr~vw'(JiJ)1 dl!!S~rfPe.d(1t t'l:~t~ .iJf1i/iS. discb:ii~g~ir:(Jln ;rTie 
!f{e4'llPWS;l1S: w(f.1Jas.pp;in mi!dicttiJo1i:Ji;r,(l:t~,c¢nlbac:kintu1')l; but fiorepoiteilitlegqttli'tigs~11e 
i!~if-:""Ihqvl~: a ¢dtretit pti1iti1.1jtai't,phlsicit:tfL · . 

~r.~Eskt;i'4ge. 'lVa$,ttiJi;11.itt'e:4.tq.my·pr(J.'l1ii¢er.i#Il#$t J.~ 2;~1)6.,i. . ~JQIi,4J..a . 1'lth()~I1'& r''($tl~t.~· 
· CQ#!~eit'l1gC{jl1tfa,.ctit 4f1.il ,ac(Jfi1()t~'t#.flttfJ.1Jituttf$l{gafiitfig,.pf4.if.tit:e" whichty,-tt1Jele'S att 
· 'dpJafrittlon,i)/ 4ppJieahle ciittjidftnlialieylawS. ;-:was gwen :a.v.erfJatfltxplanati:iJn oj each 
iJQ.CJltfii.iif iinti.theop'poTJu»Jty:lu ~kamlhave ''(pl;9w¥r~d'''(l"yqtieSti'Ons [Ie' hail:·wU$. gii'en a 
.pet:$ol.wl.copyoJeach,dlJf;f!.lff2lti;. ·· WIl$' ri!lerredtillio.;t!tl!.:p,r~.'C(lre,pItJlskian. as·. well .as a 
Ps'ycl#I!!rt.rlr .UJa$. a.r1{¢.d'tt) .qltt.4fn.:ltll)'~itl t(CQ/l4{/tolH.·:Wli4 -M¥$l1i)w$;an;Q Wli$requ.d$/.ed 10 
ljfgitlaperJoni1ltxer.cls.¢;/!ffigt'ttittt$well:f!J r,egJl/1iJ: '4tk.Itl/J:mC(!4itM meetlng's. adjllJictto ,tIt? 
· O.u!fpaiielatte.alttU!Iit.He ~gteed (o ,weekly -outpiitieHttlieT:apyhefe. This is the Stlindardo/Care 
for a.ftercar~ 

ApptlJxiitUitely six. weeksihlotreatmentwuh,th(itlterapiSt(1) durii~g · W.liiah Mt.ESkrirJge haS 
faikdto comply wif#anythefap~u.ticreco~~fjaJjl)Il$ ·e.xceptphysicqJ .exercise and 
es.iabJ!S!#ng:,elaJilJ,l1$/JJpitti(h. ntedi!:414Q-ttton, N.'lticItM.,. $.sitlil1~ap.pepr$ tQytilize 'Only for 
dfIlC'"$,eekink;, dn.4, d~ti;,l( w"'~hltl4,ftal and chW./J11i4lIlJent41ttptuble1#S:ate '~PQrjed by /t.im 
to e$¢b14Ie" ,Mt.ESkridgeieJWrts.4~ad bUM (JiJJ"with ,his. Wife becaiiSes/zeh'l1Stoidhil1l that 
she htl$ t;a.lled~kiJtg q.l$p lb .betu.lmitJediJtt"'11Iypractj~J~., biith for person.al and marltlil 
¢.o#&~li#g. He ~pwiitSthat't,efeel$hel$ 'fdping .ll.lith¢ Ch.lingilrg'~yet: il;s tlOt.Ff!,sultmg in 
II.arm$. "more:seX:;~ WitJ, ./tiswYe, .whki; applfl1"$t() be: IriSprbij,arj. .motiVd,tiOh.J()r Itea.timIftt. H¢ 
repeaiedly describes how he tkJes not[.eel"loved" ~nlesslterec'eives sexual gratification/rom 
/tis wifeandfheis notfofthcomUzg III meet-his neet4, thof!,ghhedoes ttot explain why he Itad 
suchfljight with her when .skedecidedshe wantedw askj8rcoWt$elingaiso. 

My prac-lice htis consistently had a Ifwaitilig .list" for aJ least thepdst am years. I decline an 
average 'Of 34 patients per week, every week. In. accepting new patients, Jdogive preference to 
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pfojessionalrep.rtals and/amily memhers. ,Duri~gM$,eskridgc!s in.ilial ~aU, J m>lainelj (11ft ' ,; ~/ 
availtihilityof otJtertkerapis/s intlJ,e area (lttd,rejerrellher to tlte "T/(efapLst L()c(Jtor" a free ' 
. service ofMMFTon-fi#e.'Ms. EsktliI'ge declined referralsapingit wotdd be fiUJfeproducJtve ' 
tirs,ee "soItt4Q!teiilh,Quhdersfaitdsher family situation"; Jl!jinallyagre(!ing to see lJ:er; IltqdtQ ., 
decline serVice toanotherpeTSOIl! on t.lte ~JvaU l#~. ;1. 

Alfer Ms. Eskridge liti$tequestedtoheseen, T exphlills'hatl~tllice1tsedMarrlageantl' 
FamUy Tli.e,apisf, site isquali.{Ietf; 1:0 )por.k H!it~bothp(l;l'1i($ ",(1 :'i1mt.rt(lge,J ·~Ulh:I,1s.', (l; v.,e,ry s1-tief 
policy about co nTuJentiflli!y:q11solatei;vit10 IltlOrmatloltw111 ,b:.eihfpar(edbj ·the,ilterapl$f.rnjm; 
o1t¢",dZ",tiI.lIltlsessloit t(j .itnot/ier..The explanation continues: T 'canl1ot:conlrofth'eif ' 

. cOffl!ttunicwitm ijufsj,ac ofsessloit$; fi.itIJ flieR ;will&hare}it!orffi4tiQfl 'iftheyf4r;.id¢/() · h;av¢ jOint 
s(!ssl(JIIs,butTw,illnQt co'ttllniinicaie iit/brl1UJ.tionIrotn, one i",divid;u'«:Is.~s.sio.»tu.an()the,. 
aith·ough t./z,ey may hedrrffUiJi"~gstt1tjl.4rrec(tf1t.J1teitd(tJliin$ jor eathper$oni,it .thei,. 
iltdivliJual sesj~iJS~ A.n. example, might occur if each,raisedtlie s~m(!iSsuein tlteir·individual 
sesswniihd T suggests t1te$'ame,:r~oW'ces :jQelJ.ch$~!(tJOLs r¢adin;gtffe'$alft:#b(j'p.~()ttl1wli.al 
comm:uJ:tiClJiio}.t 01' ¢hiJdmilflagtUhehterg. ~~1:",2 .. J lrfllgie?' ibji:L>:r. ,PI~¢mii~, etc. . thi$1'o:1££y/$ 
(:arej#llp qitd~pecifJ¢41IygweTtl1ei.bQl,iy l()buthpllrtJiSiifdtviillihtlY4ndjoinilyqhjJ;fJ()t}l Mr. 
and Mics. '&krid.ge,i{gi'~elhat.lhey Itnliel'stand'iI. 

~lifs. E.$kpi.#g~ i!e,gPllih'eJ'llPy<()}1t $epteff!,/J:~ ·,26,.Zfj1l'Qa'ft,dt!:t.e,ldett,tglil pr()t()'(t(j,rwll£tt!lJ()we(l;lij~ , 
·~(Jm.mutt"k'tilu:t(i· he"',lfte·',itPl:fierl,'i$''mlitute- Ci)ii~ietit;(ti1ilril'i:iiClii~d;litfoi'itUIii.dti · 
lkh-4'1'diJJt~PrD¢li.'¢¢t~ ·S.lie't~p(f"'Jed /utinD '~1i1jJf()yedfjdl~tfmi; (1£il~4iCfI.lce:quipllient 
.f<eprueflliitiVewJ);Tdh,g: o~totqh'oltl4' (JJjl{te' antl'it"")f~/.!l1g 'ag,,~aI;deltL.' $,li-e!/'4cilhetlher 
.Fall'li/yo/l1tig}", a.s ftlflh:fJJ dY5fulrr:.iw.lta/'il1/iAoltg'/Js./J:eiNl1tfl s1tiYilii!:;i1Qtr~Cjigti'ite tlJ.#~'4~f1 · 
af~l'·atte4i1irfg 'F:i!!it11y: W(!eka,tPlftJ,<if1ietlf~llilttd}$mp.tit~nt1teJ1.tmeift. 8h:e·s.litJ,e$'l/fa:tlte:f· 

lat/t,er iSa:dlsa1Jied, . Gcrhlr()Uitl'C;.long-term,alco/ioiic:;' her·iti;olherlsdescrib'e.das sUbinissive,attd' 
htgltly -codepemlen,(;altdltersiSkr 'tna.rri(!'J.1l/la!l;o.liolicwlto.!alhe.f(!{l hers.eriotistymentlilly­
lllchiid, Austill I"liD :iT,t 'age, is be1We~n Taylor 'and JQrdllft a.l1d with wlta'f1t .t/Jere ·i,ssevere 
tension.. Auittn.,'sfqtqertlien5'u'4:/iikil(UJd Ai($,tlii dPP'arefttlflt~li()ltece.lve4 appt.opriat~ . 
lreatJiteJrlalidcrdatesserious'prdbkl1iS!for ·Tilylor. andlofilan. Ms. BSkrMgerepiJrlS h'ettetMt in 
living/or th~past teJ:tYI!(lrs willr a depressive a/CI)bo/ie IU1Sh(lnd who lli!S serlous anger 
Inalulge.me.lJ(pr(Jfjllt:IttSWltwh~trWtJpn,41l, tltun/:lg'e'tetQ1t4theiI'9;o'.ts. ltiti{isaqt!11,gau{ with 
oiket wotneiiwhil¢li;Yitfg (0 divofc.eher.. 

The record,(/el1U)ltslrates tlz:aihe,l':tlterapy ~~Sio.J:tS'i1resphed1iledpcl;asitmally.(not weekly) ill 
acc(JrdilJrce wllit/t¢rWor/rdeftlPndSqndtte-almen{cl)1i$.l$t$o/(JSsislinghertot,:ogil'iJively 

UJ:tdersfait:dthep4tterits '(JJber 'dYS/uhctwnallijestyle; hefcodepenil,iutt situali.oiirlivi~g-with 
addictions; lack .of boundaries iJ:t her personal life ; thesefioUschalknges a/parenting 

. chiJdreflwlto hayebeenbttp~te.(Jby their/ather#sa'ddiction.simentai health problemsattdby 
her marit(li powerlessness. MS. Eskridge. It'as olUIoing c()itcerns ovether husband's . ''sleepin.g all 
the time", ''yellingaJ:td sweatillg" at her sons alld his beingwlerant ojthelrserious jighti'ng 
with each otlter which disrupts her work process. Her offICe is located in their home. She is 
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usillg prescrihedantitlepressanJ medicatUm tJlOugl, she does not haveapriltUlry care physilfiall. 
She is giv(!1i niultiple referrals to nwdkal dqctor~.Ms. ~/tridge ihi!.WJ.edall appQil1iments, 
except thejinaJParenlal C01f$ult w/.tie.1t T4fSisled()/t in ()rdertoprovide Ms~ Eskr.idge's, 
pr6tection of the c/ti/drenupoH,fjti(ifltiottojtlieC/t.iJ4Protective'Services ieportbfisedon their 
/athl!r'S selforepfJrtedsexliill" Iftolestlidbho/Tayfot andJiJrdalt. 

There was ()ltgoirtg .cO.ne~mohtJie1tarl .QI bQl/tMr. aniJMs~ Eskridge tegatding IriS ,li.on .. ' 
'ant{/Qr.pn:tiiglpf;l:rtipip4tfun in ·an.iA.progtiilti Mi:.Esktidgeiil~allykeg4~: (;ltl(!n.¢ing " fM.,~t#fJgs 
an.1t PersiSted '6ftlywhenhe found it me/wah hiswife"sapPt()v.ql ;whichtesl/.ltedli,.h,~rl/elng, 

, more CO.ope.tillive: inengngingin sexuaireia(i(1n$' As ltisi/t;b,t,IJpist, I1tJfgo(l(; ·aiJdth.~;g(jl# ' 
verbali'Zed by h# wife, was'to l 'ivdrk.JlIs:pro.gra;l;r" (tQUsetlle./(lfi/ftiageo/AAjloQs$f$tiit' 
acltleviitga.tt,dltia'n(ail:iilfgfe¢Dv.try. (IS,agr~w~hpriJceSsltjjmsobliiety. Twas never' c.riticaloj 
,his. actUfll attendance qt'mee#l1gs or hi$'ltypJlieffulJl'witlt ,/1#. Sp(1)sor M~en ,hejittitfLy're1t:,U¢d 
and ohtained,Qne. J W4S I>nl)'criticalqfMr. Eskridge"shehavwr',wheh he refused to ,.oltetid 
meeti'ngs q,nd re!uiedtocooperaie wiJltltis Spons(Jr'stfPpoinf!nel~l$aruJcu:pectaiio~ ' ()f 
"Working /tis Steps·'. 

