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INTRODUCTION

This is an dppeal of a post-foreclosure eviction matter. After
defaulting on their residential loan, Appellants Kathleen and Ronald
Steinmanns’ (“the Steimmanns”™) home wag sold to Respondent Federal
National Mortgage Association {"Fannie Mae™) at a trustee’s sale,
Washington law provides that Fannie Mae as the purchaser was ensitled to
possession-of the property twenty (20) davs after the trustee™s sale. When
the Stehunanns refused o vacate the premises Fannie Mae initiated this
undawind detainer action to have the Steinmanns evicted. Thetrial count
granted Fannie Mae s metion for summary prdement and subsequently
issued an order for a writ of restitution. The Steimnanns then filed this
appeal, The foundation of the Steinmann’s appeal is that the trial court

e

failed 1o find a genuine issue of material fact regarding the propriety of the

frustee’s sale. Thelr briel is largely compnised of 1ssues that were not

raised before the trial court and are not preserved for appeal.
RESTATEMENT OF THE ISSUES

1. Whether the Steinmanns watved thelr vight to contest the
foreclostre sale by failing 10 enjoin the sale under ROW 61.24.1302
& Whether the trisl court propecly found that Fannie Mae was

entitled v possession of the property at issue?

s



3 Whether Fannie Mae ts emtitled to attorney™s fees and costs?
RESTATEMENT OF THE TASE

T 2008, the Steinmanns borrowed money from fnd yMac Bank,

F8.B, (“IndyMac™), sccured by a-deed of trust on thetr property in
Clark County, Washington. Clerk™s Papers F{CP"} at 83, Aller the

Sieinmanns defanited on the loan obligation, IndyMac began the
provess of nonjudictally foreclosing #s interost in the property. The
Steinmanns were notified of their default and of the trustee’s sale,
including their right to enjoin the sale for any reason. OF at 114, 135,
Specifically, they were provided with a notice of sale that staled
“Anvone having any objection to the sale on any grounds whatsoever
will be afforded an epportunity to be heard as to those objections if
they bring a lawsuit to restrain the same pursuant to ROW 61.24.130,
Failure to bring such 2 lawsult may result in @ waiver of any proper
grounds for ivvalidating the Trustee’s Sale™ CP at 135, They also
were informed that their right o oconpy the property would erminate
on the 20th day following the sale. CPat 135

After defaulting on theiv loun, the Meinmanns assert they
applied for g loun modification with IndyMac. CPat 114, The

trustee’s sale was postponed multiple times in order to atlow for a trial

Tl



modification. CPat 123-125. In September 2010, the Stelnmanng”
modification application was denited and they were informed of thiv by
matl, OF at 115, 138, As the postponements had caused the sale date
1o be extended bevond 120 days from the original notice of sale, the
frustee tssued a notice of discontinuance and then a new nolice of

defavlt, CPat 125,127,

The new notice of irastee’s sale was recorded on February 23,
20T 1, with the Clark County Auditor, and duly served and publish
CP at127-39. The Stetumanns did not sue to restrain the oreclosure
saleand did not make payments to relnstate their loan. App. Am. Br.
at 3 CP ar 117, Instead, they allege that the continued to seek g loan
modification and vontacted the trustee divectly o request thet the
trustee postpone the sale. CPFat 116, On June 24, 2011, Faande Mas
purchased the property at the trustee’s sale. CF at 86, The tustee’s
deed npon sale (“TIIUST) was recorded July 12, 2011, CP at 86, At
the time of sale, the Steimmanns owed mare than §30.000 on their
morigage obligation. UP at 128,

When the Steinnignns faifed to vaca after the sale, Fanni

Mae issued @ notice to vacate, CF at 8-12. Fanme Mae sued for

unlawful detainer based opon the Steinmann’s continued refusal to



relinguish the property. CP at 1. The Steinmanns answered and raised
several affirmative defenses. CP at 9, 18, and 21." Primarily, the
Steinmanns argue that Fannie Mae is not entitled 1o possession of the
premises becanse the nonjudicial foreclosure sale was improper,
rendering the TRUS voud. €F at 104, They posit that they ratsed
‘nyaterial issues of fact precluding summary judgment and,

consequently, that Fanaie Mae does not have & vight to evict them.

