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No. 71394-0-1 

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

Sharon Lind Appellant ) No. 71394-0-1 
) Motion for 

vs ) Petition of Review 
) 

City of Kahlotus et al. Respondent ) 
) 

I, Sharon Lind, Appellant pro se, seek to petition a review by the Supreme Court of the 
State of Washington ofthe following Orders and decisions: ORDER DENYING 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION from the appellant court, UNPUBLISHED 
OPINION from the appellant court dismissing the case, ORDER DENYING 
DEFENDANT SHARON LIND'S MOTION TO VACATE JUDGMENTS of January 
25, 2014, AMENDED ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR CR 11 
SANCTIONS AND JUDGMENT, ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT SHARON 
LIND'S MOTION TO VACATE JUDGMENTS of January 3, 2012, FINDINGS OF 
FACT, AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND INJUNCTION of May 9, 2022, and 
December 15,2010. 

A copy of the Orders are attached and presented in the Appendix 

This __ ]:_,_ ___ day of October, 2014 
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1. ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

2. UNPUBLISHED OPINION 

3. ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT SHARON LIND'S MOTION TO 
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4. AMENDED ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR CR 11 
SANCTIONS AND JUDGMENT 
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6. FINDINGS OF FACT, AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW ORDER 
GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
AND INJUNCTION 

7. FINDINGS OF FACT, AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW ORDER 
GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
AND INJUNCTION 

1. CR60 b (3) (4) 
2., Due Process Clause of the Fifth and 14th Amendment 
3. Amendment Five and 14 of the US Constitution 
4. CR 11 Sanctions 
5. Titles 64 and 65 

E. STATEMENT OF CASE /facts relevant to motion 

1. In 2010 the City ofKahlotus et al. (Plaintiff) filed a lawsuit in Superior Court and 

took the Defendant Sharon Lind to court concerning the ownership and use of an 

east I west strip of land bisecting the Defendant's parcel, and which the Plaintiffs 

et al. wished to call "Gillocks Street". 

2. Prior to the Summary Judgment Defendant Lind made numberous public records 

request to both the City and the County Appendix s 10. That the City was intent on 

preventing her from discovering important information was evident when she was 

locked out of the City Office in early Spring 2010, and made clear she was not 

welcome. Other request for information were ignored or delayed until after the 

Summary Judgment. 

3. The Summary Judgment was ruled in favor of the Plaintiffs, based largely on the 

documents presented by the Plaintiffs, such as the 1905 Gillocks Addition plat 

(presented in court as a placard), and the 1993 private survey purported to be 

based on the Gillocks plat. CPpg 194 

4. Just as the hearings for the Summary Judgment were coming to an end and shortly 
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following, the Defendant was presented by the City and the County evidence 

putting these documents into question. 

5. Further investigation and public records request reveled enough for the Defendant 

to place additional information into the court file, and gave good evidence to 

show that the "Gillocks Plat" had never been finalized. CP 78 to 81 

6. In September 2011 Defendant Lind prose filed for a hearing based on this 

evidence with an unnamed motion. The hearing was on October 10,2011, but as 

an unnamed motion no action could be taken. 

7. In November 2011 Lind filed for a hearing based on CR 60 b(3)(4). Motion to 

Vacate. This motion was denied based on the arguments presented by the 

Plaintiff, and are described by the Order drafted by the Plaintiffs. Appendix s 

Order was filed on January 3, 2012. 

8. Defendant Lind filed for an Appeal with the Court of Appeals Division 111 on 

February 2/3. This appeal was dismissed/denied based on the 

Respondent' s/Plaintiff' s argument that it was filed one day late. 

9. While waiting for a decision on this appeal, Defendant Lind was presented with 

information from a former City Council member, and made a discovery that put 

everything into a different perspective. An import piece had fallen into the 

puzzle, namely the actual location of the section line from which all the 

documents presented in court were derived. And clearly showed that the area IN 

question was wholly outside of the City Limits as established by the 1907 

documents for petition of incorporation CP pgs 201 to 208. A public records 
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request was made to the Benton Franklin Council of Governments. The 

information received by this agency confirmed what had been found. It also 

provided some e-mail correspondences between the City, the City representative 

for BFCG, more than one department of the County, and the State of Washington, 

where they discussed their action concerning the "Kahlotus Project". Defendant 

Lind presented some of this information into the Court file in the spring and 

summer of 2012. CP pgs 88, 89, 90, 91, 92 

10. In October/November 2012 Lind again file a CR60b motion, based on this 

new information. This was heard in December, with the Order signed on January 

25,2013. It was also denied again based on the arguments presented by the 

Plaintiffs . Appendix 3 

11. A few Motions to Reconsider were submitted back to back, with the final one 

being denied by Order on March 5, 2013 CP. An appeal to the Court of 

Appeals Division 111 was made on March 23,2013. 

12. Just days after the filing of the appeal, the City of Kahlotus et. al., and the advice 

of their attorney, graded and graveled the area in question right up to the doorstep 

of the house. In the process they removed permanently attached structures, such 

as the fence, in the area outside of the City Limits. Survey pins were also dug up 

and removed from their locations. 

13. In January 2014 this appeal was moved for Division 111 of the Court of Appeals 

to Division 1 of the Court of Appeals. 

14. The Appeal was heard on August 24,2014 XX. The appeal was dismissed based 

primarily on a timing issue, discounting the order of March 5, 2013. A Motion to 
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Reconsider was filed with the Court of appeals, and this was denied by Order on 

September 9, 2014. No reason was given for it's denial. 

F. ARGUMENTS 

1. Due Process was not followed 

The Plaintiffs et al. I Respondents withheld important evidence relevant to 

the case from the Defendants and the Court, thus unquestionably skewing 

the court's decision in their favor. This evidence may also have prevented 

the case from gong to court as it was presented. 

2. This was a direct violation of XX Amendment 

Following the Summary Judgment the City of Kahlotus et al., on the 

advice of their attorney, took possession of this property even while the 

issue was still in appeal. Permanent structures attached to the ground were 

removed, trees were butchered, and the City on the request of the 

neighbors graded and graveled the area right up to the edge of the house. 

