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1. IR'I'ROOOC'fiON 

'Ibis is a case for injunctive relief anCI violatioo of the 

Public Records Act (PRA). Requestor steven p. 'Kozol sublitted 

21 requests for separate original inmate grievances/caupla1nt 

fOJ:DlS filed in 21 separate instances. 'ItIe washi:ngton State 

Department of Correctioos ocnfirmed each request, did not request 

clarification to any request, and only p:r:ovided Mr. 'Kozol with 

a purported copy of the first page of each blo-page original. 

grievance. 'Ihe Department then decided to destroy each of the 

requested two-page original. grievances, even though no 

authorization was given to destroy these original recacds before 

expiratioo of the six-year records retentioo requirement. 

Upon Mr. Kozol filing this act1oo, the Department nr:M!d 

for dismissal on the grouOOs that the 21 claims 'Were time-barred, 

anCI 00 the grouOOs that the withheld record pages 'Were not "used" 

am thus were not responsive to Mr. KozoI's requests. Mr. Kozol 

respoOOed by bringing 21 new claims for unlawful records 

destructioo in violation of RCW 42.56.100, which he amended umer 
CR 15(b), (c) • 'ItIe Department did not object nor reply to this 

amerduent. Before the trial CXJUrt granted the Department t S motioo 

for "stxJw cause" dismissal, Mr. Rozol filed a motioo for CR 41 (a) 

voluntary dismissal c:altingent upon his amending these 21 claims 

of silent withholding am 21 new claims of unlawful destructioo 

into his canpanioo case no. 12-2-00285-2. 
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'!he trial court then entered "show cause" dismissal of 

this action, on the grounds that the 21 silent withholding claims 

and the 21 new destruction claims were time-barred, and on the 

grollId that the withheld pages were not "used" and thus were 

mt responsive to Mr. Kozol' s requests. Because Mr. Kozol' s 

claims for violations of the PRA are timely, am based. upon the 

new evidence taken in this case under RAP 9.11 proving that the 

sec:x:ni pages of original grievances are "used" in the Department's 

grievance process, the COurt should reverse the dlSBissal of 

Kozol's claims. Alternately, because the trial court was required 

to grant CR 41 (a) dismissal upon Mr. Kazol amending these claims 

into the caopanion case, the trial court erred in granting the 

Department's "shall cause" motion to dismiss. 

II. S'l'ATEMBtn' 01' "l'BB CASE 

A. stataBlt of P'actS 

'ftle DeparbIent su1:mitted a S\lOITl declaraticn fran Lee Young 

attesting that the second pages of original grievance/cxmplaint 

forms are never used by the Department or imates in the filing, 

processing, or hearing of inmate grievances. CP 742-43. Contrary 

to this sworn declaration, new evidence establishes that the 

secxmd page of original inmate grievance forms are in fact used 

by imlates am. staff in the subnission of grievances am the 

pr(.)O!Ssing and hearing of grievances. Appendix A.1 

1 0, t-By 1:1, Xl15 the C'amrissiomr granted Kozolt s lJIJtion to accept additioml 
e'liderr.e 00 review under RAP 9.11. tozol's additiooal e'lideoce is referred to 
in this cm9)lidated appeal as Appendix A (see 0J;erlng Brief of Appillant, 
(D\ No. 3264~). 
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Further new evidence accepted on review establishes that 

the Department staff also use the second pages of the original 

inmate grievances/cxxapla1nts to route the filed grievances to 

the apps:opriate grievance staff via the agency's camp.1S mail 

systen, which includes staff harrlwrlting specific rooting 

2information on the sec:ond pages. Exhibit 1, Attachment c.

'Ibis evidence further establishes agency "usage" of the second 

pages as the Department's own 1IIOrds state that: 

"In order to facilitate the processing on their grievances, 
the grievances are collected directly fran the 
offen3er[s] ... [t]be collecting staff meublr may write the 
grievance office mailbox rnmiJer 'W40' or the grievance 
officer's name on the (second page] of the grievance to 
ensure the grievance is delivered to the grievance office 
for processing." 

Exhibit 1, Attaclment c. 

Mr. 'Kozel has clearly established 21 violatioos of the 

PRA in this case. See CDA No. 32643-8, Appellant's Reply Brief, 

at 9-17. 