In its motion for summary judgment, Fannie Mae argued that
there was no geénuine 1ssue of material fact for trial. Fannie Mag
articulated that the Steinmanns” affirmative defense to eviction that the
sale was invalid failed becawse under the Dead of Trust At they had
watved their right to challenge the finality of the foreclosure by failing
to enjoin the sale before it ccowred. CF at 95, The Steinmanns
conntered that their case falls within the narrow exception to this
statutory provision, as established by Cox v Helenius, 103 Wn.2d 383,

388,603 P2 683 (1985} CPat 102, The tnal court granted Faunie

' The Steinmanns filed a pro se answer, then by and through their atforney filed au
*Affidavit mn Contravention of Plaintiff s Motion for Wit of Restitution™ during the show cause
hearing. CPat 18,21

i



SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

The Steinmanns” alfirmative defense to the eviction 15 that the
sale was improper. But the record shows that the Stebamanns did not
attempt to legally restrain the frustee’s sale under chapler 61.24 of the
Revised Code of Washington, By failing to timely seek the remedies
provided by the Washington Dedd of Trugt Act, the Selnmanns
waived this afftrmative defense. Even i not waived, their arguments
fail onthe merits to present a guestion of material fact for triad,
rendeting summary judgment appropriate. Moreover, the majority of
the issues and sssignmoents of error that the Stcinmsnns make on
appeal were not before the trial court and were not preserved on
appeal.

ARGUMENT

A Standard of Review.

A veview of a trial court’s summary judgment grant is de nove,
it v Walker Cheveoler Co. 120 Wn2d 57,65, 37 P2d 818
{1992y, Sunumary iudgment is proper where ne genuine issues of
material fhet remain and the moving party is entitled to judgment as 8
matter of law, CR S8{cy, Citizens for Rexpemxible Wildlife Memit. v,

Stare, 149 Wo.2d 622, 630, 71 P.3d 644 (2003),



Findings of fact are reviewed for substantial evidence. Swvder
v, Hoaynes, 152 Wash, App. 809, 8§34, 831 P.2d 281 (1698 “The
substantial evidence standard is deferential and requires the appeliate
poant o view all evidence and inferences inthe light more favorable 1o
the prevailing party.™ Lewivy Dept of Liceasing, 157 Wn2d 446,
468, 139 F.3d 1078 (2006). An appellate court may affirm g correst
resulf on some tnproper basts, Qlson v, Scholes, 17 WinApp, 383,

3R, e3P BTS (19T

B, The Trial Court Properly Granted Sommary Judgment to
Fannic Mae as the Steinmanns Failed to Establish There
Way Any Genuine Issur of Faet with Regard te the
Unlawful Detatner.

The Steinmanns failed to raise any genvine issue of material
fact with regard 1o the elements of Fannie Mae’s unlawiul detainer
actionr, The cowt’s jurisdiction in an unlawind detaiver action is
imited to determining the right to possession of the property,
Heaverlo v Keive Indus., Inc., 80 W, App. 724, 728, 911 P 2d 406
(1R96), I i appears that the landlord has the right 1o be restored w
immediate possession of the property, the cowrtmust 1ssue a writ of

restitution. ROW SR IR380. Beeause title affects the right to

possession, defenses related title can be heard, However, by failing to

&



seek the remedies afforded by ROW 6124, the Steinmanns waived
their right to assert this defense.

The only argument that the Meinmanns made against their
griction wis that Fannie Mae does not have the right to evict them

hecause the trustes’s sale did not foreclose thelr interest in the

property. CPat 106, The Sweinmanas, however, are barred from

contesting the validity of the thustee s sale a atfed 10 enjoin the

%
g
22
o
o
£
e
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sale before 1t ooeurred as required by Washington law. CHP
Bovles, 138 WnApp. 131 137,157 PU3d 415 (2007): see Brown v
Household Realty Corp., 146 WL App, 157, 160, 189 B.3d 233 (2008).
Recause the Steinmanns ave prechuded from raising any issues of
material fact regarding the validity of the TDUS, Fanmie Mac i

entitled to possession of the property as a matter of law,

L, The Steinmanns Failed to Enjuin the Trustee’s Salg, Thus
Barring Their Challenges to the Validity or Finality of the
Kale,

A proper foreclosure action extinguishes the debt and transfors
title to the beneBiciary or to the suctesstul bidder at & public
foreclosure sale. Albice v, Presier Mortg Servy. of Wash., 157