PietiS.e see 4.czteg(!4$¢. n()tes.:()ntiJttil1K aud conten(oj:individualraftd joln-tsesston$. ·Specijicaliy, 
i1i~. ,E$"'tdge~ vefYfirsts8$sion, (SejJtemb'ltl! 26th)$ltehe~(!lfrtn!e¢Js ,thais/tie ,is aware 4/Mt., 
Eskr'idgg'S e:drafnariitJt;a!fai,~j {t:4iJ$iarr:df!.rd' fJ1C4re:tlil1ttltep'4iitI.1J:b~rdetr:etlID,me,tJi¢qJ 
testi.~g'i# srtCha/cas~ttr;ll$kt!iiJte,:tsttrcr)'tds ff,otii:ikeite«iJqW$:iPe,e/ftu.tt~t'tivedhY 'ifiY ' 
'Practi.ceii!ttP:li/tjr,rf)¢li/lJ.tr,6th~Tltere.lviif}iq ('Vw.lationr)fConfll/entialilY""'qn: mppatt 
r(igaldiii'Qthisln/tfrmittlolt. . Th'fs,iS~(Jlie()lmaiiyjllmny :discfepaitctes1JetWe.e'h:the· (;iJmp.l/lt1iii1tt 
Stlfle11ieitl,a1idth¢f4i~iofl1te ~r~h ,re~.ori!. 

Bot" Afr.a1falr!s. Esklfldeereq.llest r:mtJJ1iut#iIllpagfee J:() ·beteen inJ'mii(.'S(!S$im.(trtdtltftyat(! 
-jirstse(!1t togJ!.tltero.n , N ovetHber 20, ~ 1()07. Stibsequ.eiltlythey (ire 'seim.t(Jgelh~t IhmtJltiplejo.ili1 

Se.SSioltSdUring ,whkh Mr. Es/crUlge.,!'s di;ggnosis of Borderline Pel"$oniIli(yDiSorderandthe 
severiiyof ir,is$exuaJ,Addiptip,t (tee', encwseililej"'mitioh) (lredls.i:iiSsef/11$ i1i'e.yrefpieil;the 
nw,ha.i prob(ef/1Suttdthe 1ttllti4gemem,:o/ (/leir:sOTtS. Tltejlltavi! b(jth~ iJt$cribedthe$O.iJsas . 
having9evereprobkln$:' the bO,jiS il'e. littrjijJed~; l?ltheir{a.therllfld he has vwlated,multiple 
pnmtises.llehI!S1IJ4de.'/()e(lch;T.ayJQ.r i$' havil1gsenoU$piQbl'!!msiltschQtJltkspile:Jzavingbeen 
J;e!l! ba,ek a.gtlide;Jo.tdtiltiS: mj{Qnlypctiyely.sufddal; bu.t:lti(s,JJtitrelhal1P",!! SlIii;ide pl{l/1 
whkh he. haS desqribed,to /h1J/1tl Jai'dtui has a very'seriiJJLS speech prolilemwhtch ,i$ caJLSing 
!tiilt.tii retreat into beihg(ln !'eleclivtt mute)'. 

Confidential#ylssues: Early intlteirifldividll41sessWItS,ltb'eco,mesvery app4ren1lhai hoth 
Mr. and Ms. Eskridge /Javesevereinabilityto ltUlintainpersQnal boundaties •. Thas explained 

, . 

the C()njuJe"tlaiiLy PiJliciesto each:. and to both. Often Tevenrecommentis, particularlytoMs~ 
Eskridge; tha/sOIne illfortnlltionhe keptto herself. They eacheonsislelltly indivitlU4lly raise 
the same issUes about their relationship iJi ,theirsessions,although T never revealS litis. 
However it also becomes very appafent thaJ each goes to Ihe other after e\lery btdividual session 
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and discusses whalthey ha,ve dealt with inlheir session. TisabsoluMvprec;se in not vi,oJating 
aanfi~ntiqlityojeither party; In fact, tlte record revealsrhat on December 22;2006, Ms. . 
Eskridge requestedtltaiT.commuliicatel()rMs~Esktidge an·issue·to Mr~ Eskridge ·in his next 
session. T ~/ains that she does nol db ihis. UpOJl Ms;Eskridge 'sinsistence, T releftts only 
aflerspecifically~ with Ms •. Eskridge's kltowJedge (utdagreemelit,ehtetingMs. Eskri;tge's . 
requestiiUo the record. RlelJ$ts.,ee Us; Eskridge '$ fde. ' . ' 

In.,qddtiipn, h(tllefinaises$ion wit" Ms. Eskridg~;aparelttaiconstilto.h t/te,Wel/are o/her 
chil4ten, Ms. Eskridgebecom:esqill#e a,ngry/Jecilus.eTWitllt,QI'v!d!cile COlljidentioJityiiiuJ 
,divulgetoherinjorrruzjion that.Mr. Bskridg. e'hi;lS pte,viousiyihformedTthdthe;has sexuatly 
m(}/este(/tileirsaltS •. · BecatlSeo!t's resp(JliSihlLltyWhlc/;; maniatedthat (hismolestatian be, 

. report¢ii I'v Childlj r.otective Servites and because ojr$tl(juiytowlIl7j" i}w(f$ h.~:c¢$SalY to 
,r~m1ndMs~ ESkridgt<4gaino/Mr. Eskridge's d/rJgn{)$is ()fWarti$Sl$ticB(jrd~tliH:cPetsohatiJy 
Disorder w#h uscharactelistic:lJ/symptofnlit!c raging. T iligently requested lietlol?ri!servelh~ 
conJi4entialityojMs. Esktidge,'s seSsion andyet, she immedlatelyreturnedhome and violated 
that coiijiiJe.ntialifj tD lu:r-husbana, despite heing warned oilxQssiburcolfSeq,uen,ces oj Her 
uii$wbk husband~s rJlgingrea(tl'ons. Inaeed,ltes,ib£tfqiJ,t.1/.1.lycCfitI2W f"s ,ClIJ!;iedoffJCe. miln 
assaulliveltfJl1tJJ,er: pt}llnded ~it thethefllockeddiiaf; JiersiStehllY::yeLJid! "D¥!. ToWnsend, ojie/, 
thi£ .Mot"'; 1#).:$Wen4thf.eatenittgvoice litailmessaCts:;andwrotealhreatening leU.er~ A 
1!(J.li'ee, Rep(JJltNumber Qtr-9277Lwasmaf/e' ofli~t#rea.4~ .T1i;i$.lteltgvfQ.f .~· el1!1reiyl)'Riea.fvJ 
per.so.nswith;Narcis.sistif!H(:!(t/:et#n~Per$o.,,(;t!ityi)~Qfil~r ,W'Ji(jofie1tr'tlseto;~ei(J4ttemplri1' 
conlr~!ali' lJSP~cls. fjft#~fr UwPf/4'" in order tJ'i4uhey. be.pifrceived'1I$ili:lth'arityjigures r hot'be 
requ.treij(Q. tilkti-espon:sibiliJy!o'lllteltacfwiis? and'ari;1tot(lti/Jandoned'''. 

Aitotlitir eXample-of tlteErkridge is!na6i(ify to pteserye, (If: 'res.i,l't'ct C(J'fJi"r4cn,4li1iiy was sa-d1y 
observed wltelt. (hCi Pskridgts' re/used fllJ. oft'steto~diiJionst(l uiJ1ite ot/ierresaurces.!of· 
Jordan :(lnd T.jearihgfoi the silicidalcltild~s welJ"being; d(#l1/edseryiceslo wailing patu!itts 
ami admitt'edhimio herpra,ctice. It beCafl'le very cleartltat JO'1tt!an It.adseiPprotec.ti)ie 
boundaries comirllcled tv maintain sa/e.ty!romhispl1rents) Il.fidbrother"sprying. TaylOr 
regularly:e,ame iit · aski1tg w/utl Jot-dati Jtdd done in his session. His questions were quietly 
bruslt.edasl.deand he was.nouold. Ms. ESlcridge re-veale:d tbaiJonlal,tol41ter h'e w.ps liOUlg 
h.qthiflg'ill therapy excepfplaylJlginthe .sand tray • . 1'hat ·aJso Waspa~ittlyli-1tt'lle. but tlii,s'wtf$ 
not revealed' t(J Ms. Eskrii/ge, as T fe$pected]Qttlati Jsconflilelitit4ity,/iS she (joitSirtent/y dcesJot 
aJI p.atienlS.]tWas sadta 'o.bservea lidle cMld a/retidy perceiving 'tile need to. lie to hisparentln 
order topreserve his own experiences. 

Pressure fOr tlJfpointmentt The only time [was perSistettJmaskingMs. Eskdd~ toco~ itt/or 
an aplloinJmenl was in reql#!sling ,the August28tli parental comu'lL O"Au,gus{6, Z(J(}7 AIr., 
Eskridge hads/tiled his sexual molestation of his sonsbasedoH his sexual needs while his Wife 
currently waS out ()ftown. Ordinarily 1 wo.uld have reported lItis to CPS thilt day. Because of 
Mr. Eskridge's unsta/JIe personality andthe gravity oj his diagnosis, I was very worried about 
making/he report when I knew the boy's nwther was out of the State and their logical $upport 
network of grandparents were also out ojState. J feU a responsibility to make sure that, wlien 
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U,e report was made, (helMtlter' woujd hepresenl 1-0 insure both safety and, oppropriQ.te custody 
of the chiJdre't~ AssoO/JI1Sft.[,fj. Eskridge s(eppedoiilofinYofj"zcefit tltecoitcliisloii of this . 
sessiim, lpicked~p th:epllOn~ahd nWlle the CPS repott.Within :oll hour, lhetliteatelt-iJig 
plujlle c:all$ be~aiicomingfrOln Mr. Eskridge. She again hadviol(lted'conj'tdelltiality . . l'llgab" 
obsetVed,that,ih tlris{amily; they are alffWstco11'tplelely unabteto m.(lin/aih any. ,bouml(lr'fes . 
wiLli ea(:boih.er;l/QWeV¢"~ ;).1$ inqJ'(!rtant if) remembertltat site is. asmzJc/lfl 'victim,ojl,is 
~tttarillii¢ss as their children and liisemolitmal abuse coerces her into co1t1plionce wiflthis 
wish.~ . 

PatienlBelerra/s,· Tli0$7¢pe4te(JiYfJ.Ykedboth parell(Sll1dividtially toutiJi~ei¥$lructU/fgdclfitd 
ti1anagetneiitplan.to benefit llt.eir:1!()ysj'ov.er a period ofsixl1f.iJnths r;ef"efJ'¢itb()((tparent~ :to 
several'r(.$oyrce,s/!JrT'aylorkschoolproblelt)$; i.e, pliysU;Wli, $c/to(ficQUI$¢IO'i/S,clitld 
psycltili/ri$/; o.veraperiodoifoiJrto ~i.x nwnt/lsre/erfedMs. Eski'idgetoatfiosrfourdiff(frNl1 
. speee.h .patll01bgY'treaf11te~1 [:tlciliJies for Jortianas well as to .a child psychiatriSt for his . 
sukidaliiy. Trepea.tet/4Jr:e,$e re'lliests .reg(irc(u,gth~ ~hi{4re"fn t/i.¢)i1.luJ§essfiJ/iS. 

Sexual Addictf(}ntref{tfnf11tR:e,(ertiIi: Mr. Esk;filge's seXutiladdictiPnJiadbeeti ·tepeatedlY 
adr/resse(/ht (lle'jl);iJises#oflS iUld., . be¢ilus~he .. tiftlSedait ,i11paJif!:ltip""f)gl'ii#J;!te!$' 
dPpr"l'I'iale!y:refo.tredfQiI w¢ek;.ki1tgJ1tte1tSive're(it1iti!j't'JttQ~ram llr1!l~e ' Grove.i1t.lIQLt~bufc$! 
MissiSsippi tf)··beJ(.)tlo.w:e:d:bjl.tl we.ek:'/img.'C8uplesi Intensive, de:aiin:g· witJisdtiJai:4ddiCIT{)~ 
They, were:g.i'Veit ptinfkro.chure$<o,m/o, DVDwhich·desqibe.dthe'Pine .. r;tovesexllilfadiliifiio1t. 