These actions were done after it was made clear that the area was outside 

of the City Limits. 

3. This area is completely outside of the City Limits 

The Petition for Incorporation by the Hardersburg Townsite and 

Improvement Company was presented to the County Commissioners in 

April1907. CPpgs207,208,209. The boundaries were specifically defined by 
the 
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location of the Quarter Section line and intersections, as defined by the 

Government Survey. Franklin County had just recently separated from 

Whitman County in 1892, based on the survey lines. There is no question 

that the survey and monuments were readily available. By 1916 most of 

the streets that were described in the original plats did not exist. Appendix 10. 

In 2008 and City and the County through a City Ordinance attempted to 

redefine the City boundaries, using instead of the foot measurements from 

the Quarter Section line the location of the Gillocks Plat. The Gillocks 

Plat is defmed by the intersection of the Quarter Section line, so unless 

they switched from using a survey foot to a standard foot, of which there 

is a difference 2ppm, the City Limits did not change, and the area in 

question within my parcel remained outside of the City. cP pg 266 

4. The Appeal was timely 

The appeal was filed on March 25,2013,20 days after the last Order in 

Superior Court denying a Motion to Reconsider of March 5, 2013. cP 12,13 

5. Due Diligence was followed prior to the Summary Judgment 

Petitioner Lind's research, public records request, and correspondences 

went well beyond a reasonable search which would satisfy "due 

diligence". That Lind was unable to discover important information, such 

as the actual location of the section line, were due to a long history of 

actions by the City and the County to make some sense of the undoubtedly 

fraudulent actions from 1905. 
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6. CR 11 Sanctions should be reconsidered 

Actions by Petitioner Lind in protecting her property have not been 

frivolous. The Plaintiffs I Respondents et al. were responsible for 

providing crucial information to the Defendant prior to the Summary 

Judgment, which they failed to do. Even after being presented with 

confliction documentation they insisted on maintaining this in court. 

Application of the 50% rule would bar them from any recovery. 

7. New evidence was presented at the Motion to Vacate hearings 

My research prior to the Summary Judgment was at least met, and 

surpassed, the "reasonable" requirement of "due diligence". Documents 

that I subsequently discovered were stored away (in the basement), or 

withheld from me. As was suggested to me, in August of 2009 I made a 

public records request to the Records Officer of Franklin County, citing 

the Open Public Records Act, and specifically requesting in part the e-mail 

correspondences between the County Departments concerning the City of 

Kahlotus. A copy of this letter was sent to the Kahlotus Mayor. Appendix & 

I never rescinded this request, and was never presented with the requested 

information by the County. Following the Summary Judgment I found 

enough information to show that the Gillocks Plat had not become a final 

plat, and presented this in Court through a CR 60 motion. This motion 

was denied with the Order signed on January 3, 2012, and was appealed. 
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Following the submission of the appeal I discovered the actually location 

of the section line which defines the properties. I made a public records 

request to the Benton Franklin Council of Governments, and received 

copies of the e-mail correspondences that I had requested of the County 

and City. I filed for a new CR 60 Motion to Vacate in November 2012, 

which was heard in December 2012. This was again denied, with the 

Order signed on January 25,2013. This is what is now under appeal. Had 

I received the requested information in 2009 there is a very good chance 

that this case would not have gone to court as presented, and a lot of my 

time and the court's would not have been wasted. 

8. Actions by the City et al. have been misrepresentative 

Actions by the City et al. and their representatives have been misguided, 

misrepresentative, and fraudulent. Most of the documents that I have 

presented in court and the court file can speak for themselves without 

much oration. 

G. CONCLUSION 

While there are several layers of this case that need to be worked back, there has 

largely been acceptance that the documents and arguments that I have presented in this 

case have shown that this area in question, namely "Gillocks Street" is indeed outside of 

the City Limits and have never been a city street, historic or otherwise Appendix 9. The 

reluctance that I am encountering in getting the actions that have made it so reversed and 
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vacated and restoring the fee simple ownership back to me have been confusing. Several 

of my rights as established by the US and State Constitution have been violated, as well 

as several laws related to property transfer that have their origin centuries ago and have 

already gone through the crucible. It remains a backhanded way of gaining property by 

dancing around proper procedure. While it is unclear how much information the 

Plaintiffs et al. shared with their attorneys, it still remains that their joint negligence in 

providing crucial evidence as requested prior to the Summary Judgment skewed the 

decision in their favor. This evidence, and the City's and County's recent action in 

response to it Appendix s, had a direct bearing on this case. Failure of providing this 

evidence in fact denied the Defendant the right of Due Process, as an important step in 

the procedure was violated. This resulted in an illegal seizure of this property without 

due process. A direct violation of the Defendants rights under both the State and US 

Constitutions and applicable State laws. 

It is the Petitioners hope that this case can be review by the Supreme Court of the 

State of Washington and found in her favor. The minimum request that I am making is 

to have the initial actions from the Summary Judgment vacated and be permitted to move 

forward and have my property rights for this section of my parcel restored. As there were 

also some violation of Federal and State Constitutional rights and laws (see CP pg 382 

where it is fully explained, with reference to 42 U S.C. 1983) some consideration in 

respect to these compensations is requested as well. A favorable review by the Supreme 

Court would allow the Petitioner to be able to put this issue behind them and move 

forward. 
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H. APPENDIX 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION COA 

UNPUBLISHED OPINION COA 

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT SHARON LIND'S MOTION TO 
VACATE JUDGMENTS 

AMENDED ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR CR 11 
SANCTIONS AND JUDGMENT 

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT SHARON LIND'S MOTION TO 
VACATE JUDGMENTS 

FINDINGS OF FACT, AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW ORDER 
GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
AND INJUNCTION 

FINDINGS OF FACT, AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW ORDER 
GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
AND INJUNCTION 

Request to Franklin County requesting e-mail correspondences 

1916 photos of Kahlotus which shows no established streets in plat 

This _ ____,_ ___ day of October, 2014 

Respectfully submitted, 

s~4 
Signature 

Sharon Lind 
Petitioner I Appellant pro se 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
DIVISION ONE 

CITY OF KAHLOTUS, 

Respondent, 

v. 