WnApp. 013, 920, 235 P.3d 1148 (2010). Any chumerated entity may

restrain @ rustee’s sale on any proper found. Jd 1 a borrower does

e 4



not seek an wpunction under ROW 61.24.130 1o halt a foreclosure sale,
the borrower waives any olaims that conid invalidate the sale if the
clements of waiver are met.. Under this doctrine, 8 walver oocurs when
a party {11 receives natice of the right 1o enjoin the sale: () has actual
or constructive knowledee of a defense 1o foreclosure before the sale;
and, {33 fails to bring an action to snjoin the sale. Bronen, 146
W Appsar 163,

The Steinmanns have not ratsed 3 material tsspe of fact as 1o
any of the three elements of the waiver doctrine. To begin, the
Stemuranms do pot dispute that they fadled 1o sue to restrain or eajoin
the sale, which i the third eloment. With regard to the first walver
cloment, the Steinmanns adaut that they received all presale notices of
the sale and foreclosure. P at 11415, The record shows the notices

conformad 1o the requirements of ROW 61.24.040 and informed them

of their right to enjein the sale. CPat 133-38. The language in these

notices is statutory under the Deed of Trust Act. ROW 61.24.040(f)
{*The notice shall be n substantially the following form] .17} The
‘Washington Court of Appeals has repeatedly held that the statutory
Conntry Express Stoves, Fre. v, Sims, 87 Wa App. 741, 751,943 P2d
374 (1987 (citing Keege! v Prudentiol Mur, Sav. Band, 51 W App.

-8-



108, 114, 732 P.2d 383 (1988). Conseguemly, there Is ne genuine
tgsue of material fact regarding the first and third elements of the

waiver doctrine.

The second element of the watver doctrine has similarly been
established; the Stetnoanns had sctal or constructive knowledge of
the facts that formed the basis of s claim which could validate g
foreclosure sale” A person is deemed to have constructive knowledge
of & fact if & person exercising reasonable care could have known that
fact. Denaxas v Saadvtone Court of Bellevne, 148 W 2d 634, 687,
63 P.3d 125 (20033 Generally only procedural defenses that arise
during the sale iself (as opposed to substantive defenses) can form a
basis for sefting aside 2 sale, as there is noe way for a borrower o be
aware of these issues until the sale has waken place, Plein v, Lackey,
149 W 2d 214, 225, 7 PAA 1061 (2003), For instance, courts have set
aside a completed sale if during the sale the trustee sells the property
for grossly below ity wortl fails © accept a bid, or continues with the
sale despite the borrewers caring the defaolt, Adiee 137 W App. at

421, These procedural defects must not be merely technical in

* By stating this standard Fannie Mae in no way believes that any of the Steinmanns’
articulated bases for setting aside the sale are of merit, even if the did not waive them.

Q.



nature-rather; the defects must have pnfairhy harmed or prejndiced the
borrowers.

The Steinmanns have not raised an intellipgihle sllogation of
irregnlavity with the foreclosure sale process that could invalidate the
completed sale, Instead, the Steinmanns believe the sale should be set
aside because of substantive issues that they were aware of long before
the sale date. Specifically, the Steinmanns state the sale process was
“conflsing” {o nonlawyers, they were unsure as to who the ‘c«azmﬁ-ci_ary
was, and they were dented the opporfunity o se the original note and
deed of trust.  The record domonstrates that the Steinmanus knew of
alt of the fssues prior 1o the sale’s oeouwrrence with ample opportunity
fo restrain the sale. Yeu, instead of enjoining the sale, they contend
that the trustee iteelf was required to voluntarily continue the sale date.
This argument is untenable. Thus, the second element of the watver
doetrine is established and the Steinmanus” fatlore o exjoin the sale

‘now prechudes their post-sale challenge on these known bases,

. The Trigl Court Correctly Declined to Rule That There
Was g Factual Basis for Setting Aside the Sale,

The Stelnmanns vree this Cowt to engage in an inguiry

conceming the proper holder of the note and seek to have this Count

-}



void # trustee’s sale in a post-sale challenge. Ag has been established,
the SMeinmanny have waived their opportunity 1o set aside the
foreclosure sale. Fannde Mae argues that nothing betore the Count
warrants this extraordinary rehef in derogation of the Washington
Trust Deed Act, Even i the Court does not find that the Steinmanns
waived their opportanity to challenge the sale. however they have still
failed to show any valid basis for setting aside the sale. Thus, the

ruling by the trial court should stand,

i. The Stetnmanuas Fail fo Raise a Material Issue of Fact
Regarding the Trustee’s Conduet.