. progrq~. !1()(h 'fflefe?in.: (Jg"e¢if!~Jt.t wiiht./j.1s tteali1rgltt.pl(1.l:t4ttiJJ!ltlle,S;t~()d,tbattlieYt;a# re1u.rn,· 
t,Qtli?r«Pf 1j¢.,el()rJZfle'tciteJj'l/teYHii$1J. ' . ' 

EconpmiC Petit Ac,eujati<illS'tMs.Esitridge is ctttient,iitjerelti:esth,a.l Tfr re:c.otiJ)1i¢nd4tiiJit"f)! 
rreaJme~tfqcf!Uk$l(}rY.r.: E$k(i.dge; are ~C(j"I)mi,caIlYinQ(iv(J.tl!dis-p.a1¢.nt1y Un(I(J'e./J,¢'i;aus.e'l11 
my in:Mlv¢it.telit in 'nalwn-llIpro!esswnal:tLrsocuitions, 1 ainpersoltaltyatJq/i4lfttedQh(lojt'a 
first-hamehasis wilhcol1eagues .whoaretlteprogramdirec(()ts ofvil'tupllyeperyquaJify SI!XllI1i 
addiction iteatl1titftt/l1£i1iljJ in the: United $t(lj~ a1T,ilEw:()p~~We maintain very.Melt st(mdatds 
of ethics atid integrity and refer our: patiellts to lite facilities 'wl, leh havtthe,progTlihiswttlch 
best meet ourclien,is' $pecifJc n.e.f!~ • .AbsoJw.ely NOjJna!2cia:lgain re,S1ills from tlteserefer#lls •. 
There is q;,ciear pattern it' (he Eskrf4,ecomplaq,t tltaUhey'tty tQ. des.ct~(Je· I1~-t!4. "ltfIJ/lCY 

.grubbinfl" huttlidse·whokilOw nti? would dearly disagree. wiJht'katdenlgr..atwlt. As Ii 
healthcareprqvUkr~ 1 utiJi~ Discl)v"ry: T()ys:as a therapelltiC/boltind,wasgiventhe­
.opportunitY topUl'c4~e alii heir ~rli!lsllta twenty peraent.d,ifcollit/. r.o/ftr thaJ'$41ne 
discount /bany patient Who. Wishes ti} Uti!1ze-IJiscove,y l'0ysi1.npa/tIJ(JugJzitwO.ldd bep~tfectly 
ethfcid to · do so, I-make no.proftt from/lteir purchaSes. LIkewise, 1 recetveatwelUjl percel1t 
bust'ness discountpom Barnes andNoole, purc.ltase/requeftlly ulili(.,ed r(!Sources itibulk phd 
pass alollg the discount to patients, The same cOI14itions liotd with Melaleuca vitamins and 
supplements. My personal ethiCS as well as my desire to provide ConvelJ.ienCe to patients 
supports lIwking resources available al no profti whatsoever. No palient is everpresswed to 
acceplany O.f these resources, My practice is so successfulthal I do notadvertise, but instead 
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regretfully Jtave to turn Qwaypaiients on aweeklyhasiS. 

Doctoral Detree: r doesposses~an. earned Do~torate (see eT:lc./osetl) jrp1tl al1lICcre.dited 
Unive.1'$itygrirduatepfogralU al.dhas :mainfl1ined ,ai/ the requirements oj licensing staiusas 
.well as ' litei'alll'lItousalUls ()f "ours ojContinqing Educa#o "lJni~~ in ' all ullJ1$ual' req u.~~t 
one day, a sigJiijJc;QntporlwJi ofltis seS$i!m Was' 'dcvoted'tQ Mr. ,£s,/i,ridge'S quesiiiJiIsah(JUJall 
(h.ec~rtifi~atesojl T's ,office wizllattesll'ng to,trai1fi"g, andeducatiQ~ ,T e;xplaine4io .hin,l tltr4' 

, clgluee"yearso!postseClJfttl41Y,ed1/calP!1t h,adb~n(;ontple(ed. as ,cQf1tJJareJi fQ so.metttei(i¢a/ 
doctors '{non"spMia!l$isJw/tdiq1ceelevettottwelveYeilr$, pluSse.v¢ta/ ,tltouSatldhoiits<oj " 
professional ',~(lpl:i'vfS:w,(tbtd'CottiiliuingedficiltW1icrediJsearntdeveiy year. fIe app,earedro. 
ultderstalt(!. Tis ,generiiUja,ddressedbytlte appropriate title ~'Dr.Townsend" allh.ougb :T'Ojtt!ft 
tells r:i#ldtentl1.eycan'i:iillher JtDr. ,DiIrleni". Boththeadu/J li$kridges referred loT·O$ . 
IIVatiene 1'. 

ReiefMIs .(or SfI;.fety qfl;hi!4ren:' AtalittiisteveryseS$um"Ms. Eskridge /¢crued her cimcerlt or;. 
feeling (tunsl1fe~' ",lilt lPf< .. t~Jl$krfiJg,~: he:rc'Omplaintslli4t.he wasve}'b(llly aMI phySically 
abusivew.iildli:e.bQy$:~lslJtahffttyt~mab.tillflttl,ehollS'¢h(}ldtleailing;IOl)iJ.preparaii()tt. 
gfQ.~e,ry Sl,oPP'ktKJ. hfspait¢r1i:dj's/eep:ingallil4JUh:is 4egteC/Ojthe·boys whkh: diSturbed/teef 
w.otkplace,Q;ndlai[edto ~eNIJ;e.ir ltee(4JhiS 'ov~rspen(Jiitg · l.Ind41vt,r'-f~:cuson I#s iCtoys?! 
(sporis altd' c{JlftP(1tg~li!Pi1W1!4liW(QrcJ1¢~i etcJ)hi$o:b~e$skilf WIth. $e;rua/. 4etivifY, el,c., ,eft-

. Mr;E$(trf"g¢·'»iq@!lliti.1f~t!i~: i)Oj$. tiJ>i/i¢w saswns ,dresstt1:In.. dtrtj c1ljtliiii'8:, willt (lJl'tyjapesi, 
/javi",g, !utd;"niJ ftmcit. ,and h,(t.!iitgdeiayed their mealS until later intlte day' qJ:Mt:l1e Jiad, cati:i~d 
(lUX hisJot?t~ajl ','CQ1J,~4b:tg.'i$.PQ'11$i~tlffl"e$., M$;£sJttidg~ oftan sp,,/{e, tifMr, ,Esk.ridge; ~ff're 
wer~ 1tertli::ftdcftil,iLr't~pandedt"dt:Sliedijt(tppe<it J(J.liavetJJaSsUtf"~ parenting , 
re.,p()iJ;Sihilitiest!tnlm 'and,:theo fe.cotdshru9s ihatwespokeofhuneeding,lo teach liittt 1i00Wlo 
pr~4re~fs, ;sJu>pJorgrfJ~~rk$tUJ,d, <rle4n1tf1:us~: It.tf'q6 very cl¢prth(lj'He wtiuldjiJrgetihe . 
. chil4ren's'n,eeds e~g.cPJlG(lk.¢$lo.r f.fiywt'SlJirtl"t/aypatty at$C1,,,o/,whiJe'lteJocuse4o.n.hfs 
p'er$(}1J,al inttr~Js. Tdii1iofttUalty ()CCflSWfIS) suggest t!tat she ttUeviate},erjteliltgs Q/iiIM!'(/flJt 
sil/et)' for tlte 66,s by pJiJCing.thettt ind4Y care orohtauti"g a "nanny" tocate for tliem ,i,. a 
srifemanner. T referred/tel' to 11:Ulny tesQld'cesto locate safe care for the hQYs. 

(As a therapis.t, II0Pitd g,is 'criS'e.to:be (ia~kalJy$11iL M,()lIthafter ;nwfitlt,/QtfI:tQ.retJia'n ten 
lnonths, I made felttraJ (lj'tcr ieferral to dtis ,mbtlter to try to conlfect theseserioUsJyabasedllnd 
neglectedckil.dren w.Ullcrll~!esQurceslohenefit botb t/teirltealih andsa/ewelfare, and 
there was absol.r#ely,.(}pj)$itlv~ reip(J1tS<- 1~ OdQbel',2()Q6. Igave Irer writtell' informatWn 
reg(lrdingADIllD based onlierCOItCi!FhS (Jvef Taylor. NothiniWas ik>ite'll11tilMay wh~ItMr. 
Eskridge wtispersQlurJIy elff/Jarrassed,by a neg4fiVewriJten reporthrouglilhoitte f nims.c1i()ol br 
Taylor. 1 again pfQvided wri(fenili/of11ta;iolJ /Qr th¢ttt wgive the teacher and Mr. Eskridge was 
enraged that lite (egCherltad noi acted . earlier to I1$sist Taylor! . Without wailing/or a diaghos# 
he impulsively tookthec.hild to aphysician in his typical drug-seekingpatternanddent4nded 
drugs for tltechild. Ms. Eskridge waSjllSt too a/raMo/Mr. Eskridge's re(lctionto initiate al'Y 

actioll 10 benefit the hoysand, until MI'. Eskridge described his sexual molestation, I did not 
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have enough grounds to ItUZkea CPS report. When confronted by the CPS worker after tlte 
report; Ms. Eskridgereponedly loldtheworkerthal"she w~'bctween ar(fckand a hardpillce" 
wilh Mr. Eskridg2's unsafe treatment of her and .lite' boys.) , 

File Termination: As of this d4te!none of the Eskridgefiles have been terminated because 
.tltttreareoutstalidingbaJaltceso1teach.Aft,et hiS disclosure in his seSsioh on AugUst 6, 20l)7" 
thai he; had beeii 'sexilal:ly:moltstinghiS s()n.s.,Mr. Eskridg~ fJ!iJe(J k4IJexi regUlar appointment 
(JnAqgrJs.t13.20o.r anil did ndtcaJltoeijher exp(ain thelailu,.-e,or ·lJ:tpkeiJnQtlterappoint~&n"~ 
Jl:edids/liiw liP oitAugl.fSt20'h ·~~ctinglo h~Vean4pp'O:jittm.(!n~,andl'nteffupte'([ tlteseSf;i()lt , 
of a patient wh() ;h(ld beeno~ .fhe waifliSLT $impIYex:pliil1:i'edtlfaJhe had not sii!t;edUltd 
another Sessi(!Jl a",dsaidYtPlh;,~g ihiJte .Il$./ut wasin lite presencev/another patient. Heivlls 
llotpfeqsea with thiSresilltoflils,lictif1hS. With Jiiscoltse"t;, T #ad alteax!y!acijiJated (f.re/erfaJ 
iOlhePilleGroveprogramTfl()s{;appTop,riall!,/ot his t.ateattlfiSsliigein hiS tretil1itentaltd ,was 
aware th,athe' want/sQ'S,eci!tg Dr. l/edgi!$to whqmT had referred~ siFt/litre was assurance thal 
hedidltavi! couitselihgfesoufces. 

BilJine ISsues; The Ph(!(J1{ix In#Uu~eb:iJ/S p.(liien.ts tn aJ;cofd4flC~w,ithJh~ "Coi.litSeJing 
Con#a~rjwMdt 1S.ittliuedtopatients:bej"ote,lM:irffrst ~pp'Oi.",~n.t; exp1d!"ed verbally. to them 
at their first .appt>intmli#; amtaeoPJ' given to t/ien;r:ioi(l;lie "/)11tt q/ter .tli.'e.ir fV.st(lppotni~ttt.. 
Tht.costs qfth~ IMsl ¢()m1!W1Jty.fJ$e."~en!i¢e$are plearljJ. de$ctibedin EngliSh in writiltgii1,tliis . 
r1o~ume.t~t l1:tar~tPl(l/)iI(tp , ieYeilJfiipprOxJir{atelYfift'ihfr.thgrlide,bU1JlmltiJ ' be'Slirt! ofclaH&, 
the Nrll$:are ver,btilly c.latfjkd anti'que#io1fS imfited: 1/ile tllJC;U/freltl' cli!pi;lyslQtes th,at 

,atid.ftiiJ:1tal., less utilizedcosls"e.g~p()lIr! costs)etc"'l.lrei(~wZeilinl!ft{(I (tFe'e Sc#e.(Jute" whic~ 
is ,availablellpiJh ;req.'IlCSt. 