SHARON M. LIND, 

Apeellant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NO. 71394-9-1 

ORDER DENYING MOTION 
FOR RECONSIDERATION 

The appellant Sharon M. Lind filed a motion for reconsideration. A majority of the 

panel determined that the motion should be denied. Now, therefore, it is hereby 

ORDERED that the motion for reconsideration is denied. 

Dated this q~ay of September, 2014. 

FOR THE COURT: 

Judge 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

CITY OF KAHLOTUS, } NO. 71394-9-1 
} 

Respondent, } DIVISION ONE 
) 

v. ) 
) UNPUBLISHED OPINION 

SHARON M. LIND, ) 
} 

Appellant. ) FILED: August 11,2014 

PER CURIAM - In this dispute over a street in Kahlotus, Washington.' 

Sharon Lind appeals the denial of her motion to vacate orders quieting title to the 

street, enjoining her from blocking the street, and granting the City of Kahlotus 

CR 11 sanctions. We dismiss the appeal as untimely. 

On December 15, 2010, and May 9, 2011, the superior court entered 

summary judgment orders quieting title to the street in the City and enjoining Lind 

from blocking it. 

In 2011, Lind filed her first motion to vacate the summary judgment 

orders. In January, 2012, the superior court denied the motion. 

In December, 2012, Lind filed a second motion to vacate the summary 

judgment orders. The motion also sought to vacate the order denying her first 

motion to vacate. On January 25, 2013, the superior court denied Lind's motion. 

1 This appeal was transferred to this court by order from Division Three. 



NO. 71394-9-1/2 

That same day, the court granted the City's motion for $1,197.20 in attorney fees 

under CR 11. 

On February 4, 2013, lind timely filed a motion for reconsideration of the 

order denying her second motion to vacate. On February 5, 2013, the trial court 

denied the motion. 

On March 14, 2013, the court entered an order amending the January 25, 

2013 order awarding attorney's fees under CR 11. The amended order simply 

added a judgment summary. 

On March 25, 2013, more than 30 days after entry of any of the decisions 

except the amended order on CR 11 sanctions, lind filed a notice of appeal 

purporting. to appeal all of the court's 2013 orders. 

DECISION 

A party may appeal a final judgment, RAP 2.2{a)(1). an order denying a 

motion to vacate a final judgment, RAP 2.2(a)(1 0), or an order granting a motion 

for attorney fees. See RAP 2.2(a)(1); RAP 2.2(a)(3). A party seeking review of 

such decisions must file a notice of appeal within 30 days of the entry of the 

decision in the trial court.2 An appeal from a Mdecision relating to attorney fees 

and costs does not bring up for review a decision previously entered in the action 

that is otherwise appealable under [RAP] 2.2(a) unless a timely notice of appeal 

2 RAP 5.2(a). 
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has been filed to seek review of the previous decision. "3 For example, in 

Bushong v. Wilsbach, 151 Wn. App. 373, 377, 213 P.3d 42 (2009), this court 

held that a party appealing a post-judgment decision setting the amount of 

attorney fees was precluded from challenging the legal basis for the fee award 

because the party failed to timely appeal the earlier decision establishing that 

oasis. 

Under these authorities, lind's notice of appeal was untimely as to all of 

the orders appealed except the order amending the order awarding attorney 

fees. The appeal of the latter order does not permit review of the prior, 

appealable decisions of the superior court, including the orders under CR 11 and 

CR 60.4 Thus, the challenged orders are not property before this court. 

In any case, Lind fails to demonstrate an abuse of discretion in the court's 

decisions under CR 60 and CR 11.5 Pro se litigants are held to the same 

standard as attorneys and must comply with all procedural rules on appeal. 6 

Failure to do so may preclude appellate review.7 An appellant must provide 

"argument in support of the issues presented for review, together with citations to 

3 RAP 2.4(b); Carrara. LLC v. Ron & E Enterprises. Inc., 137 Wn. App. 822, 825-26, 155 
P.3d 161 (2007). 
4 Lind does not claim that the original CR 11 order or the CR 60 orders were not 
appealable. 
5 This court reviews a trial court's denial of a CR 60(b) motion to vacate for abuse of 
discretion. Haley v. Highland, 142 Wn.2d 135, 156, 12 P.3d 119 (2000). 
6 In reMarriage of Olson, 69 Wn. App. 621, 626, 850 P.2d 527 (1993). 
7 State v. Marintorres. 93 Wn. App. 442, 452, 969 P.2d 501 (1999). 
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legal authority and references to relevant parts of the record.118 Failure to support 

assignments of error with legal arguments precludes review.9 Arguments that 

are not supported by references to the record, meaningful analysis, or citation to 

pertinent authority need not be considered. 10 Unchallenged findings of fact are 

verities on appeal. 11 

Here, in denying Lind's motion to vacate, the court stated in part that the 

motion "was not made within a reasonable time or within one year as required by 

CR 60(b)(3) for newly discovered evidence: Lind's December, 2012 motion to 

vacate was untimely as to the 2010 and 2011 motions for summary judgment. 

And even assuming the motion to vacate was timely as to the January, 2012 

order denying her earlier motion to vacate, she fails to provide any meaningful 

analysis of CR 60(b)(3} 12 and its application to that order. 

Lind misperceives the nature of the due diligence requirement under CR 

60(b)(3) and failed to satisfy that requirement below. In her opening brief, she 

states in part that "Due Diligence is primarily a contract term for people who 

initiate, Oi respond to, the request for a contract. It should not be used the same 

way when someone is defending themselves from other people's actions." App. 