B. 21 Clat_ Related to POO-15230 'ftu:oagh PlXJ-15250 
are not:. Barred by the statute of lJJd.ta~ 

The trial court, for several reasons, erred in dismissing 

Mr. Kozel's 21 claims as barred by the statute of limitatioos. 

2 CAt July 29, :!lIS tOO Camrissicrer accepted further additic.nU evidence on 
review. This evidence is referred to as Exhibit I. Attaclm!nt C (dec. of lee 
Yoong). 

3 ~ tOO 1l!J:I!went states Mr. Kozol I-es failed to present argment on 
"several issues in his opening brief, tOO ~ fails to identify wbit 
"issues" it is referring to. 
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Because Mr. Kozol brought his claims in a timely manner under 

the applicable statute of limitations, because Mr. Kozol's 21 

new claims of unlawful records destruction in violation of ROl 

42.56.100 were timely, and because these claims ~e amended 

- first in this case, and then into Mr. Kozol's cxnpan.ion case ­

under CR 15(b) and related back under CR 15(c), the Court should 

find these 21 claims not barred by the statute of limitations 

and sOOuld reverse dismissal of the claims. 

i. Under Joh:Rson and Hobbs, the 21 claims are timely 

As plead in the Canplaint, Mr. Kozol subnitted eight 

different same-subject matter follOii-UP requests to the Department 

specifically identifying that the original "oX 05-165 Back" 

pages of the original grievances were not produced, and requesting 

these pages be produced. These follow-up requests, and the 

Deplrtment's responses thereto spanned fran March 25, 2013 to 

Noveoi:)er 22, 2013. CP 603-05. 'nle Department aCbitted to these 

follOii-Up requests and respcnses thereto. CP 609-14. Further, 

Mr. Kozol eventually received a '[')ecember 12, 2013 response fran 

the Department to his November 22, 2013 follOii-up request. CP 

788-89. 

Under the holding in Joh:Rson ..v. ,t?ept•..gf ..Con'., 164 WIt.App. 

769, 265 p.3d 216 (2011), Mr. Kozol's 21 claims are not time­

barred, as any statute of limitations began to run when Mr. Kozol 

received the final letter fran the DOC on his follOlli-up request. 

Johnson and the instant case are strikingly similar in that in 
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both cases the Department of Corrections produced a single set 

of respoosive records, and both Johnson and Mr. I<ozol subn1tted 

a series of related follow-up requests seeking production of 

same-subject record pages that the requestor felt were withheld. 

See COA No. 32596-2, Opening Brief of Appellant, at 13-16. 

While the Department in Jobnson issued response letters 

to each of Johnsal1 s four letters, the CcD:rt of Appeals deter:mined 

that the latest p)Ssible date on which Johnson1 
S action accrued 

was ale week after (to allow 5 days for mailing) the Departmenes 

(August. 27, 2007) response to Johnson's last same-subject matter 

follow-up request. Jolmsan, 164 Wn.App. at 778-79. 

In its response brief, the Department balf-hea.rtedly 

at~s to differentiate J'ohAson by arguing that Johnson's 

follow-up requests were new "expanded requests", while Mr. Kozol' s 

follow-up requests were not "expanded" requests. Brief of 

Respondent, at 14-15. But this argument is based upon nothing 

more than a convenient misreading of the clear language in 

Johnson. While the inmate requestor in Jelmson had self-tenned 

his follow-up requests to be an "expanded request", J'dmsGn, 

164 Wn.App., at 772 n.4, the Court of Appeals clearly determined 

that Johnson's follow-up letters were "requesting the same 

infonnaticn he had requested" in the previous letter, id., at 

772, and were "apparently a request for the same documents he 

had· requested originally" but felt had been withheld by the 

Department. Id., at 773. In other words, the ccnfusion exhibited 
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by the requestor in Johnson is not determinative of the clear 

nature of Mr. Kozol' s follow-up requests. 

There is no question that once Mr. Kozel conferred. with 

his attorney and learned that the Deparbnent had not produced 

the second pages of each original caaplaint/grievance, he then 

suDnttted a series of 8 related follow-up requests asking for 

4the second pages to be produced. There is no question here 

that Mr. Kozel, just like the requestor in JohnsGn, suDnttted 

follow-up requests asking the Department to produce the records 

he originally requested but felt had been withheld. Specifically, 

Mr. Kozol's series of 8 follow-up requests sought the canplete 

original grievance forms he had first requested, i.e., including 

the withheld secord/back page of each of the 21 original 

grievances. Therefore, the Department's argurrent. that Kozol's 

"facts are very different" fran those in Johnson is erraleOUS. 