Thef~ were hoprohlems withblilingorpaymelitiSsues rlntilTUlllS advised that Ms. EskriiJge 
wiiS clian,gingj()hsand changinginstJrafl'c.ec4~rier.$ e1f~v#ve J#1Je I, 20()7 accQr(Jing, io Mr. 
Eskridge. The new c~rrwrWMS:tllied.byMs. Eskridge 4S ·'Ci.gha,j'{a ,cI)1tIpahY whiChltasa 
problematiC hist()ryi1lna.1tpaymentta. menta/health pioviders)howeVer, witenM'r; eskridgl! 
brollg!Jt tlte;nsurahee card to he utlllr.ed, the card clearly state:d that their carrier waS United 
Healtheare (see copyinJile). PrQvi4erSare stronglyencQurlJged!!y,the insurance cOntpanies to 
bill electronically.wl,lcil:.1 tfo,and We ,musl:utJlitethe In/orffl(JtiQIi .'¢otltained (J~ the ~ard· 

issued to th'eptitreitt by the insurancecolIJjJany. 

As in$lrpetedhy the Es/fridges., ~flective June J, 2001,T heganpr'!PerlyhillJng theit flew 
insurance carrier • The jnsur(1)¢e tarrier then (/enjed ,dll.l}qj!Willt,al1hough t/I'ey did process 

therequestslor payJttentUltderthe,iiCc()unt QJMS. Eskr.ldge's enqjloyer,. General Electric (see 
(:opies illft/e).Because the Eskridgessuhsequellt/y a.damantly refused all coJWttunicatiolt, 
with T, there isnounderstllndihg as to the reason/or tlteinsurallcecompany denial. However, 
IheHCounseling Contract" is very clear that t,he patient is ulliftuztely responsihlefor payment of 
$ervices rendered when their carrier denies payment. The Eskridgesreceivedcopies of all the 
Explanations()/ Benefll (see file copies}. 
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/112Iio7, myregu/(lr cllqrge!$jotJn4ividugl.Psycitotherapy (90806) were $130 persessiiln (ilt 
2'OOS,.. tlt,ech'Jrge ~ $135).Tkis is jV!iii(iSbiJ1ed to ,tlte insurancecompa,nies. Wlr(!npatients 
se/f-pay,redilcbtgbgokkeeping charges, "'teusualcharge is S]2D, unl¢$$ othef(p'tangel.11en:ts 
al'e. dlsctissetL Thecharg(! for Failed AppoiJJtmel¢ is Sill) and CiweM'anagementserviceSare 
bilJedat $68 p~r qUI1J'~rl1(jll:r~, Th~eate, tlt.e (':ii:arges utilized in .theEsklidge Deco.un/. All 
p(J.Yl?teJ1l$~ such 'Os cOiOpays,jitiWlOuslyl1Iai!e /u:lvekeen."N:¢di/¢d t(J ,ih~(r a~collri£ 

Nitwin:formlJjio", ; qro~!! wh~iiMt. eJti!)l()~t With 1#e'onMIlY Zl,M08,ihditrtiing ilia/Ms; 
Eskri!/CewasiffSij#l1gtltlJl tlt.ey'tit(JqoJft1Jiqlng coveragewlih.Premera ,Blue Cross :hl,futti!, 
2i)OZ'Fh:erejoit, ii/iit/submit anl!ii"hillwg toPremera/or ih,4tmottih.ihst.~adQf 
CigHaiIJiJuedHiHllllfi:i1(te:i aifds#bseq~ff.dy;eceivedp4YffleililtJt.lli"J(!;~.f)OZ. T.he E(kri4g!!s 
colt./iliue (0 be r~(ms,lbl~frQIft,:(~ly,$()~7ft).rwaft1. A. copya/tlte cotf:ec~~d (~$tltteme"t ()/ 
Ba/q,nc¢ 1) ue is en,¢ldsed/'. · . 

WrittetjJnformp(jp:n: . O..ne'j'Jrobtem which: app.eqf'$. tt! bep'es,ljt.~()ltSist~ntiy .In:thtEskriilg~ 
case :#.tlte~1i.I';tqloJ)'SeiY(J1iiltJ,J"~vedP1fg thlIt.Mt.&ktidge·a:ppeats 10 ()ea[iuictiMaUillterate; 

e5§~$a:;ii?$1f 
. ,::::~~t.!~~:::;:~~:::;:J~:b=/:;:::::J:~:;;:::t;:IVM. 
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Iflsteatidj Min :,.esPOJ1,ff:i~:g itp 'vtt.,.,b:all1.1td Wl'ijt¢fJ;/".eq4esJ~/at:'colfPijt#jIMJWi111J;~(JJtlY1:e:sP()hSe 
w./lStoreJlIS~IlU¢f)lt.hl¢t!4ti,4' ilfsisJ;Uipih~it;()thi!tactt'n; hi$ste.4d.FQjtxa"iple~ "feli;skridgt$ 
slli,eiJ,taj Tsent'4 :copY.o/Jhe i''JieeSeh-eduk''lo hi$bTOI1t~.T/J.4,f. lfeverQe~n given pMpe.' 
authtJiitalwit tocQltUnUlt~i+t#e with tl#{ b.r(Jt;her,ther:efo",~ lutsltad: absoll!1ely 1f()Contactwitlt 
kiln; mucl~ less h.llYiJ1gs(fltthtmal'FeeoSchetiule;; • . Given tlttpei'$olial/ntiJ#ilcy o/th.#i.:l1A€ 
In/ormaifq,,: thefrli.l;tiil~hiistt)rypf pf!nQ.1iit1 f£t4tiOliSh'ipbehviten the bfoiltei'sait1J Ms; 
1i:$kridgean.d Itcrbrother;.m .. /aw;' ;altdtheft!oqUityojMr. Eskridge's BPDdiagitosis;thete are 
se.r'{o)lSf!(itical aiid.lllP,AAconcernsrell(lTding co"un.un.!e.atmglfithMr~ Eskr.J1.lge.!sbri)lher. 

There ,i$abs()Ji#elf~(J 'l~~eSdon ihlJJ . whl!t the, .rai#8$;E$kridg~ flU.' ti#fIi({d..to ;cop~ . "pt./t.e,tr 
fiLes. Fitit:lhe request;m~lbenwk{itacorrecl1tULlUter: a w~i,~sedisign.eiJ:~71ele(l$e"wlfich . 
stattsbeginningal(dt!ndin,g 44ieso{ Cd1ft1ttuni.cati(j1t o:swel1(fStlt~spe.ciJktyfq(JI 
injQrmal/fJ#:iQ be.released.ant1,specVreaJIpto whom(see·encwsedstUitp!eso/.1JIPM-
. complJantr.eIiJtiSes). Second.'pllyment11lust.ue :made/or the.copl~piiOr l(Jtheirpreparafwn. 
As a usuaJ a"dcustdl1Jary ;b~i1tessPlJliq,tlte_ Phoe.n-i;c Institute .do~flotcrmtilutetopr()vUJe 
Qng(Jing servicesfiJ pqtJeitl.$ wit"ogistantibtg balances. The Es/(rijfges wer~inforiH#dthqt()nc~ 
tlteir a:ccoU)Zt ispfT.;diitjt#1, additional cltarges may be incurredfartlteir file copies afteriut 
approprillteReleaseis subntitJed. Seeflk copies of correspondence wltichcllrefuUy explllined 
to the Eskridges the processes by which they fftllJI obtainc()pies of Illeir Fdes. 

P-4 - 000009 



t . .. '.' 