8 RAP 10.3(a)(6). 
9 Howell v. Spokane & Inland Empire Blood Bank. 117 Wn.2d 619, 624,818 P.2d 1056 
(1991). 
1° Cowiche Canvon Conservancy v. Bosley, 118 Wn.2d 801, 809, 828 P.2d 549 (1992); 
State v. Elliott. 114 Wn.2d 6, 15, 785 P.2d 440 (1990); RAP 10.3(a). 
11 Fuller v. Emp't Sec. Oep't 52 Wn. App. 603, 605, 762 P.2d 367 (1988). 
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Br. at 16. But as the party moving to vacate on the ground of newly discovered 

evidence, it was her burden to establish that there was "[n]ewly discovered 

evidence which by due diligence could not have been discovered in time to move 

for a new trial under rule 59(b). •13 This required more than merely alleging 

diligence; it required lind to set forth facts explaining why the evidence was not 

available prior to the summary judgment hearings and the previous motion to 

vacate.14 lind did not satisfy this standard below. On appeal. she claims that, 

prior to the summary judgment hearings, she made "numerous public records 

request[s]" for certain correspondence she eventually discovered in 2012.15 But 

she cites nothing in the record supporting this claim. 

Lind's challenge to the attorney fee awards under CR 11 is also unavailing 

as it fails to address the court's CR 11 findings and is unsupported by authority or 

meaningful analysis. The City requests attorney fees and costs on appeal under 

RAP 14.2, RCW 4.84.185, and CR 11.16 We grant reasonable costs and tees 

subject to the City's compliance with RAP 14.3 and 18.1. 

12 Lind's motion to vacate only discussed CR 60(b)(3). 
13 (Emphasis added) Jones v. City of Seattle, 179 Wn.2d 322, 360, 314 P.3d 380, 399 
(2013). 
14 See Vance v. Thurston Countv Comm'rs, 117 Wn. App. 660, 671, 71 P.3d 680 (2003). 
15 Appellant's brief at 38. 
16 An award of attorney fees on appeal is authorized by CR 11 where sanctions have 
been imposed in the trial court pursuant to that rule, as responding to the appeal •could 
reasonably be viewed as a cost of collecting the judgrnenr entered by the trial court. 
Skilcraft Fiberglass. Inc. v. Boeing Co., 72 Wn.App. 40, 48, 863 P.2d 573 {1993), 
abrogated on other grounds by Morin v. Burris. 160 Wn.2d 745, 161 P.3d 956 (2007). 
Attorney fees may also be awarded for a frivolous appeal under RAP 18.9. 
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The appeal is dismissed. 

For the court: 
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motion of1be Defeadant Und. 

Based upon the above findb. the court :mabs the followiDg COIIdusioDs oflaw: 

1. The moOon of the DeJbadaat LiDd .is ftiwlous aod without merit. 

2. The motion of'J)efa"'- LiDd violates CR 11. 

3. The Atto.mey fees ofSt~t rn :mare R891nnahle. 

IT IS HEREBY ORDER.BD,. ADJUDGED AND DBCRBBD tbat 

1. Plaintifl"s motioD is gaw• d. 

2. Defendant LiDd shall pay to tbe PlaiatUf C"Jty of .KabloCus its 1Uannahle adton:ley 

fi:es iDcuaed ia respoading to the Defaldant Uad's motion to vacate judgments of 

$1.197.20. 

DONE IN OPEN COUR.Tthis f+ day of~ 2013 

23 Prepued 8Dil prestmed by: 

24 
POWELL & GUNTER 

2s By:~~~£) 
26 Alan B. Oumer. WSBA No. 7965 
a7 Attomey for City of Kahlotus 

F:'WoniiDoca;IIC......_. ...._ II 1 1 I le4J Is docx 

28 
AMB!IDBD CIIUZR GRAift':ING PIJUII't'XI!'F' S 
NOTIOI FOR CR 11 ~ONS 
AND .JDDGM1!21'1' 

3 

__________________________________ 17 ____________ _ 

...-u. ~ Gll..a 
~at Law 

1025 Jlldwi.D 
aiCihl,.,, .. ~ 

(SO.) StU-6'781 
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ORIGINAL FILED 

JAN 2 5 2813 
M!CI-IAEL J. KIUIAN 

FRANKLIN COUNTY CLERK 

6 

7 

IN TilE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
IN AND FOR TilE COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 

8 CITY OF K.AHLorus, 
Plaintiff: 9 vs. 

1° SHARON M. LIND, 

11 

Defendant. 
12 

. 13 SHARON LIND, 

14 Third Party Plaintiff 

vs. 
15 

ROBERT L. HAGANS and 
16 MARSHA L.. HAGANS. as Trustees 

17 x~l::rr~~b~R, 
husband and wife. 

18 
ThirdP endants. 

19 

NO. 09-2-51403-1 

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT 
SHARON LIND .. S MOTION 
TO VACATE JUOOMENTS 

This cause came before the Comt on December 31, 2012 on the motion of Defendant 
20 

Sharon Lind, here after referred to as L~ for an order vacating a summary judgment entered 
21 December 15, 2010 and a summary judgment granted May 9, 2011. The Court heard the oral 

argument of pro se defendant Lind and counsel for the City of Kahlotus. Robert L. Hagans was 
22 

present at the hearing but was not represented by his counseL Terry Miller. The Court 
23 considered the pleadings on file and the following evidence: motion and declaration of Sharon 

24 Lind and the response of City of Kahlotus. Based on the argument of counsel, court pleadings, 
and the evidence presented, the Court finds: 

25 

26 

2'1 

2B 

1. The defendant Lind has not presented any newly discovered evidence which by due 
diligence could not have been discovered in time to move for a new trial under rule 
59(b). 

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT 
SHARON LIND'S MOTION 
TO VACATE JUDGMENTS 

1 !QIELL ~ GUN'l'Klt 
Atto:JMlys at Law 

1025 Jadwin 
:ttichland, WA 99352 
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• • 
2. The evidence presented by Lind in support of her motion to vacate was available in 

the public records which could have been discovered with due diligence. 
3. The argument and evidence presented by Lind did not show any fraud, 

misrepresentation, or other misconduct of the City of Kahlotus or the third party 
defendants Hagan. 

4. Lind's motion to vacate these smnmary judgments was more tban a year after its 

entry. The motion was not made within a reasonable time or within one year as 
required by CR 60(b)(3) for newly discovered evidence. 

-, Based on the above findings, it is hereby ordered that the Defendant Lind's motion to 

8 
· vacate the two (2) summary judgments is denied. 