In JoRnson, the Court of Appeals determined the statute 

of limitations accrued fran the date the requestor should have 

received the Department's last respalSe to the requestor's last 

same-subject follow-up request, explaining there were no other 

dc:Icments. ]!., at 178-79. Here, Kozol's last same-subject 

follow-up request was mailed on fbIIember 22, 2013. CP 788. 

The Department responded to this follow-up request on Dece1ber 12, 

4 Th:! ~'s record prodtttions \rel'e sent to an enBil accrunt Kozol had 
set up for him, and the records \rel'e tb:!n forw!'lI'ded to his attorney wtJo reviewed 
tim for Kozol. (P 93, 429, 941-42. This was because 1XC policy forbids any 
imam fran '(XlSSE!SSing another imam's grievaoce IJ3perwork. (P &s1. Mr. Kozol 
did Itt have earlier krntledge these 21 record J8geS \rel'e withheld. (p 81-82. 
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2013, and requested additicnal time to respcmd. CP 789. Six 

days later Mr. Kozel filed this action, on December 18, 2013. 

CP601. Because Mr. Kozel filed his c:anplaint in this case within 

CD! year of the Department' s last respoose to Kozel' s last fo1lOll­

up request of NoY'eIItler 22, 2013, his action.is timely under 

Johnson. 

The Department' s statute of limitations argument is further 

contradicted by the 0Jurt of Appeals decision in Hobbsv.,state, 

183 Wrl.App. 925, 335 p.3d 1004 (2014), where the court held that 

there is "no PRA cause of action until after [the agency1 denies 

the plblic reo:rd requested." .!2., at 936. In Hobbs, the agency 

provided an initial production of records, and the requestor 

filed suit two days later. HoWeVer, the agency continued to 

produce respcl'lSive records after the suit was filed. .!!!., at 

928-32. 

While the requestor in Hobbs argued that the trial court 

"erred by allowing the {agency] to supplement its I'eS{;XXlSes after 

he had filed suit to correct alleged violatiCXlS of the PRA, t1 

the Court of Appeals disagreed, and held that, "{u]nder the mA, 

a requestor may a1.ly initiate a lawsuit to caDpel c:anpliance 

with the PRA after, the agency has engaged in sane final action 

denying access to a record. t1 Id., at 935-36 (enP"lasis in 

original). 

In Hobbs, there was "00 disp.rl:e that the {agency) was 

continuing to provide Hobbs with responsive reoords until March 

1, 2012••••Therefore, there could be no 'denial t of records 

7 
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forming a basis for judicial review until March 1, 2012." Id., 

at 936-37. 1be court found that "{t]he plain language of the 

statute does not support Hobbs' claim that a requestor is 

permitted to initiate a lawsuit before an agency has taken sane 

form of a final denial actioo in denying the request by not 

providing respoosive documents. n !2., at 937. 

As applied to the case at bar, l(ozol' s 21 original silent 

wit:ht'k>lding claims could not be time-barred because uOOer Hohbs 

his cause of actioo did not arise until the agency's final 

response to his same-subject follCM-up requests seeking the 

withheld second pages of the original grievances. The record 

clearly shows that Mr. l(ozol sul:mitted 8 different follOi-UP 

requests trying to obtain the withheld secx:n3lback pages of the 

original grievances he earlier requested. The Department 

canpletely ignored several of these follCM-up requests, thus 

necessitating Mr. l(ozol' s cootinued sul:missioo of follOi-UP 

requests for the original second pages. Mr. KozoI' s last follCM­

up was dated NaII'ember 22, 2013. CP 788. 

1be Department responded CIl Decenber 12, 2013, but stated 

it needed acXlitimal time to respond, at least until January 2, 

2014. CP 789. Similar to the agency's cootirmed record 

productioo in Hobbs, here the Department did not yet issue its 

final response to Mr. 'KozoI's follOi-UP requests, am claimed 

it needed 1IOt'e time to cxroplete its ongoing identificatiCll of 

responsive records. There is no material difference between 
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the two aqf!SlC'f actions, as they each prolonged. the agency's final 

action "forming a basis for judicial review." Hobbs, at 931. 