Appx.024 

~~~ 
"h~.'" . /U/' "01,/:/ , 1/1/ 

BorderUnefersonatityDiSordet: ,PeT$OIlS with,SP.D generally live beirind an ··'emotional' . 'z' 
/acat(e" whic'happears toOttir'·"Oillside ;w()rld~' i.e~ ,people 'JVhooitly see.them/row a 
workplace, brief,casllalo,s~perficit!lperspecliveas"wondetful!~' llcol1tlJetenP?; "caring,,; 
'~fcoQperative;" , uccl1YIi:JCi1iglper-sU(.lS,ivt;" (h~nce (h(!term,"cm' man" etc~ This ,is (}nepart 0/ ' 
th(Jifpres~h(alio,i. . Th'e,frWJ$t jelir U'abliftdolilH8nl,i altd "1()$S of c()nD:Ql "'dJ I1Sp~C/S ' ojih,eir 
personal environ:1t:ren4 ,Pe.r$J1.!1J~' c!"st·tQ:tl,etJt '4evetop'a,pattem known as !"wa/kil1g 'on 
eggsltell$ "$f)' ,a,s·" t(j ,,,:Pl.cause ihe;rtHQ " QeCatt1(.thTage,d~' t>in-gictive,. r¢J~cti1»ejba.#~ring; 
Ilt,re'(He:ft,lng suicidce,eJ¢,.tte., in apro'C'e$s.: ",calfei!.iisplirting'{ (See (!.lfC/(js-eiJ /)$n~IV~R. 
'des.CfIP#aJ~s) , ' , 

Personswiilt BPDo/tefl.lraj!eaad{tipnai #j'ea.tures"sue.lt, as Narcissistic, Histrionie, ObSess:zve­
Cr.mtp/J!siv(,;et'c: Citl:ttcaUy#is'veryCf)lhhWl1 to see addictS who. are BPD and :botha4i1l~1$ 
aha persons with BPDs have pati'erMoj j'teMitSlrucnng tluiif reality,,, Ulili:dil'g'Such c{Jping 
mechanisms. as minimi~iltg,t!enyingi-Ql(lmingflying;accusiltg,1abricaling,;maniptilatii,tf:, 
ele.'(!tc. Jttl1}QS/ liJ.iih()(!tJf!i(fg.P.~.tSi)tl Willi. ·~, 1JPD·N'.arcissistic diagn()siswhoincurs a 
./!MhCiat reSjiiffl$ibflfly I"tserviifes .reitd~teil wlt/re/use (r, prtla1f.d:-witl ~ttgagj! .itt ev.ety 
:"creatjJtt"IJ vittdic.tifl6l PUltit'ive,eh.deav.oi' 'th·t)"canp,ossiblY'·initiate ·todiscredit·thr:p1!o!i!$$,ill1t41 
wht1hiiSf'ehdefed tlte sef.1'#:~, ' M.'edicaf/i1tSuraltce" C()1ttp(my,pel'Sr1nflel: aFe 9ij'tYI4.milt'(1,rWith 
tli~etactigs q~¢. (l{~¢tlJ1grQI11W.nt.!ZI,: h.{!lJltkpl'o/~~wn~ natlon.,;wide (uzQJ:ttiitiJ{t.lPj1.l.c~(J1 
¢tJ.ny~rsa#q.,;ti~41t(J.y#b'¢tu!mAe, '"f!j 'Y1t1.al1~-4vo!4an:pl '(JQmjJ/flin# "~d,'e by 'BPJ)s l()'Q,uall!y 
~$itrirlit.dEihics' "eli. ~()ifetslthl;Jt6.~Js.(lJfjd AC(!'/1:c.i:es~. it~4J1)(ij:oy('pr()fts.si()nl1.lh*'(;Ilr:4)', 
Skil1e(l,;Gtil:J.ic:taitSiii~lrfiinedliJd4ttct ,tlie very c.karsjtmp,gms#BP1J~ b4l¢QfltlS'dIOt;s,!rl)1t1 
Jess aem4f1d(lJg trfl~n:!lIg".p't{,!:,glfM$ q,.e ·(Jft~nuMJql#!din deiectlngtheco1tdl'tiiinwith;~ 
va.ri~Us'reii(tJj:¢$'" liiid4,.d!zm4,$e4 lJy(hfJ lies an.d ~a.'hipula(((Jn$ OJ'thesflpatiehls. 

Yeats ago:, my SUpervfsingPsyc!tiiJirist,irt ferilcwtng {l case with 1tti!" stai.edtJt(ltt'1Jorde.rNn~ 
wreak nwre hli;voc in'th(! r;'{),ltf.tl{lltI all th~ other mental health diagnoses CdlttbintlJ!" A's] 
pt(jgress(!d with, lk¢n#"grmd~myc41'ee.,., 1 «warly s/l.wthe wlsdom.ofltis wprdS; , Mi:. Eskridge is 
a ,eta$slC exa11tple o/tltedJlltiilge;d01Je toafatttUy' all.4 ,Ilu cost to $()(tir# and:puh(jc' resources 

' injUctedby these types o!cases.ThatikYfJUjor 'liteopporlunitylo fespl1ll,d'tritkeEsktidge's 
.ll~g(llions. lfq.ddil;Q'tll~/nfort1Wtionisrequired; I wit/be pleased.to provide it 

,*Definitio!1: SEXUAL A1>DICTION: itA multyacetedco-occurring obs,e.ssive.,.compulsive 
spectrum4iSorder with varying degrees of obsessive compulsive andimpulse-control illsorlitf,s, 
as well as signiju:oflt disrtlptiontQ: mood, ilfousal, affect regulation, attachment, executive 

function ". 

end. 
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Appx.025 

Heagle, Alan, 412108 4:08P~ ~()700,Rpt.glvenemail~040208 

,From: !'Heagle.; Alan" <AHeagle@spo:kaneGounty.org> 
To: " " dtoWI1~Md@iglide~liet"·<dtmV'n'send@Lg!ide.net> 
Dale: Wed. , 2 Apr 2008 16:08':31 ~01()() 
Subject: Rpt givene~ail-0402O.~ " 
Thread-ropic:I&Ptg!vera¢~~ir~08 " " 
Th(ead~lndeX; A¢IVFneXUkf1<CwH4Ti'S~C9rEjhyqWA= 
ACGept-U.tnguage:eh-'US ' ' ' 
aCCepdariguage:en~US " ", , _ 
X -R6pt-To: <~tow.n$e:nd@iglid¢.l'1et> 
X-.Country; CA ' ' , 

. . ... 

·enrtt!l\ ••• p~·;'t.:et.lte:r 

":YQtt:rpQ.Ji:ct" r~iPO.dn:ulrtijelds . 08~9~7'71 

.I.fYouwoufd Uleeto 'ad41tttQ@at\f().(t t(iilii:~:feitJoit; ;;Please.canspGIqme ,CrirtJ,e RepOtiin~.:Cent~I' ,afSJ2~92.6.6. 

If you would li·ke torihe¢Kth~.s}~ius 2fa!1':e't!0Ii. plew;'eohel5k the link ror theapprQPciateC~e-:.;Scr~<!n.i!lg 
telepnoncnumber that s~rvic~S',¥Outj'tJrlsdt~tiQn. Youwi1fheedlhlsreportnUll1ber to refe-iertC€:. 

View other Frequently A~ked Questiolls. 

httV:Ilwww.:spokanecrimereportingcenter.org 
(509) 532 ... 9266 

By'll: 82 

Content-Type: imag~/gif; niune="itnageOOLgif" 

1 

1 Printed for "Dr. Darlene A. Townsend"<dt()\VnSend@lgHde.ne~ 

Eskridge v. Townsend 
Cause No. 09-2-02494-9 

. P-5 
P-5 - 000001 



Appx.026 

Heagle, Alan, 412/08 4:0S:PM -0700;Rpt given , ema:iI:~'040208 
. . 

. Content-Description: i~ag~Lgif . " .' . ' 
Conte n t -DisposiJion~ inli:n'e; til erian;le=uimageOOLgifn,~size=327 1; 

~reatjQn-dat~=nW.ed. 02Apr 2008 l(i:'O'S:lO:G1vIT"; 
lTiodification~date=lIWe.d.Q* Apr ;200'3, t~:08:3;O GMT" 

Conte nt-ID: <ima:geOO 1. ; gif~O:LG89.4J)a:iCABA612();;,. 

ContentcType:appfictiti0n!Qctet-stT:eaitl~ naIlle=i'oleoata,mso'" 
Content ~ Descri ptiom: Qtedata.m$o . . 
Content~Disp()sitiori:hUhie;,ftlemup,e.?'l«lit.p.M~~m$<i!'; sJ~~(:\205; 

creation,:da~~'!Wed; .~ .~Rr~OQ$, J§IQg;~OGMT";. 
. .lnodifi.cllti~nr'da~e="We~k02·A::pI'Zl1U8,:16W$:3QGMT" 

Content-I;::>: <Qleqaw.;ro$Q~· .' '. . . > • 

'the 'foi(owfll:g ·docurnetttwas-sent; lls'anem~d,d~oWe¢.t·bJlttrotr¢fere.ncedhrth¢ eipaii above: 
-.>.~I ~~~~f~J . 

Printed for "D[< Darlene A. Townsend" <dt()wnSend@iglide,net> 

2 

2 

p-s - 000002 



Cri.m~ Reporting Center Oniine Report FornI httpS:/fwww..spokanecounty~org/crimereportingcerltcrlrep6its/fotli:fs,aspx 

/ 

2 of 2 

Appx.027 

Addr~sc~ City Slate lip 

rI3-4---'2 5"-.' .. ......"So-u-.t-h -S.,.-un-d..,... • .o-w-n-· -~----'- ~pokane \ 1~_I~r-9 ..... 2--·()-""6-· -

Phone Dale of .B(rth orAge . Gender 

·k509)464~.J.()1 ' . I""';il"""". 1--2/"""1.9"""7-. 3 --••• 1r-'33 ...... ·. ---·.· r-I~-a-le-il=i 

'. -60 YQII halle any susP(jj:t .. l/.i!f)icteIPfbrrilation:rlno 

WitneSses .i['lfotmatl"ti,.~ 
~Have' YQl!spQkenwjih n~ghb:or~ or otHer. to as~ them If they saw a/heard anything? 

" PhOM 

IrK.~~at-hY*"':,"""C"""'.a+-~e""" ••. ~""'· .~-+"' ~l<""",.e"""';Y 'if4iA;S'tate ·'Chitd, .prd[RS'lJS)J's.~a :~·3 0(53 
R~ated. R'eporit ,. .. . 

·,.fthi •. I.d· " ~r~,~~f~!'~~' :~' 
"N .. .,r.a,tlve:e)!:atne1e . 

Exp13ini ' jrictifOhOI~i.9<\,oti1e(:Whatr!'i3pp~li<¥d, Who.YVhI.i~. \Mler~, W1)en,WI)yandHplIl: 

Oi').~tJ,9:.u,s,;t: .~.8t 
'ro){in\ately :6 :.1.6 at 

loc.a.t·ion of my .home-based 'bu.siness .and ,began pounding on 
locked dOQrloudly ye~·H,'.l1:g .ovaralld: Qver in a ' threC!:'tenlng 
r: "Dr .. TQ'01n.!?,~ndf oP~~JJ ;this' 4bQt~ "sinceI ··am . .an . 

""' .... ~~ .. ~~.yr '44.s'O\;bl;ed ;tem~l¢' h'¢lie ,C\lQne ,obviQusly t did .n.o.topen 
doqtbut. .felt. V:.~p.vtll:reat~ned. . $ubs~aue,nH:v . I .:receive.cia 

the Grinie ReporUngCei1,tCtwur. emaiLa. respons.e toyou.unles.s. youspeciti~l!y. requesla 
phone call <lnp provide · av~liQpJ:).on~ ~vmbe(. ThiS: may tllk~ up f() nhQ~rs..Jfy('ju' ha.ve 
hot receiveq a: response after 72. bours! . please call the Crirrie Reporting Center to 
detennfne the s~atusofyour . info.l'Jl1~ti()n. 

U$E!the 'R~t button' t()~faItOVef';, .. ~,the report is oompJeted.dick on ftie·Submitf!lltton. 

412/08 3:49 PM 

P-5 - 000003 



Crime Reporting Center Online Report Form hltps: Ilwww .5 p6karieco~rity .orglcrlrricrcpcif:tlngcenlcr/rep<>rts/forms.aspx 

I of 2 

Appx.028 

t5"\?O~ 

,I. .. ' .••. ... 
, . 

Spokane Crime Reportin.a Center 
Online Crime Report Form 

. . 
. ' ' . . . 

Crim..~D$l CRit« 

·'VVhois ttte victim • "TYpe of rep()rt 8 'Wa~ avehiCrel:!ffecte~ 

I. Busine.ss .. ' .' . lr·IJhre:~~~ (NO.n~DV) '.*:1 ~o ·' .. . :11' 
'First Nillne 

'Typ!!of phone i\ltema(e OaytimePt,p!\!! Type of Phone . 

I(S09)S36~g84~.fyvor~ ... Il m.· .. ': " 

." --., .• " ... '" ", .. ,11'101' 
E-mail Ad¢lr.e~s 'Conlact.f>referen.ce ' • . 

··Ii-:d~to--.w""".h"""'.':S~en-. d-'"@-· ••. l"""' .. ~·"""'ll~-":,.~-·.~h';';"":e:~t-: ~~""'-'-";---"-~""""--"""-'TEm?lH ' .j 
"Dale Of Bir:!h ~GeQder "i;itltnict'iy 

11'()/'1411eMa:f:""'""F~~m~' ;"+'a:i'"'-":e -"":I;;..o;t.jlc,-;N-'-""~~.n~~Hc.."...l""-sp-'-.a+-H·--'ic-'-"/S-~p---a-hj--'$ h~/-'-L'""""a.t""""in':"';':I~··:' 
.··Race . _. !.' . 

"Business Namii'BU$iMs& Ad'dre5s'B~slnes$ PhOri!! 

jPhoeniX lns.titut~ .. I~B9,3 ·. E:ast~leve,nth Av~,J(5'09)~3.6-p<g43 
Location WMrelocident OccJ;IITedO 

·00 you hayevidep or othe, .ev\cle"-~ ofih~' susp~afldlor inc'fieni71X es.' 
'Ol!scribe the· .video ~od/oroiber- evid¢nee. 

QnHdentialpsychotherapyt'.ile including dia~JOose'S . 

This Incident Occurred Betwet:!o. 
"Dale "Time -AM/PM • Date.. . Time . AM/PM. 

·18/31/2(.rL~~~·ITol()n~Oin~ arl .' i 
$uspectlhforrriation 

"Ob you have any suspect intqrmatiOn?J yes:-ls'uspec1.II. 

S\Jspect 1 
FirstNllme 

~ames 
Middie Initial ~ast Name 

IEskridge 

4/21083:39 PM 

P-5 - 000004 
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A px.029 

Eskridge PoiiceReport 'NarraJivec(mtio:ued: 

threatening letter from Mr. Ja:mes· eskr.idg~ d:lted Au,gust 2?,!07(ietJ,l3:ndlogtltat:111(){ 
report him to CPS,} bYe ret:eiv~dtwo, ~~dttiQIl~l tllreatenin:glettefS, a.nd refusedpQs;titl 