9 DATED this #)day of January, 2013. 

10 

11 ~&:~tv 
12 

13 

14 
Presented by: 

15 
POWELL & GUNTER 

16 

/?~$-· 
By:.~~~----~---------------

18 Alan B. Gunter, WSBA No. 7965 

11 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Attorney for Petitioner City of Kahlotus 

F:Wordt'docs~Kab~o .Liadrbblotlls.Order Denying Mtn to Va:a~CZ.doc 

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT 
SHARON LIND'S MOTION 
TO VACATE JUDGMENTS 

2 

JUDGE 

VIC L. YANDERSCHOOR 

I?OWBLL ' GUil'l!Bll 
Attoz:neys at Law 

1025 Jadwin 
lti.ehl.and, WA 99352 
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FILED 
rPA 'IV' I'' co r.• r:-r:·'-' '•l .r,;i\, .. 1 '1 -'1.-L.;: 

mz Jt.N - 3 P 2= 2 , 

MICHAEL J. KILLIAH 

BY OJ DEPUTY 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 

a CITY OF KAHLOTUS, 
NO. 09-2-51403-1 

9 vs. 
Plaintiff, 

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT 
SHARON LIND'S MOTION 

1o SHARON M. LIND, TO VACA'IE JUDGMENTS 
11 

Defendant 
12 

.13 SHARON LIND, 

14 Third Party Plaintiff 

vs. 
15 

ROBERT L. HAOANS and 
16 MARSHA L. HAGANS, as Trustees 

ofHa2ans Livin2 T and JOHN 
11 AGREERandJ~OREER, 

husband and wife. 
18 

Defendants. 
19 

This cause came before the Com1 on December 12, 20llon the motion of Defendant 
20 

Sharon Lind, here after refeued to as Li~ for an order vacating a summary judgment entered 

21 December 15, 2010 and a summary judgment granted May 9, 2011. The Court heard the oral 
argument of pro se defendant Lind and counsel for the City of Kahlotus and Counsel for the 

22 
third party defendants Hagan. The Court considered the pleadings on file and the following 

2 3 evidence: motion and declaration of Sharon Lind, response of City of Kahlotus and Defendants 

2 4 Hagan. Based on the argument of counsel and the evidence presented, the Comt finds: 

25 

26 

27 

28 

1. The defendant Lind bas not presented newly discovered evidence which by due 

diligence could not have been discovered in time to move for a new trial under rule 
59(b). 

2. Most, if not al4 of the evidence presented by Lind in support of her motion to vacate 
was available in the public records which could have been discovered with due 
diligence. 

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT 
LIND'S MOTION VACATE 
JUDGMENT 

1 

fl ntmAt. 

POIIBLL ; GUlft.'BR. 
A~to~ at. Law 

1025 Jadwin 
Ri.chl.and, 1IA 99352 
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4 

3. The argument and evidence presented by Lind did not show any ~ 
misrepresentation, or other misconduct of the City of Kahlotus or the third party 
defendants Hagan. 

4. Lind's motion to vacate the first summary judgment was brought almost a year after 
its entry. The motion was not made within a reasonable time. 

5 Based on the above findings, It is Ordered that the Defendant Lind's motion to vacate the two 
summary judgments is denied. 

6 

7 DATED this~ day of January, 2012. 

a 

9 

10 

ll 

12 
Presented by: 

POWELL & GUNTER 
14 

15 By: 

16 Alan B. Gunter, WSBA No. 7965 
Attorney for Petitioner City of Kahlotus 

17 

18 

19 Approved as to Fonn and 
Notice of Presentment Waived 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

By: _________ _ 

Terry Miller, WSBA No. 14080 
Attorney for Defendant Hagans 

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT 
LIND'S MOTION VACATE 
.nJDGMl:N"l' 

C-M-£!:;;~ 
CAFmiE'l .. RONGJl 

Approved as to Form 
Notice of Presentment Waived 

By=---------------

2 

Sharon M. Lind, 
Defendant Pro-Se 

I'OIISLL • GUii'lSR 
Att:cn:n8ya at Law 

1025 Jadwin 
R:i.c::hland, - 99352 
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I 
FLED 

FRANKLIN CO CLERK 

• 111 _q p 2: 41 

HJCHAt:L J. KILLIAN 

BY~ DEPUTY 

JNTHB SUPE1UOlt COURT OFlHBSTATB OF WASHINGTON 
IN AND FOil THE COUNTY OF F.RANKIJN . 

CITY OF KAHL01lJS, 

PJaintif( 
g vs. 

NO. CJ9..l-S1403-1 

FINDINGS OFFACT-t~ 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
ORDER. GRANl1NG 
PLAJ.NI'lF'rS M.Ol10N 10 

l2 

1.3 

19 

SHARON M.IJND, 

SHARON LIND, 

.. . 

POll stJMYAit.Y Jt.JDGMENT 
AND INJUNC'J.lON 

COPY 

1biB JIJ8ita" ~ bc:lbre 1bc Court 011 1JIOtion f4 tbe PbPutift City of Kahlntns, ·. fbr 
20 S1JUiiDII'1 ~ apjn!f b Deh-'\am sa-on LiDdlllCl tile Third Party .Defeadants Jla&ans 

Defaidalt SllaiuB LiDd bloch:d Gilloct's saeet by plar.iDg ctaJeS aad ott. obslmclica 

. z2 8t.icss the saeel: LiDd ~ tblt 1hc ~~~at was we •n t1 IDl bdoaged 1o bar. The Court mled 

23 in a pewious suiNj,.y jnd.,.1111t the street bad DOt bc:eD vacaaz:d aad was sDJ1 a city· meet. 

24 

25 the Slatues of.fbe. S'blll: of 'WMw•tgliM aod requests 8D ~m paewaJtiug LiDd DaD 

Blockiog Gilloc::k's Sllet:t in the :Ji:dan:. 
26 

28 

E IlCDlJIIi:S OF I1ICT MD 
CX8CI.DSIC*S OF Lilt 
KABimOS v. LD1D 

96 

1 ~, .... 
~atLIIIr 

1025 .t.dlllla __ , __ ... Q4no;., 



'".' 