The Steinmanns assign srror to the trial court’s failure to find
that the trustee had an sctual contlict of interest, resuliing in a breach
of its duties to the parties. The only proof the Steinmanns offered to
the trial covrt of a conflics of interest was an inadmissible hearsay
statement in Mrs. Steirenann’s affidavit alleging that an employee of
the trusies told her that they work for the bank. OP at 116-17. Even it
this contention were trug, it would still not be a basts for setting aside
the sale begause they allege they had this conversation with the trustee

a month before the sale date; but they did vot enjoin the sale.



2 The Stelnmanns Failed to Offer Admissible Evidence that
the Trastee Breached its Duty of Good Faith,

The Steinmanns offered g declaration of Kathloen Steinmann in
support of thelr argument against sumimary judgment that siated that an
emploves for the trustee had tokd her, to summarize, that they could
ot postponge the sale without permission from the -fcm:%&:ia;simg_ party,
CP gt 116-17. Fansie Mae objected 1o this statement as hearsay
without an exception and moved io strike this portion of the
declaration as inadmissible CPat 189, The trial court determined that
the statement was sdndssible, but provided no reasoning for fts ruling.
Report of Proceedings ("RP™) at 13, lostead the judge concluded that

the hearsay statement Vappears 1o be properly before me™ RP atls.

“The trial cowrt erred by finding this statement adnyssible.
Declarations offered in opposition toa motion for summary judgnient
“shall he made on personal knowledee. shall set forth such facty as
wonld be adnsissible in evidence, and shall show affirmatively that the
afflant v competent 1o testifl 16 the matiers stated therein,™ CR 56(¢).

When decrding a sutnmary judgment motion, a cowt cangot
consider inadmissible hearsay statements. Dunlap v Hapne, 108

Wi App. 529, 335, 716 P.2d 842 (1986 Albrighr v Stese Dept of



o i’

Soc. Health Servs. 63 Wn App. 763, 770, 829 P24 1114 (199

(1992 ("[Hlearsay “does not quadify as evidence since a party must

N

provide affirmative factual evidence to oppose a motion for summary
Judgment.) (citing Do, 1S W App. a1 536). The Washington

Ruley of Bvidence define hearsay as an put-ofcourt statament offered

to prove the truth of the matter asserted. ER 801(¢). Hearsay is

7]

inadinissible tnless the statement falls under o recognized exception to

the pencral rude. ER 801, 022,

While *[a] ruling on a motion to strike is discretionary with the:
trinl cowt.” King County Five Pror. Divt. No. 16 v Hous Authority,
123 W 2d 819, 826 P.2d 516 {1994), the tnal court abases iy
disoretion i its decision s manifestly vnreasonable or based on
untenable reasons. Bwrnside v, Shwpson Paper Co., 123 Wn.2d 93,
107, 864 P24 937 (1994,

By deeming this hearsay statement admissible, the trial coun
ahused ity discration. The trial cournt presented no tenable reason why
this hearsay statoment would be admissible, particularly given the

weight of authorty offered against admission. CPat 176,



3 Even If This Hearsay Statement Was Properly Considered,
it Fails to Prove & Breach of the Trustes’s Duty of Goad
Faith,

The Steinmanns fail to raise @ genuine issue of material fact
that the trustee breached Hs duty of good faith 1o the parties. To begin,
purstant o Washington's Deed of Trust Act, 8 trustee is & neutral third
party as between the borrower and the beneficiary. Fawter v Ouality
Loan Service Corp. of Washington, 707 F Supp.2d 1115, 1121 (WD
Wash. 2010} {citing 18 William B Stosbuck & John W, Weaver,
Washington Practice, Real Estate: Transactions §20.0at 403 (3d od,
Rev, 94, 86 (1966)). The legislature has established that the frustee
has a duty toget in good faith, and does not ave g special fidvciary

duty to the borrower, ROW 61.24.010(), (4.