deliv~ry Qfa third; n·omtiis btQ(het,. PerryEskrid!e,acthtg~shis attorney. Mr.James 
EskrldgcLbas alSo.1ll3dea complamt 'a,gainstime toth'eSt~tenepat~mell~ .. 

P-5 - 000005 



A x.030 

GRIEVANCE 'AGAINST A LAWYER 

• • •••• •• . ". ':'.' .-. ". 

'!-" ' " ',' : ' . ~ 
.',. ' ,- ... 

Return your completed Jotm to: 

'. 

omc~;oJPI.$CfJ.1nnA'1'Coui:i~.el 
Wnhlq¢tOjl S~.te,BatAssodildo.ri 
13Z5'Fou;rlhM~Du~I·SLilte'p()O 

S~«I~ WA .~&101,.2S39· 

Iteadou;rJDfo.'r-Olafion $beetLa~er DisCIpline 'In rr-dSli.I'igt~tt b#ot¢ you<:omple:f~ thlSJotm. 
, partiCI1I,r;lytb e S"cctloD a'boutw~lY:h1: ·CQn.ndent1aIity. . . 
Type or wdi:el~tiblybutdo n~f~$~th~b~eI~ofanypag~ . . . . 
D,o nQtrai:yo.urf9~. tQUSor.e.ndyo~rJo,iIntOtUv[a thcIM~ru:e~ . 
Uyo,uh~y& adt~.b$UtyQrnoed • .$ststan¢cwlth fdlngJl' grlcv, •• :fce. ,can usat'(:Z06)1~1 .. ~20'f,: 
We will t.a.1(~ .. ea$()Dable ,step.rto'~'Ccom m~4.tey,()u. .. . " . 

. IN!(U!MATr()tf'~OVT_',Ltt5E 

Adtii.ess< 

\;tV\4!1t; .... ~~~, ~ .. 
~,~N:~"ct;a:c9s~ ~~. ' ...• 
A:~dress .. .. .... " 

Oitr. Sbtte;apd'Zip <Zbde 
/ 

,\t!y'c<.~ . wA q ,£3 ~ 5f1e """ '~G "l t. 
Clty;Sw:e. ittllfZipC9de . 

36 Q ~" '~ 'b'" .O""J 

A,lt~rnliteaddr:essiph()nowhl#e'w.e .. C$r~ch you 

mQRMAIWNABOIJT YOUR GNEYM!C"E 

D~sc;iiberour relationship tOtbc 1!lW)'etwho Jstlle subJectofyoutg:ri~yance,br checku.~r th¢~ho?,~l<iJ b~t 
. des~tibes: )'0(.(: 

.0 Cllcnt 0 Qpposing Coull$cl 
'[1 Ponncr Client D I~dJ9ial 
0 , OpposingPliorty •. 11-' o.lb~:" ql . ~:k~ ·~ 

,,~,. ',"~""to\otedtoYOOrgiie ..... ?K'~~~~~ ~=r:~~~ 
Ceyes, what I.S thocaso aam~ Ilild file n$nber, IUldwho IS the lawyer representiI)g YOU~4' .'0-.., 

Eskridge v. Townsend 
Cause No. 09-2-02494-9 

P-6 

\ 0-..."--" '~.~.~. ~. 
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Ap x.031 

Explain yOlU" grievance in YO","l" own words. Give all important dates, times, places, andcourtfil~ numbers. 
Attach additional pages. if necessary. Attach copies (not your originals) .of any relevant doctuna.".1, 

Id "'-"M. ·~ "",J,1.,e, 5?~ . " t!'!~f''r,t! 

AfFIRMATION 

I offll"rt/(/i(J1 the Irt/ormaflonlant providing Is 11iJ6 andaccurat4 10 the b:is.1 c/mykncwle.dge. 

S'~~tute: .~ ~ . /).. ,~,,~i&). _...:3:::!'..:=.~:....,' ~. "';:")..;::JR~i .z.il-Y:::!. c"~r~ . .".... _~ 

P-6 - 000002 



Appx.032 

PHOENiX INSTITUTE 
. jor 

HTJMANDEVELOPMENT 
EAST21l03 ELEVENTHAVENUE 

SPOKANE, WASl:liNGTON .99202·4306 
1'ELEP110NE (509) 5J~0843 
e';'mai/;diQwlt$entl@igltd.4.ti¢t 

JUIJ~ 18,2008 
i.9RJEVA:NC£AGAlNSTLAWYERCOMPLA'INT FORM 

PAGE TWO 

Inqdober,~f)l)ztteceJ;i/(!tl:CQ#esJidndimce Irq1#, Mr.· Petry:J!tskrtdg¢$tdfiltg,lhat /tis biotlter · 
h{ll/ :i'f:¢ta::itted~'bil11.II:tQ};itpi:es-e,t.tf(/j;,(m,,~gf1t4!hg mpPr.olessi()tia1s~iirice.s and'apparentlY 
i!(,}Jlt~littg cih:e :tOJ'tdljJqP1fll11.'~.~f!;tti. 'if11!J ltlfir re-gJit4"fg. all: aspects ()1(hetrco~fldenli4ffil¢; . J 
h¢velt~~rre~(!#r~djfQ.i!1:flii1hes itlidAlhy _&krJ4g~,_a~lW#tf~~{fle~~ ,,/lfJfllttitiJt)onf'!iJtnt 
ac;gc]1!41ili!iiitaer;tJteWttsfiiftgtalt S:tu,te l(Wspto(¢.c(~C:~()'ittl¥J~n(i'alJt.y,ofmedieiiltei;ordS or­
BJ)lPA.reg#tatio&:Splrnjitt;nlf-m~ ·iodtrct4stJiitir¢(l$tMlhlliitPonq" much!ess·Mr. ·Perty . 
Jk$ktitdge~$u4h ,a/iJrlttW($teq~tedmult.tpte :tim~~ t(i/sorllis~:dt"eql!.es#Q1t p!t/ie;ethiCal 
iSsu~i"'1t{lvinglllaff4l1' _rii~fflberJi'i'o:vidbtg legalreptes.~ifJa{i(f" in 4poteit#ally$ens,it:lvelssue>, 
asthiSw(jmiiIJRPi{qrto iljp!.tobea · flConjlictq/ · ll1ler~t.". Mr. JamesEskrillgeWfoie>a.letfef 
t.{tr¢atMftfg(a destroy my-practice; ct1mrt l() my hpme. he!trtvltig itia threatening, assaultive 
Itt4It1'ter r~liltittgi}t. ,ap,olice repoT(; /ai(edtf):p'a)'t6e halancton their bill/or services rendered 
anti; apP{lrendy und.erthe.tuJlilage a/Petty Eskridge,: nuuI-e l;Ompla,i"ts (0 sta~ andfederal 
agencies /jIlIn :aLtempt.t() destrojmy-prrictice. 

Famng,eceiplo/ll:IJ app,()prlate I(ReleaSe o/liljdrmatiimJ'; 1 have refus¢d all contact and 
comntu#l{)at!oh w#hMr. Perry E~kridge 4ndhave mad~ ;mY :r~asons cfellrto Mi. and Mrs. 
JanteS }j;s!kti(Jge.N()netfteless~ lJtave been subje~et;l .to repeate(Jharas.s1t1J!,nt bycontiil'ued' 
co,rrespifi#/encejrDmPerryEskrilge wh..kh l/tave ¢QltSittent/Yrejtl$i!ii. {naddition, on June 

. 26, 2008; lr~ceived alllstlltbing telephone It11!Ssage flwn Mr. Perry Eskridge left em my 
ttkphtme OIl the evening o/June 25, 2.008. Let IJU he~ brufly describe thpl message:· lieS.tfiled 
thai he was fIling Itzwsuifs aga,u,sl me /()rsuch things as ltmedical malpractice ", failing to ' 
abidebysome.taw regardtngrequilingl1ttdiation aitclother Tttidters. Hedefn4ndedihat I 
«answer the 4007" so that. sheriff deputies couldserve me.' with a subpoena and he mentioned 
several other matters. Since I was not a/home when the call came iii, lam uitaware of anyone 

P-6 - 000003 



Appx.033 

GlUEVAlYCE FORM: PAGE THREE 
t:.' fl.' .' 11.1'-.·,· . ' . .'. . 

t1/Vf ra· r 
. . Ilt·· ·~·.· .rZ·.· .· . ' . .,. /1 .1 

. 1 I 'II.".I ... 

.irpingtd s(!rVeasubpo~n.~1.didsave tlte vofeemailliressageon. myteleph.t)ite ·~Sle.in.My 
feelllfg, abQu(L/te Pe1!tyEsk,.i4ge tnessagewasthat Ws lone:waslntettdedto be intimidating, 
threoteniirg; a!tliSive:andiisstl/u/iive.]ntliqt;Utteitt,itwas.'Success!uf. 

I Wlfi#driSktltJttJIlU; ~(J;t#itkf' })ls,cip.liiteforattorney'tr:ry;·'&.kridt:~dli (hehasiSc/hfS., 
.. ¢(}ntil#ied~lli1:rl!f$'tfj¢~t",,"j'd:,lijd~t1It,wit1i()«ipr()Jtef.~#tli()l'k4iw.u"Qlme as ,a . 
p'to/esswm#;·'!l!4ltiit:/tteihW«I.1Jeha)!ilJrasttn. ptlfiriiey olithe.b(l$is~Of'Corijli<;fojlnti!f(tst;n 
.a.sens.i1i'v,8·tJilfli¢r.ASYbu;caitset, l '(!.fn, ;q#ltecpncerite:d:iJ.vef.tlteinvolve1tteltlq/Mtt lletr,y 

Fi( 

:i;~~ei!:i::=;,:;!a;:~~~k:!:{~n:f!a:;1:r::"e::~~~~a::~!:::::;and 
it~Q;ted .oIJfteirs()Mi".'!I#fi1!ml_!_fJlI~1f~t~_~IfI1JjJf~!iJ}} · 

_f,ijqiJrlftiifl!'! (it~liksc(jnttdnM.t. Jllf(/Mts. :ESkfidge'sieport ()1(he~rlt;~Jing${fb()ut, 
()Di#w..ft:$i1fi.litiituiles · l~,p{l"dalJ~Jier~~ptW}J.S li,houttlt'¢11Umbers. o/th'iJr (itdhdiJiififFttiftilies . . 
IJ/fJtlgiil iiuwr:fl:¥!S: yarl",'rp~(¢It'edjamilr:melTJ.be($. .'/Nt.tJl$Ych'!i;"s(lclatlfam4ge' wltid wl?l.I1tJ. 

;;aae=t==!~11~:==S1:: 
,:;t;f'::=J=:;:;:Y:::'~~~!~:;:~~:::l::l' 
ltiifbes.t ·eiluiuii:legjll~tllfti/~'ib.j 'Mit~:PetryEsktiilg~ 'iS (JUfTertll)'fatltng.Q)ttJ/otb .lhi!$'ecoUfEtS. I 
wo.#idfiJlPre.c4tt"Y()rtft ;t~gactiiJitt(J btingltlm:toac(t.oIiItJlJliitil$'. . 

f(hankY'9uj(1r Ypwi}dnd;(lUen.ti()!l4IUftJl t-¢'q'W$t. 14m avaikdJletdCQOperllte (ll!dpf()vNle lilt)!: 
4ii:'itiojj4l:in.t~r11iiitinnJ!o,ltl1jightrutd,htlpfgt .. 

AfFIRMATION, 

J afjifIJJf/til-itltei}i/ot;fuJtion l ' (J;ItJPTQvid(,ng is;(fue:l1Jttl.:tu;Clll'ate,to the ,bestof my.tnowtedgj! 
anilbi#ieJ.: 
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PHOENIX INSTITUTE 
jor 

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 
EAST1.80JELEVENTll AVENUE 

.$PtJKANe, WASJlfNG,tON992il2-,il3iJ;6; . 
TELEPHONE i5:()9). . 536~,()843 
e-mait:dtow."se~tl@igli4(M~,¢.t 

"fu,lf 26~~f!(};8 

CONEIDENTlAL 

Fellee P.CongaitUn.,$e.niQrJJisciplinary' COllnse/ 
H'a$h'l11qton:State J/tiI'Ass.ocilitidn 
OlficeoJbiscplinafJ!. Counsel 
1125 F()urth.4,v~4:Ite,$I!.ittr /6ll0 
Seattle W:4, 9111()1;.2S73 

REt WSBAFiIi!' /J8"(llfJ3.6 · 
G'ievtm~e ,a${lJh~Ut. PeitryEskfJdge 

~""""'" 
.. t4· · ··'·~·fJ·rb···· . . . - -' . , ' " . 

'.' i/ . j~."" ,.,.'3j'. ' ..... .... :.: '. l . il'/:< ' 
·' lfi/Jt 

,'l'ltahkyou/ot}ffiivldllfCa ,CiJpj()jMt. Eskii!dcgi!"s ,tesp~'t(j ,iilrji iGrietti'ili,ce.c Ntat)il#lUltiit' 
yo,u F~Vlewm.y.fJJ;/~i.iJaf'Ql!t8;Jf'!.n.~~ -w.ki.(J}~ ~"aserl:sq(e!r(Jn iaqper-((prl~i hatll$$lit& . 
(Jo1timlli!.;¢4ti~'ifS:Pi)ifi;.'M:tj ·lll!~I!YJj~krtiIgi!;. ,l(i&i'esPIJJf$,e .cQl1t11tiJ$ :a:gt~-4..d:iil-qfi.f!.ffit!:I'fPr4f!iJ ·· 
reg4,tdlng:lhecaSe iJfMt~4nd,fiiIt$..l{lifleSE$kdilge. .. '. 

1) Bti$¢dOll tlre,i(l;~t'tfialhfr.qti?Jftilrs. , Jfl!h(!s.E$Jpiidg~ cdn$istenlly,ref~e:4.:j(J.J1t!!f,idt4flewith 'a · 
1IIPM-c()mplia(tt((;e:oir$ehtl(jr.B"t'~'(#e a/fh/orffl4tion" petntittmg~~' tQ, 4/$.¢li$:q!tY 
information regardingthelrtr-elitinent, lhtiv.e NOpr'ojessitmal relfttloftSh/p.)JIieh Mf'.~¢t:'iy 
Eskridge. Underfiqlll1:f~h,jl1gtoftSfllte and Peder4LJaw, 4s4h'ceits¢tI~trllig~ Ilttd.itamity 
1'her4p441,tti1ih()1.:~'!{e!f,IiCfk1tIl'Jfl,(~dgetlt,epr.esen{;eo! il p{{tien:t' in' lffycqStilqaiJ:Wiiho,utan' ' 
,ap"proprtdteljldetliileiiattd $tgiUd~fJl.ele4$e: ,oJ r,if/JrmQ:jjp"CVhseirt'!' .Mh J"~t.., 'E$~~qge:has, 
. appar~DJly . been B~mitted . to 'tlte Dar ill Washington:State,bitt,appar.entlY do,~sg:o,t · . 
un~erstaD~,thi$Pbi.lttofW:asf$gtonState, la,w~He Itasprp:viJeti you witlfii,(jpp)! 'tilihit,o,nly 
docJl.mentev~rr.ec..etv~4fr(JlfJMr~, andb(rs., J(#tfe~Eskrlqge regqnling1iu,9talUSaS .I{lheir 
4ttorneJl "d~U!t:lSifptehtlfe.f · 7; 2007~ Yoa wi:l{~eeth4titd(ies~llt sJ!ec{JJc~!ty ,fiI(!~t1fy paUeni(s) 

by date q/birth;describe$pecifictypes ojin!ut'lntitum to be released; spttcifyl:tf!$tri1:ctthe 
begiiininglenitiffgdates:/ortypesofr,,/ormation to be released; sl4te. Rurpos~,.ojDlSc'(rsute;' 
pr()vi'de resttictio,t;,evi)c4(joftpr>licy;aitd it.;s notJ'witnessed"~ Mr. and},frs. Jaitt(!$ Eskridge 