I 
p 

. ~ • , I 

1 

2 

An'l'.a ftJU CONSIDUA'I'ION OP Til& EVIDENCE AND JIOIN".nis AND 

AtJ"I'BOIU1D.s SUIIMl'l'T.D BY ALL PAR'I'IIS, AMD ORAL ARUGOMENTS Oil 

. C01JNSE.L."IBK COtJilT nNDS: 
3 

That Jlnfendaat LiDd wnmafidly blodr:M Gillock's s.trea wiCh eoaes, mc:b IBJil otber 

5 

6 .. BASD UPON"'''IE A80VE I'INDINGS TBE.COUR.T .· 
·~. . 

, CONCUJDP.SAS A M.ATIBR OF LAW "'HAT: 

a 1hc City.ofXabJotus should be grultcdjwlpM:n' 1W blortina Gmock's Stn:d is a 

9 D'Pisa.utc aDd.p~ a q.m..pewi:aa« Dc.fea•t LiDd ii'olll bkding Gillrd's Stleet in 

10 1he :future b ~by 1he plbtic as a pabtic sUeet. 

u BASI".D ON THE AJIOVE IINDINCS OJ' IfACT 

12 

1.3 11111t1he~ Lilld's bb*ing ofGilock"s Street is alP.....,... 811111halan . 

u :&gUDCtioD ishcieby gainnrl in iworof1he City of:Kablotus wpi•s :Derwha:tt Llod ajoioiDg 

15 her. in 11M: ~ ftaa bloc1ring GiJiock's Streerfmm being used by 1be pliblic.as a public 

sb:eeL 
16· 

11 

18 cr. clayofMay~ 2011. 

20 

21 

Z2 PJ:tsCJAcd by: 

23 POWBU.·& Ol,JNTBR 

::By; ~d~ 
Alan B. Gaulr::r, WSBA No. 7965 

26 Atlot:uey fix' Petitioocr 

27 F.WeW n ,•~fi sa • · · 

28 

~ 

2. 

97 

VtC L YIJWBSCHOOI 

~~.-sa 

-~at"--
1025 ..,....,_ 

1tf~.la.~ 
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FILED 

FRANKUM CO CLERK 

' • l£t t 5 t p ldl"t 

H\CHAEL J. KlLUAN 

BY dJ nEPtlTY 

6 IN mE SUPERIOR COURT OF mE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
IN AND FOR THE COUN1Y OF FRANKLIN 

1 

8 

CITY OF KAHLOTUS, 

Plaintift', 

SHARON M. LIND, 
10 

11 

12 
SHARON LIND, 

13 1bird Party P1aiDiitr 

14 vs. 

l.S ROBERT L. HAGANS and 
MARSHAL. HAGAN~ as Trustees 

16 ofzl..iviDR Trast. Bod JOHN 
A.. ~and JANE DOE GREER, 

11 mmbend aDd wife. 

18 

NO. 09-2-51403--1 

FINDINGS OF FACT"~ 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
ORDER GRANTING 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION 
FOR. SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
AND JUDGMENT 

COPY 

19 This matter came before 1be Comt on motion of 1he Plaintift City of ~ tor 
20 SUIUID8ly judgment: against the Defendant Sharon Lind aad the Third Party Defendants H.apns. 

21 The Plaiutiif, City of Kahlotus', sought 1be following relief. judgment that Che City of 

22 Kahlotus is -the fee simple owaer of all right, 1itlc, and interest to die strcet/aJiey known as 

23 Gillock's Street aad tbat the Defendants do not have any right, title, estate, or inta'est in or lieD 

24 upon tbe ~s Street or that in tbe altcmative. if the City of Kahlotus has vacated Gillock's 

25 
Street that the City of Kahlotus has reacqu.iled title to the street through adverse possession. 

26 
The Pia~ City of Kahlotus, also sought foe judgment tbat the City of Kahlotus had DOt 

27 

28 

violated 42 U.S.C.Sedion 1983 aDd that 1his cause of action should be cijsmissed. 

I!'Dml»GS OF !!'ACT AND 
cniCLUSJ:QIS OF LAW 
KABLO'L'OS v. LIND 

1 

ORIGINAL 
f"IO 

~. CtWJ!IIt 
A~atl.w 

1025 o3'aldr.i.n 
e;chl•NS • .._ 99352 



l 

2 

3 

5 

6 

7 

8 

10 

ll 

12 

13 
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15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2.5 

26 

27 

28 

I , 
The ec.t heard~ ood ~of couase1 for 1he P~ City ofKahlotus, Alan B. 

Gunter and of counsel for the DefeDdant, Sharon Lind, John s. Ziobro. The Court CODSidered 

the pleadings aod briefs filed iD the action. The Court aJso considered 1be foiJowiDg doc::tuueuts 

and evidence. which was brought to 1be Courrs atterJtion before the order on RfJIJlD18IY judgmeat 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

PJaintifrs Manotaudum in Support of Motion for Summary· .Judgment and 

Plaintiff's Rebuttal Memoraudmn, filed in ~ of Plaintiff's motion for 

smnmary judgment and Defeodant LiDd~s memonmdum in opposition to 

Plaiutifrs mo1ion fiJr sumnwy judgment together with all sUacbments 

Declaration of Sharon McCaleb, cletk of the City of Kahlotus, with auac:h•neots. 

Declaration of Alan B. Gunter; attorney for the Plaiotiff: City of Kahlotus. with 

auacbl)lellts 

Declaration of John S. Ziobro, widl attacbmeuts. 

Declaration ofSIBon Lind wi1h attadu~ 

6. Declaration of Steve Marks. 

AFI'ERJ'lJIL CONSIDERADON OF THE EVIDENCE AND POINTNS AND 

Al1'l'IIORITD'.S SUBMlTI'ED BY ALL PARTIES, AND ORAL ARUGUM&NTS OF 

COUNSEL, THE COURT nNDS: 

The &ctual :recmd establishes 1hat: 

a) A 20 foot alley is shown on the Plat of Oillock's .Additioo 1o the Town of 

Hardemburg betwcoen Lots 10 through 18 and ]through 9, Block. 2. 

b) This alley is now caJkd Gillock's Street. 

c) The defeodant Lind owns Lots 6 through 9 on one side of Gillock's Street aud 

lots 10 «brough 13 on the other side of Gillock's Street 

d) Third party Defeodant Hagans own Lots 1 through 5 oo one side of the Gillock's 

St1eet and 14 through 18 on tbe other side of Gillock,s Street. 

e) At the Kahlotus City Council Meeting held Juue 6. 1968 Ftal RDssel1 and AI 

Kunkel orally petitkmod the City to close Pine Street and the alley (Giilock's 

Sm:et) for one block West ofPine Street. 