The Steinmanns oite repestedly to Mevers Wav v Universiy
Savings Bark, 80 Wn. App: 655, 86566, 010 P.2d 1308 (1996), a pre-
2008 case, for the proposition that a trustee pwes an “excesdingly
high” fiduciary duty because there is not judictal oversight. BEven
under a defimct siandard, that case also establishes, quite cleardy, that
this duty is owed to both the lender and the borrower and does not

“prevent a trustes from serving simubaneously as the creditor’s

~14~



attorney, sgent, emplovee or suhaidiany.™ Jd at 666 {citing RCW
61.24.0200 Onbvan actual conthict of interest can provipitate a breach
of fiduciary daty. [d at 667, Furthermore, a8 a matter of law, o trastee
“is not required fo make sure that the borrowers were vigilantly
guarding their rights” I at 668, In Mevers, the cowrt npheld an
indemuity agreement between the lender and the trustee and stated that
“{a] completed forecionue is bound 1o result in an unhappy grantor,
and ofien a grantor who may peresive, as in this case, breaches of
fiduciary duty which ahimately prove not t have been breaches™ Jd
at (o7,

This same issue was presented, and rgjected, in Moon v
GMAC, 3000 WL 3183596 (W.D, Wash, Oet. 2, 230093, There, the
borrowers claimed that the trastee informed them it conld rot
“postpone the sale without the consent of the lender GMACT W w
10, The district court found that the borrowers had failed to explain
how this statement way “inaceurate, misleading, or a breach of
fiduciary duty.™ &4 In faet the court observed that the trust deed act
specifically states that & frastee “has no obligation to, but may™
continue a sale onits vwn accord.  Maoreover, the court observed that
aot Yall trustess of all deeds of trust have authority to postpone a

foreclosure sale without the consent of the beneficiars ™ I

<15



{distinguishing the facts from those iy Cox, 103 Wnld &t 390, on the
hasis that in Cox the trustes was representing the beneficlary ina
separate law suit regarding the delw, and that this posed an ;mmai
conflict of imteresty. The Sternmuannos have fhiled o present any
authority that a trustee under the facts presented in this case could or

should clect 1o postpone a trustee’s sale.

Here, the record establishes that the Sieinranns were dented a
peroanent loan modifivation under HAMP. CPat 116, They wer
informed of this repeatedly, starliog in September 2010, CP at 11517,
13435, 138-46. They protested the dendal and requested that the
trustee reschedude the sale: but did not seek an injuncuion. OF at 147
{1 amy pleading with you to resolve this matter privately aod civilly as
1o avoeid burdening our courts with thismatter. I have to, L will see
vou i cowrt, This is not anddle threat™) At the time of the sale, the
Steimmanns were over $31L.000 in arvegrs. TP al 130, The trastee did

not breach its duties to the parties by declining o continue the sale.

4. The Steinnnny’ Other Factual Bases for Setfting
Aside the Sale Alse Fail

A

The substance of the Steinmann’s other arguments for setting

0=

aside the foreclosure sale also fail. The fact that the Steinmanns were



conlfised, did vot hire a Washington altomey prior to the sale, were
“not famitiar with the statutes of the Siate of Washington.” or “never
fully understood the various players™ are not mistakes or defenses that
can be imputed on Fannie Mas, CP at 98-99, In fact, such argiments
were raised and summnarily rejected in Brown, where the cowrt of
appeals held that for walver to cccur ¥ person is not required to have
knowledge of the existence of a legal cause of action, but merely
knowledge of the facts necessary 10 sstablish the elements of a claim™
and that the fatlure or Yinability 1o vetadn counssl . 18 ot an extuse
o the watver dectring”  #d {ciling Dawdcherte v. Bethel Seh. £¥ss.
117 Wi 2d ROS, 814, B18 F.2d 1362 (19911 Here, the Steinmanns had
actual or constroctive knowledge of all of the allegations they believe

mvalidaie the sale.

E. The Steinmanas Claim No Burden for Proving Their Qwn
Affirmagtive Defenses.

The Steinmanns argue that 1t was Fanie Mae's affismative
duty to prove that the foreclosure sale was valid, Thisis incorrect. In
Washington, the party raising an aifirmative defense has the burden of

.....