were very jamiliar With the '(Release" /onft I use (see enclosed sample) iiSt#tirfdese4ch, 
contain several of these sigtied/orms permit!!..i1g __ ,!~~to commlJnic'ate wi!h ot/ler pr()/qsilJ"als()n 

Eskridge v. Townsend 
Cause No. 09-2-02494-9 
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/}Pi>" '~/~~X! · ~· .. ~ 

their behal/and the issue 0/ "ConjulentWily" was repeatMly discuSSed with .t1tem.l'lte:' )2~~~ / .. , 
September 7,2007Ietteris'simply a Utalk to. my attorn¢y'iletter.· IncU}entttJly, (/my qttomey" in ,,' 
this case is also the btothero/Yr. Ja,/Ms Eskri4g~. aboutHllto"t' th-e:ftlesre!eteticetfil1ihe h(ter 
coMaitt a great deal ofintilnatepers~~'aiilifoti;~idi~n. ltismybellejthat'lt,is:a.n ;ethii.uzl, .' 
vi()lation for altattomey to assume apro!essionallegal representation roJe'in :aCJ1S(!whick . 
per$on,ally involveshiltl~ whetlierornotlie. is urjormed.;tls Ii! t#especlfw details Qjhi's 
involvement. , . " . 

The ONLYdocumentllta-veever re.ceiVedlacceptedjroinMr.Pe.rry,Esk.rlJgecisalet&r.datea 
October 9; 2007 which he has copied-to you ahdivhieltcontainsnQapp,.op.Fidte; i~Criit$irr#to 

release'" itt!otmatian.SU/Js¢quenttoreceipt 'O/t/tlltletter, an(liJifi!ionat.,r{ttelJrequesfJWI$ 'Se1tt 

to Mr. anti N.tr~Jflltt¢$ES/ft;~i!g¢«(etailf/flJ (Retype: q[ i?R~./eas¢l(1(trtSMt'JJ:(Jttjt(t:eqJ!Jf~i(DyJaH!' 
lif2. responSl!tl) that tequestwllS: eyer r.ecei,vedjrc.II.Mr.llltdMrs. Jftp,es; £s!ltit!ger tIi~re/~re; 

EVER r Subsl!fJ.llel1l.piec~(Jf CfJt;te.sp(Jni-(ence senltQ my ad4res; from.Mr.· Pf/r~~skridge!s 
address was. "re!usedt , ani f!rettlrlie'dt(j seniler';. A,gai1i,athiirtlitinheihg ,~lctfiiiiz~dbjthis 
repeated q.ttempis to; e/rcfllNvent.m.J' e:jJ'Orl$ tocany out.my 'un'ders/lU1:ding reganlil'g :tiiylegai 
re$pon$fbiliti¢.sasaYatJfipg~altd Family Therapist, [hal'e NDpr(J.fossitJJ1..11'!'rtrlaJ.i'f)1Js/tipff)I'fh 

.. Mr. perryE$krtd'$talJd,. (iqSe'IJ.f1ltt$Jat:k(Jlauth(Jrizatif)I'~ X b¢ik~e:bis~i}!JiJtj'#.eir 
cor respoitdenc'ew.ashai!f1SSIJt.."M,'f:, 

. Mr; atz.ilMrs; la~e$E#~i;fijg~$ig}J~i!; tm4 'rec~lvetJa wr.~It'(!(jpy Pf:lI1yC?l91.sifli,hig':Ci!niract 

. (see sample eftClos'ed); Were r-epeiitt'fily m!<itwred o!tl'e.Pbo-e"~·.tn$til..i#~:li(liSiiJ¢$.$,p:a1tcJG$::41t(! · 
ilje.,$tare. RaWaI14':suppo~tilfgWAC:·;egulatious·iegajdi~gth,eij(rightt}j;,O.bmiit/Ii.;,(1.(tilJi,qJtffe!, 
files; antf~~te '#~ltr.ed iltt#"wijlt . tI1eircompl1ance,; they w(}u/rrbe"ab((n(j<r.ealfi.ve.'tltlJi"t:cpJllcS;. 
Nft .Pel'rr Eskr'idg~b.as:a.pp~~enar J:>~~n~d~tted ·tothe :B:ar. inWas~gtott;$:t~t~sl) ... t 
apparently dQe.Sil.ot undtJ'sta~d'thi,S point otWashingtonSta,te fllw~, !-Mll;adihvould 
appeatthat he lias itl4teriallj ait;asuhstaniiallyiftter!el'ed ·Wi(h. W't4($h:(j:uliJ ~/.a:peJJ:eett-a 
relativetyc/ear and s~plepro((ess by which tlie J4m~sEskridge$ w(ju.ld.ha:Vel!.eclti#edth:eif . 
desiredin:/ormati"rt. . 

III hisre~ponse to :my Grie.vance, Mr. Perry Esktidgealtemptsto lnjluelJ:ceYQu:t"i/iin.ki/t,qll 
ani':so",ehow«netlticQ.tin.'lHy/Jii/~gpr{lcqces 'andin,stead simply ' rev"tt(sh~JgIff}raI{Cf!; . 
regardi"/fthei"trica'cfes. ()fY(!t/fc,aI4Jl1lfngRrlu:tices. I a,mvel)' .care!lIlinlo/JoJidiig '(};'lieral 
and A.cceptedBusUurss PI'4c:tic.es.aljdl1,Qve,bee.n ~etic(ilgus .i'l.do~g'iV()mll#s,c~~Mi.Perry 
Eskriilge~ counsel to the JtzfflesEsktiilgest!tatthey re!liS.eto coltillfunlCli{#wlih. ffl{!~suJjeiJ;jti 
their acc.ountfaltingin(o ar.,rearsaftd, after repeated written warniiag$~h,eing l.lSsigttedto. 
Collection. Again,. his q.nailthprized invo!vemeftttesu!tedin "utierial aitdsubstdntlal 

j iLtierferi!llce. 

2) I have ll!t earned Doctorate (see enclosed) and therefore 'own both theN/vileKe arid the 
obligations of the honorific ~'J)t." This: term, along with the,4esignation Ph.D. isiega.ll;y 
required and used on aUmypro!essionai documents ,and corr~pondence .. 1yf,r:. Perry Eskridge 
has apparently been admitted to the Bar in Washington State, but apparcntlydoes not 
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n 

tIJII ... if'" ..... ~ '. . 
"li/bl./, 

'. . . . . . . " ' ., . " . . . ' . . ' <lJt,,~rlll 
understand this point oJ Washington State law. Never iti my entire'Ufe_have I r.ver claimed 'I'/,/:/ 

. " . . ' . . . . ' -. " 

or used the term M.D.! ltp~zzles me qs tolmy possibl~ reasgn. Mr~ Perty Es/qidge Htight/tapet(J 
. make . such anallegati(Jn ihh'is responSe to Itty Gtievan-ceagae,ist llin-t. 

3) lam licensed by Washington State ,a8il,Marriage, and Family Therapistand:thue. as 
'pfeifi(}Uslydescriheri.i'equiredtofoll~wt"e /awsregarding c:onfid;enti.(iI.~.Q#e vei1"spetitfip 
resp<J11swilitylam. re~uifedtoC:4rtytiutis t/i(iJ(j/ being-a, t(MIIiiJatedR,'epiJdernolc!tildah.liSe: 
CMldAhl,#ilandNeglec( not only ,are SpecificallYexemB,ted/rom thepri!v'ilfceq! 
confirIentiality {It WMhingto/~ $ta~butj "reasoifip beli4ve:.(hq(q c.hllil, •• .islieing' f1./J.utell .(J,t! 
iJegtec(eg;'~ ~, ntandated to.be tY!,poi1ltd. OUfsoCiet),P.e/ie:v(!s'i( hils· t{ r{tsp01tsfhiiitp(() pta'teclitS 
childre'"- Thete .isNOright o/confidentiality wlten chiI.da(J,use.l$·ifwo(ve(J! Alr~·. a'iJ-ilM.fi$, 

James Eskridge were advised of this verb41ly alU!-in writi~g t/Nhelt v¢rpjir~tijIJPoi".n~~"t:'*tth' 
m-e. See enclosed dncumentJ,tlnJiJrmdtion ltega'rdif.tg Prac:iJ¢e" WhiChlk(!1s.tgttCd'and'of 
whichthej were given aitopytokeep. . ThisprofiJcol isfollowed withever),'cliellt. fi/the' . 
Phoenix Insdt'ute.~,. .. f(tI~O;(lflif{M>tilfiHit:~fllfiffj~fI/lq'Jfletf_Il.~1l1J,' 

"ti"ili:J"'i4i'iii,ti';;l~i:.k}";W~'''0!#Ii<'"'l\VJr.ui.'7iijl'A~ir..W~:>·.·,r..;,'!iji,1II~1iM;'1f1.'JJ'}i.-';'iiJjif.4"h.~~fll!J;>'~·-:1I'W~. '~.'. 'il. "'~;'."".'~"'·.~"'i~.' ;~ 
mt.'I;(>I'l,.Ii('6'l!(4""5'1fv"'~F"'.J1f~S\~§mf~~~~WC!,,.gp,~!:-;"¥~I'J'~~(!'MH~~"~.~vif:l~.i:t,'it~~9a1Ot~U~~.~,fI.ft~m 

:Jtilfl~'j;q)i1li~ ·Mr., ~erry EsJ<iidge b,a~ap.par~Jltly b~e:na4mittc(}t9. · tl1~d:l~r' iA ' W3~hil~gtIi?J" . 
state,bli't a:pp-ai:;ently does . not understand tbispolnl-of Wlf;sbbtgt<J'i:fState law,. 

3}.ln. his respottie",Mr. Perry ESkridge has acknowle4g~dtliatit iSultderltW'::tutelage¥hat;;N/!r.' . 
lt1J'(/.·YJ;'s. Jaln¢s £~kridg~/f.p<ve. lnad~ ClJt;JpltziIJC$,ofpltife$$IiJI¥l!tn.i~c:o!t"#qtl1ga11j$''lJI?i!:#Q;vJ! 

,i:()()J!~rate.4.~i(hth.e,J)I:Mrti"e"t ,gIHe.althi""tJleirln.,v~$ilggtJ.'Q# 4tt:P~' W.It:ql1it~q4i1:i,~i1f'tl:f?Qt!.fl 
felt ··vetji'$iid:t()r·Mr~(jltdMrs. ,j4mestEskrhlgj .becatiSt. ;theil'!4/JeGatiOIfS.w.ef.~ .so _btatJm'tb!laf$t ' 
altd seriously in coniradiction to the written record. lam. q,uite'meticulo'lls mnt)fJleeol!d 

. ,ke8pJng.W1#/~ rlJ~kn(JwlerJgethe pqssiljili/y ·th4t lmay hq,ve erre4itt,sIJI1J·e p,1'(Jt'edure~'!lIl!!;J' 
aiii Sure. thiltt/te Health.: Depilrtment /J'o"4rd wiltc«:l'efiitiytWtlti(ne . t/ie" ell/1M . (Jillfi.plainljd . 
believetheitia/ority, if not all, oftlte Eskridgeclailtis,Ji,i/ll he ({xposeaaS:biiiJig cl'eti#jiuntru,-e 
with ihei'r falsehqod beingstlpported by the multiple'sour<:es cont(lineilfn t'hejJ(e,s. 

4) Uiitill receivedMI'; Petry Esk1'1dlJe~s ,t1'reateningvoice ntailitt.~SS(igt kft'tlt;6;;'Zpp./11..c:m 
June 25. 2008, lWas llnawauthatlte was attempting (0 serve asu/:JpoenaMd,a;spt'evb;.'rjsl¥ 
statedinlttY Grievance,. I WllS'lIotin residence that entil'e evening. Hepreselltstoyoti'two 
'('De~w.ratloli$qfDiligettce"nei~(!rf!lj'fJhtc« .~·,datf!tl.Ju«e : 25.tli.(Ji,t:~ltld?~rtiU$lyst(ltes; (hat 
IliJn qldetwoinait ... ;,it thej100t an'i/cr<zWled aWaY, an," c,(Jf#letot/te 4()OI';;; Flf:$tCl!tffl,at-t»y 
stage of life (i'alt older 'Woman") aiJ.dphysicaJ.condition,INvlJuli! not be:pos$iijjeloftl(~ tol/ftl.t 
the floor and 'Crawl away"; Secondly, if inileed$uchanactivlty had occurred;gilletttize desi'gfi 
stractflrelJ/titY hOh,d(Jfjice.,itw'Ouldltot bd possihlefur apersollto obseNle:stlt!h,pbysical 
activity from outside the structure. . : 

My home/office is located in a very secluded isolatedareaaJtd 1 ant ofteh here a/one. It islitj! 
un.dersta1lding that, il1 this coul1try,(tapefson's home Is their castle'; and [know ofnn law . 
which requires a person to open their home to strangers. Mr. Perry Eskridge has appar~Iltly 
been admitted to the Bar in Washington State, but apparently does not understand tbis 
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Pf}~h' '/" , . .. bU, "~~ . " . . . . . JOI~ If/Ill 
point of Washington State law. When someone I do IlOtknow knocks at tlte· door~l do not .. , :It 
know if they are religious missionaries; some.one wanting to re-roof my !rouse;sqtne()lte 
'wa(fling to landscaP¢11:tyyar4; o.r someone wal,ttingtocomn(it4 hom.eilwti#fJl1 ·burg/~ty~ahdJ 
tim not des.iro(cl'Soj aiJmittingany of t!rose persons to "my caStle". I sittiRle :do!.1Jli.op~lt the door 

to slrlmgers!i ldo recalJolJeeve.!ting a/ew weeks ago when my dog$.'we.r~ h,lghlY:fJPse.t(l'nd 
barking. lweittto thC.i1Q()iW~Y ofthe'wq1ting room and observ¢d a"lll-ke~pttVery¢4S1ially 
dressed'middle aged male wHillygesticulating in /rfJnto/the bul41€lIg'lle.:t(;ep.bffC(lfl 
pouniling bit thelr()nt'doQ," lpic/fe!i :fJJ!the phonereqdy t(Fc:aIl9-1-'.l-,b~tlfe/:li4:.g()C1wq¥ 
lj!V.ll#t,()ug/t, '~4thing wi):'e o!;t:.Pel'/iq,ps· 'that Wasaperso,. 4#emp:rllig to 'i¢nt(!, ''a'$ub1!oe.nil., 