FINDINGS OF !'AC'l' AND 
COHCI.U.SJCilS OF LAW 
KAHL01'US v. l.IN'O 

2 ~ '-GDIBR 
AttoZDe~,p at loaw 

1025~ 
lt:i.cbl..ud, .. 99352 



l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

e e 
f) At the Kahlotus City Council Meeting held July Il, 1967 no cme eame 1o COldeSt 

the closing of Pine Street and the alley {Gillock~s Stleet) and a motion to close 

two blodcs ofPiDe Street and 1he alley {Gillock's Stleet) was mad~ seconded 

and passed. 

g) Ten months 1ak:r at 1he Kahlotus City Council Meeting of May 7, 1968 a 

complaint WJI) made that Mr. Kunkel was fenciDg o1f Pine Street and the Alley 

now known as Gillock's Street 

h) At tbc K.ablotus City Council Meeting held June 4. 1963 Mr. Ktmtel agreed not 

to fence off ihe sUeet. and alley. 

i) At the Kahlotus City Cooocil Meeting held June 1, 1988 a complaint was made 

by Bob Hagans dJat his neighbors. Mr. and MD. ~Turner were kreping 

1heir spriDklers on comtantly and that it was soaking and washing out part of the 

· City's right-of·way aod road tbat runs behind their home (Gillcck:~s Street). 

j) At the Kahloaus City Council meeting of June 7 ~ 1990 Mr. Hagans i'CqDeStr:d 1bat 

tbe sUeet behind his bouse (Gillock's Street} be graded and ~ntajned 

k) At 1he Kahlotus City· Council Meetin8 of September 4, 1990 Mr. Hagans 

complaiDed of watering the alley (Gillock's Street) by the TumetS making it so 

1hat he CBDDOt pass through. 

l) The Kahlotus City Couocil in its meetings beld February 4, 1992 aad Mmch 3, 

1992 considered a petition to vacate Oilloclc's S1Ieet by Mike Rosselot (who 

previously owaed 1be JBOPCdY, now owned by Lind) which was opposed by Bob 

and Marcia Hagam. The Kahlotus City Couacil deoied the request to vacate 

Gillock's Stleet. 

m) The City of Kahlotus on August 4, 1992 by motion named 1be alley in Block 2 of 

Gillock's Addition to Hardersburg which is tbe subject of this litigation, 

Gillodc's Street 

n) The City ofKablotus by OrdiDance ## 396 formally named ·1he Alley "'ilkd's 

Street. ... 

o) A record survey of Gillock's Addition dated March 30, 1994 shows water meters 

near Gillock's Street. 

!'llJDIJIGS OF FAC'l' ARD 
CONCLDSIORS 0!' LNI 
I':ABI.O'i'OS v. LIND 

3 I!OIIII:LL .. QOaBR 

Atto:NI.P at ~ 
1025 Jadlr.iJ:l 
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p) The deed ICCeiw.:d by 1he Defeodant Lind to Lots 6 through 13 of Gillock's 

Addition dated August 25~ 2000 does not reflect owomsbip of Gillock~s Street by 

the Defeudant Lind. 

q) The Defmdan~ Lind has not paid any real p1operty 1aXes on that portion of 

Gillock~s Stteet that is between her lots. 

~1r)~~---~~~~~-
BASED UPON THE ABOVE FINDINGS TIB COtlRT 

CONCLUDES AS A MA"I"IEK OF LAW THAT: 

1. Gillock's Street has not bem vacated 

2. The City of Kahlotus had aud has the rigbt to prevent 1be Defendant Lind from blocking 

Gillock's Street. 

3. Citations received by tbe Defendant Lind for blockiDg 1he street did not violate any civil 

rights of the Defeudaut LiDd.. 

4. ~Plaintiff did not violale42 u.s.c. 1983. 

BASED ON THE ABOVE FINDINGS OF FACI' 

AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, IT IS ORDERED: 

1. That the City of Kahlotus's motion for adjudication tbat The C'Jty ofKahlotus is the 

fee simple~ of all ~ title, ~ and interest in and to Gillock's Street aad 

that the Detmdant Liod and Defi:odall1s Hagans do DOt have JUlY right, title, .estate or 

iDtexest in or llpOD·GiJJock's Street is granted. 

2. That the City of Kahlotus's motion fur adverse possession is not CODSidcted siDce it 

was to be addressed only if tbe motion with regards to the OWDClSbip of Gillock's 

Street was denied. 

3. That the City of Kahlotus did not violate any rights of Defendant Lind arising uoda' 

42 u.s.c. section 1983. 

4. That judgment is ~ in favor of tbe City of K.ablotus that it is the owner of all 

right. title, estate, and iureleS: in and to Gillock's Street and further that tflis·Street 

has not beeu vacated. 

FnmiNGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAJf 
RAHLOTOS v. l..IND 

J!ICIBLL ~ CiUftlm 
Attcwr'«w.!'a at La 

3.025 Jedlril1 
D~~,--M ~ 00~-~ 
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1 
5. That judgment is further eut&ed tbat tbe Plaintift City of Kahlotus. did not violate 

42 u.s.c. Section 1983. 
2 

3 

5 

7 Presented by: 

e POWELL & GUNTER 

By: ~,d _169--
10 ~~~~~~----~------

Alan B. Guotcr, WS8A No. 7965 
11 A.Uomcy for Petitioocr 

12 F:W~e»l ..... F l'g 
,_.,... 
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FJ:NDD1GS OJ!' J!IIC't J\I1I) 5 
CCMCLUSIOIIIS OF LD 
RABIDlUS v. LIND 



Sharon M. Und 
P.O.Box504 
102 Pine 
Kahlotus. WA 99335 

September 5, 2009 

Mr. Fred Bowen, County Administrator 
Franklin County Courthouse 
1016 North 4111 Ave. 
Pasco, WA 99301 

l am making a request to the County under the Public Disclosure Act for all inter-department memos 
and e-mails rela~ to my property here in Kahlotus. This should also include any correspondence with 
the City of Kahlotus Mayor Richard Halverson. I am also requesting all posti~ or briefing notes within 
the Sheriffs Department that concern my property, as weB as the log book entries and notes when 
Officer Chris Turner had discussions with other Officers, County officials, or City of Kahlotus Officials 
concerning visits to Kahlotus in regards to my property. 

Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

Cc: Franklin County Sheriff 

Mayor Richard Halverson, City of Kahlotus 



-· 

BoARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
8RAD PF.cK Ro11DT E. KOCH RICK MilLER 
DISnlCT 1 DISntiCTl DISTIUCT 3 

Fred H. Bowen Patricia L Shults Rosie H. Rumsey 
County Adminislrator Executive Secretary Human Rcsouroes Director 

September 10, 2009 

Ms. Sharon M. Lind 
POBox504 
Kahlotus, WA 99335 

Re: Public Records Request 

Dear Ms. Und: 

This letter serves to acknowledge receipt of your public records request dated 
September 5, 2009. 

In response to your request for· ... all inter-department memos and emai/s ••.•• any 
correSpondence ..••• • Per RCW 42.56.520 this response asks for your clarification as to 
whether the meroos, emaHs. and oorrespondence you request are from specific dates or 
periods of tine and which Franklin Comly departments or offices you seek such 
records from. Clarification is sought because Franklin Cotriy maintains recooJs over 
many previous decades and is comprised of approximately twenty (20) different 
departrnentslollices. Presently yow- request b memos, emails, and oonespondence 
does not indicate I you intend for your request to be d"treded to some specific 
departments/of~ oral of them. andlor I you only intend for records over a certain 
period of time be searched. This clarification is sought as otherwise the proceSSing of 
your request could take several motdiiS, i not longer. 

In response to your request for· .. .al po:;t;ng or briefing notes within the Sheriffs 
Department that concern my property, as wei as the log book entries and notes when 
Officer Chris Tumer had d"ISCUSSions with other Ollicers, County oflicials, or City of 
Kahlotus OlliciaJs concerning visits to Kahlotus in regatds ·to iny property: This portion 
of your request has -been forwarded to the Franklin Comly Sherilf's Oftice for 
processing as it is specific enough to determine the intent of your request Please 
expect further response trom the Fn:inkln County Sheriffs Ollice within thirty (30) days 
as to this portion of your request. 



Ms. Sharon M. Und 
September 10, 2009 
Page2 

I look forward to assisting you and to your response to the above request for 
clarification. If I may be of further assistance, please feel free to contact me at (509) 
545-3578. 

Respectfully. 

Bridgett Scott 
Conf'.dential Secretary 
to the County Administrator 

cc: Franklin County Sheriff 
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ORIGINAL FILED 

FEB 2 1 2013 ;. 
MICHAEL J. KILLIAN 

FRANKLIN COUNTY CL.ERK 

(}.; 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
IN AND FOR BENTON AND FRANKLIN COUNTIES 

) 
CITY OF KAHLOTUS, ) CAUSE NO: 09-2·51403-l 

) Plaintiff, 

vs 

SHARON M. LIND, 
Defendant. 

SHARON M. LIND, 
Third Party Plaintiff1 

vs. 

ROBERT L. HAGANS et al, 
Third Party Defendants. 

) ORDER ON MOTION FOR 
) RECONSIDERATION 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

The Court, having considered the Motion for Reconsideration filed by the 

Defendant Sharon M. Lind on the 15TH day of FEBRUARY, 2013, and deeming itself 

fully advised in the premises: 

DOES NOW THEREFORE, enter its Order on Reconsideration, as follows: 

Motion for Reconsideration is hereby: 

Granted Denied J<_ Modified __ (See Comments) 



co~~=----------------------------------------------

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Court Administrator's Office shall 

forthwith send copies of this Order to the parties, or attorneys if represented, at their 

respective addresses of record. 

DONE THIS bls-day of £~b , 2013 

~~~~~ 
SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

SUPREME COURT OF mE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
& 

mE COURT OF APPEALS OF mE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
Division I 

CITY OF KAHLOTUS et al., 

Respondent. 

vs. 

SHARON M. LIND 
Appellant. 

Court of Appeals No. 71394-9-1 
Superior Court 09-2-51403-1 

AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING ~ 

The Undersigned hereby declares as follows: That she is over the age of eighteen years 

and the she has on the ± day of October 2014, personally sent via the USPS regular mail 

20 the following: 

21 Motion for Petition of Review 
22 

23 

24 

25 and relating primarily to the denial of the Motion to Reconsider of the dismissal of the Appeal · 

26 
the Court of Appeals Division 1, but also pertaining to previous Orders in Superior Court. 

27 

28 

Affidavit of Mailing Page 1 of2 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Andrea Clare 
Telquist Ziobro McMillan Clare 
1321 Columbia Park Trl 
Richland, WA 99352-4735 

Alan Gunter 
Powell & Gunter 
1025 Jadwin A venue 
Richland, WA 99352-3437 

Terry E. Miller 
Attorney at Law 
7409 West Grandridge Boulevard, Suite C 
Kennewick, W A 99336-6710 

John Shultz 
Leary Schultz Davis & Ruff 
2415 West Falls Avenue 
Kennewick, W A 99336 

The Court of Appeals of the State of Washington Division I 
One Union Square 
600 University Street 
Seattle, WA 98101-4170 

Signed and Dated this '1 

Affidavit of Mailing Page 2 of 2 

day of October, 2014. 

By:s ~ 
SHARON LIND 

Appellant I Defendant pro se 

P.O. Box504 
102 Pine 
Kahlotus, W A 99335 

equinnox@bossig.com 

(509) 282-3229 

1 