328343, 190 PAd 86 {2008), Therefore, evenr I the Steinmanns could

-7



ratse that the sale was tovalid as an affieestive defense, it s theiy

burden o provan

In particudar, the Steinmanns. stead argoe that becanse Fannie
Mae did not, as part of its eviction action, offer evidence a5 1o who the
holder of the note and deed of trust was, they failed wo prove who was

entitled to complete the foretlosure: - App: Am, Be o at 27, They stale,

Since there was never any effort by {Fannie Mae]
or {IndyMac] or any of the related agencies to prove to
gither the Trustee or the {Steiymanns] that they were
actually the holders of the real Promissory Note, then there
should not have been an Order Granting Respondent’s
Muotion for Summary Judgment because thess iy a material
issue of fact, Did {[Faonie Mae] or the foreclosing entity
really have the Promissory Note in question? Was it a
bolder? Since that answer has never been satisfied sither
by ROW 61.24.030(7), or by the demand under REW
62A.3-302 et seq., then there were clearly material issues
of fact that were unresolved.

App. Am, Broat 28,

Fannie Mae's right to possess the property rests upon a
recorded TDUS, presented as evidence before the wrial court. CP
at 83,86, The trastee’s deed recites that the sale was conducted in
compliance with the Act. These recitals ave prima facie evidence

of vernphiance dnd conclusive evidence m favor of bosa fide

prrchasers and encumbrancers for value, ROW 8124040071 &
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party that purchases property at & foreclosure sale i not required
to produce the prigingd pote and deed of trast as evidence o evict,

as the Stetrmnanns argus.

The Steinmanns’ Brief Contains Additional Arguments
on & Number of lssues that Were Not Addressed in the
Order Subject to this Appeal.

With Hmited exception not found here arguments not
raised in the trial court will not be considered upon appeal. RAP
2.5{(a). The Sicinmanng’ brief is hegely comprised of arguments
and assignments of error that were not before the trial court during
the unlawful detainer and not ratsed o sonumary fudgment. As
these arguments were ot presented to the trial court they are not

properly before this Conrt on appeal.

For instance, the Stelnmanns assignerror e the tnal
court’s fatlure to find genuine issues of material fact regarding the
“breach of covenant of good faith and fair dealing in the dual
wacking of Toan moedification and foreclosare {sie]” and thetrial
court’s failure o detenmine the “entity setually entitled to
complete the foreclosure™ App. Am. Broat 1, 17-24. Moreover,
they contend that RCW 6124014, as amended in 2009, violstes

Washington's Separation of Powsr Doctrine. App. Am. Br, at 18,

-1



These arguments were nover presented o the trial court and

&

cannot be raised for the first time inan appellate brig!

G, Fannic Mae Is Entitled to lis Atorney’s Fees and
{osts,

Fannte Mae requests fees on appeal under RAP 1811,
ROW 50.18.290(2), and the deed of trust.  RAP 18,1 permits
recovery if applicable law grants 36 & party the right to recover. A
contract provision for attorney fees isa recognized right to recover
in Washington, The deed of trust includes a provision awarding
attorney fves to the prevatling party. Further, ROW 59.18.290(0)
allows an award of attorney’s Tees 1o 2 landlord who prevails in ag
unfawiul detainer action. Tippie v, Delisle, 33 WnApp. 417, 419
2003, 777 B2d 1080 {1989), Famnie Mae is entitled toits fees

and costs.
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CONCLUSION
For the roasons sot forth above this Cowrt should affinm

the trigl conrt®s entry of jndgmentin favor of Fannie Mae

212,

VEBA 38690
621 SW Mornson 84, Ste 425
Porthand, OR 97203
Attorneys for Respondent

Federal Nattional Mortgage
Assaciation
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The undersigned declares under penalty of pe%gp
the laws of the State of Washington, that the following is frue and
correct,

That on September 10, 2012, | arranged for service of
BRIEF OF RESPONDENT, to the court and to the paries to this
action as follows:

Office of the Clerk Facsimile

Gourt of Appseals - Division # Messenger

950 Broadway, Suite 300 ‘ 4.5 Maif

Tacoma, WA 88402 XXX Federal Express

Fane (353) 583-2070 E-Maf |

Brign H. Wolfe, Esq. Facsimile

Brian H. Wolfe, P.C. Messenger 5 ‘
105 West Evergreen Boulevard XXX U8 Mait : '
Vancaouver, WA 88680 Federal Express |

Attorney for Appellants Ronald | E-Maii

Steinmann and Kathigen Steinmann :

DATED at Portland, Oregon on this 107 day of September,

2012, W

Stephanie L. Hyde