bu(P¢rh(lpsnoi,..owlt(1 linows. I d.o providiummtal healthse·rvicesift(hi~li##4i;t'g :il't.ii'i:t4S;t 
alw.(lys .,bequit~,(jb!{e'rl'.qlf(i)fsafety issues. MI'. Perry Eskridge apparently (Ji!l,ieiI~$ thalh~ 
i1llen.trotfand"th.ouCltlwa,ves"are sopowet:juUhatliecan . usrithemto Cl1mi#~rlica.ie I4p.e(Jple 
threehuitdred Inilesawaythathe is attempting to provide them with~ asubpo.eltaand:tluiJ they 
then use that iftfo,-matiott to avoid llse';"ice". With apotogiesforb~rstih.glhebuubl~(jjh.~ . 
·ego, b;ut1i,e si;/iplriloes notlulv¢ t(r.atpowel' (irid I did not'tise n;Y'energl¢s Qnthatr~g4t{l. 

5) Mr .. PerryBskrid,ge qppears,to.all'egeinappropriate beha,viot on my pattili.t!iat1::am.#(Jl)iet 
'represented~y(]ou'JseL' rdo '!f()ihelievethereiS any law. whic:hrequ,i1!(fsmetl)bet'epresentedal . 
ihis #1It;e..1¥Iielt·!rece·ive.4}he.CiJlfiplaintjrom theIJepartmet)( offlealth. iJ {nl;li.i4(1!Nlr.e, 
Sf/gge.stll)it'th:at tc.l);ili1b~.i(!l!r~$e,irie4bjriegO!I coilns'el J discU$$~d (hjS:wttltih¢¢lf!ftllitJ{f'ltlj' 
iil!oJesiilittaI.UtSjJjli1tve, and,.lietau'~lia) lbdlleve tmU lh'avit .actedin 4ecor4iihceWlth the·tiiW;' 

an;ll/".f.'JIj_flfilJJJtgjJf"~ft~jJJN •• "':~. 
1~""Ji,'~~~~~~I~i\-:~j·, .··" "·' - " •. ~. 
r~~~·r.l.I".- .- ,.-:.;J~~~_..J;f.m.t.{~~.#~ft, , _' _ . ~ ,.,. " . 

~_anil: c); Itf!ust:ilftke Lawwh'ich requires. nie toperjotmftsil Mri.flddtitdRi$pofter; 
alih.oitg/l llzf'I ,a!! i(Joq:wa'.el!lthe lackJljresources a/the Child ProtectiveSe.rvioqesDiviSiah;'(ii 
DSl1S}rchp$~ hpl to hq"li;e,/({glllr~prf!.settta#ofJ(lt this time. lh.ave carried out my 
re$pfJfrsibHi#es With i1iteg#ty~. honQsty 4ndinacc'ordanc~ with .the BestP~actices()f:fJ'Y .. 
proj!eSsi'o)i. ihaye.(tothl'fgt(i!#de;my records are availahle t(Jlhe De.pilrtltt:¢ifthjIle.aJtlti'aJ14 
I CDoperaJejJJlly withdtatDeparttnent. ~4?1fiJJmtf4ttlIN/t.jll'Mit.jfj!iilli!IIiIIIJ.JJiWifJi.(thIJ 
¥twr.J1fIIiiftlP'lJlIil.~~'Il~fllflllllf'N/tm¥'f':ti!iJ.ftl1J.taiijt~:!IJlJ'Il!A1fItMJJ!llll.jlltlf~..ID 
t(fJtiffjlIJJitJ!ifp1i:i.htslifAj;"fJ!ii;;itWiiFi!liltijj!1;.jd!s/H~Jjl(jt.WiliilifiM:lfl§~ilJihJl~W!. 

flI .... SJrw~rlfflzJf,f:Ii'tRt;flF~fl~l'~' You )vill note that ,the Contplaititwas m(!il¢Rriqrto 
aHJlu/the jinQIJC!4Iproh/~ltts which-'later arose due io the re/usalolthe iiiines:Eskriligcs,(o, 

. provide tneWithatcurate inl().f1lJa*)~ regq.rdinglheir medicaUitsUrance. AsM$. Eskridge. 
discovered almost a y.¢4rliiter~ titat whoieport1on of their concerns could havepee.n.C(J1ttp~tely 
avoided had IrotMr. Perry Eskridge become ittvol.vedand ptevented,the James Eskfidges' 

communitation with me. 

I tolerated Mr. Perry continued Inappropriate attempts to contact me by mail even though Mr; 
andMrs. James Eskridge had been notified a/the inappropriateness of those actions wit/tout 

. 
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theu: legtil .coltsl!ltt Y(iwever, when / received the hostile, tltreateningplrone message, J..cailie 
tothepoiilt o!re/tisaltotolerale (Ii,y jurtherharassment and prepared the Grievance. 
SuhsequenHo thephoneme$Sllge and after/ had written tlteGrievance) another/efter W((Ssent 
from Mi. PerryEskriiJg(!;~, adiJre$Sllm/llgain it was "refused" altd ·~retU:rn~.d' to s.el~der;'''; l' 
cannotatknl,.w~dg{!ftlr.Perryl!s""ldg~ 'sckJm 'oj kgalrepresentiition (JIMr;, 4it.aMr;S.;J~,ines. 
Eskridge. with{}f!lprQPe" (;oltSeH(.l\ft .. Perry Ed<ridg~ basllp.p.lltentlybeen ac:lInjtt,e(t to~,be 

Bll'rm'Wasttingtoll State, but :ap.~arently does not understand tbisp'dint ofWashhiglon 
$tjtte laW; .. 

Thank you/oryour,kind'attentiontomy Grievance~ Again, I am aWl#ablet(JcoQperate :and 
prov.ftle any a4aijwltfl:l it:tjorllti!lii;?n.joutitightjind helpfuL 

. , . 

. 1:liffir-t!J<thgtflti!"w/Qrlfta)'J" "It!lJ.tprp:y/jJltigis ·lfIJ!! .at't(/ac(;urateto th,el,e.s(tJ/-my!t#Qw!e'4itt 
. tJtid.''Mlief. . ' . . ' 
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From: Nathan Weinbender [mailto:NathanW@SPOKESMAN.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 20124:18 PM 
To: Robin Balow 
Subject: Bill strengthens SLAPP suit law 

Bill strengthens SLAPP suit law 

Council members seek more protection against litigation 
Richard Roesler Staff writer 
Publication Date: February 1,2002 Page: Bl Section: THE REGION Edition: SPOKANE 

Citing their own experience as defendants in a lawsuit, three Spokane City Council members on 
Thursday urged a Senate panel to strengthen the protections of citizens publicly speaking out against 
"deep-pocket special interests." 
"I think our founding fathers were clear that they wanted public officials to speak on controversial 
issues," Councilman Steve Corker told the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

The bill, SB 6522, would give people immunity from civil lawsuits over what they tell a government 
agency. The law now requires that such information be communicated "in good faith," typically 
meaning the person believes the information is true. 
Corker, Steve Eugster and Cherie Rodgers were named last June, along with former Mayor John 
Talbott, in a lawsuit by the developers of the River Park Square shopping mall in downtown Spokane. 
The developers alleged that the four colluded to thwart the mall project, and that comments made about 
the project and its developers are part of a larger pattern of action to ruin the mall. 
An attorney for the plaintiff said in a telephone interview the change would allow people to lie with 
impunity to government agencies .. 
"I think it's an atrocious amendment," Duane Swinton said. 
The council members, citing the fact that the lawsuit named their spouses, contend it is a " SLAPP 
suit," intended to intimidate and discourage public criticism of the controversial project. SLAPP stands 
for Strategic Litigation Against Public Participation. Washington passed a law in 1989 affording some 
protection from SLAPP suits. 
The new bill would broaden protections from such lawsuits and allow successful defendants to recover 
court and attorney's costs, as well as $10,000 in statutory damages. 
In the council members' case, a Superior Court judge dismissed the suit, but Swinton confirmed that the 
developers intend to re-file. 
"Obviously, our experience is an indication that the legislation has to be made much stronger," Eugster 
said after the hearing. "People who would squelch political speech have to be told they cannot do so." 
Rodgers told the committee that she has spent $80,000 - mostly from a second mortgage on her home -
fighting the lawsuit. 
"I don't care if the pope himself owned River Park Square - and I'm Catholic - I would still question 
public/private partnerships," she said. She said she's likely to start public fund-raisers ifher legal costs 
mount. 
Swinton said the criticism is a small element of the case, which revolves mainly around the mayor and 
council members' vote against a loan of parking meter revenue early last year. 
"We didn't sue them for defamation," he said. 
Spouses were named in the civil suit because Washington is a community property state, he said. 
If the bill passes, he said, people would have carte blanche to lie about anyone to government, such as 
knowingly making false statements to police about neighbors. 
"They're asking for complete immunity for a citizen to make false statements to a government agency, 



in bad faith," Swinton said. "I've never seen anything like it." 
River Park Square LLC and RPSII are affiliates of Cowles Publishing, which owns The Spokesman­
Review. 
The committee seemed sympathetic to the bill and the council members. 
"This isn't just Spokane where this is occurring," said Sen. Pam Roach, R-Auburn. 
"All this does is stymie public debate and it's grossly unfair," said Sen. Bob McCaslin, R-Veradale. 
"And it should be illegal." 
The bill's prime sponsor, Sen. Adam Kline, D-Seattle, said it's likely to be approved by the committee, 
which would move it closer to a vote in the full Senate. 

YES, DataTimesMEMO: Richard Roesler can be reached at (360) 664-2598 or bye-mail at 
srwestside@attbi.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to RCW 9A.72.085, the undersigned hereby 
certifies under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of 
Washington, that on the 2nd day of July, 2012, the foregoing 
APPELLANT'S APPENDIX was caused to be filed with the 
following Court: 

Court of Appeals of the 
State of Washington, 
Division III 
500 N Cedar St 
Spokane, W A 99201-1905 

D By Hand Delivery 
[8J By U.S. Mail 
D By Overnight Mail 
D By Facsimile Transmission 
D By Email to 

* 1 Original, plus 1 Copy 

Also, Pursuant to RCW 9A.72.085, the undersigned hereby 
certifies under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of 
Washington, that on the 2nd day of July, 2012, the foregoing 
APPELLANT'S APPENDIX was caused to be served to the 
following: 

John Allison 
Eymann, Allison, Hunter & 
Jones 
2208 West Second Avenue 
Spokane, W A 99201 
(509) 747-0101 
Attorney for James Henry and 
Amy Dawn Eskridge 

D By Hand Delivery 
[8J By U.S. Mail 
D By Overnight Mail 
D By Facsimile Transmission 
D By Email to 

Lennie M. Rasmussen 