Urrler Hobbs, ME'. I<ozol technically did not even have a cause 

of. action until such time as the Department "followed-up with 

[him] within 14 blslness days, on or before, January 2, 2014." 

CP 189. Mr. I<ozol' s claims \olCUld therefore not be time-barred 

if they had not yet accrued. 

Johnson am Hobbs establish that when Mr. "Kozol had to 

subnit 8 related follow-up requests in an CXlgOing attempt to 

obtain the recxxd pages he originally requested but were silently 

withheld by the Department, the cause of action accrued at the 

earliest when the Department issued its Dec:eIb!r 12, 2013 

respoose, or at the latest when it ultimately claimed no 

additional respoosive records existed on or before January 2, 

5
2014. By either measure, Mr. I<ozol filed suit before one year 

expired fran that date. 

ii. 21 Claims, Including New Claims of unlawful Records 
Destruction, Were not Time-Barred as They Were Amended 
under CR 15(b) , (c) When Brought in Response to 
Defendant's "Shaw Cause" Smmary Judg[lElnt foIbtion 

'Ihe Department raceived ME'. Kazol' s 21 requests on April 

15, 2011. CP 629-50. 'ftle Department destroyed all 21 original 

(dooble-sided) grievance forms in December 2012 am February 

5 Any prior :respa1Slle or producticn of records W3S rot yet a "final" agency 
acticn, bec.at.l'ge the second J8ge5 W!re silently withheld and no exempticn 1eS 
cl.aiJIed. Silent withOOld:i.ng is prohibited because it gives the requestor the 
impres:d.cn that all records have b:!en prodtx:ed. Therefore, Kozol1eS rot given 
earlier notice that the second ~ lI1ere or lI1ere not respcns:ive, or e~, and 
had no cause of action until the agen:y'S last resJXIISIIe. 
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2013, after Mr. Kozel requested them. CP 783-84. These 21 

destructioos of silently withheld records constitute 21 new 

violatioos of the Public Records Act. See <DA No. 32596-2, 

Opening Brief of Appellant, at 16-20. 

Despite sut:m1tting a series of 8 follOfll-up requests, Mr. 

I(ozol only first learned that the Department had destroyed the 

original 21 requested grievances when the Department finally 

provided this information in discovery respa1Ses signed by counsel 

00 Aprll 7, 2014. CP 783-86. Accordingly, Mr. I<ozol amended 

his 21 originally plead silent withholding claims to now include 

21 violatioos of RCW 42.56.100 for unlawful destructions. 

It is clear that Mr. I<ozol brought the 21 new claims of 

unlawful records destructioos in his respcnse to the Department IS 

"show cause" sunma.ry j\dgment lIDtion. CP 765-67, 783-84. It 

is also clear that the Department failed to file any reply to 

Plaintiff's Opposition to Defendant's r-Dtion to Show Cause, and 

therefore did not cbject: 00 oral objectioos occurred either, 

because there was no oral argument in this case. 

On appeal, nowhere in the Department's briefing does it 

argue that these 21 destructioo claims were rot amended un::Ier 
6CR 15(b). Accordingly, because the Department did not object 

to these destructioo claims, they amended under the first part 

6 The 1l::tmbtent ooly argues that the 21 destructioo claims \oiI'!re not aJI'!llded 
when (ozol brought t:hen in his other case 00 fi:1y 11, aJ15. 'Brief of Respmdent, 
3'r35. 
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of CR 15(b). Also, because the claims '\Iliere. tried by express 

or implied CXXJSent, they amended under the secxmd part of CR 

15(b) • 

'ftlese 21 new claims '\Iliere not time-barred because the 

destructioos were a OCIltinuaticn of the PRA violatioos originally 

plead in the ccxnplaint. CP 601-07. '!'he cauplaint was brought 

within one year of the date the \Dll.awful destruetioos occurred, 

when viewed in the light most favorable to Mr. Kozol as the non­

novi.ng party. See COA No. 32596-2, Opening Brief of Appellant, 

at 22. Therefore, the 21 new destrueticn claims related back 

under CR 15(c) as a OCIltinuaticn or extent1at of the events that 

"arose out of the conduct, transacticn or occurrence" in the 

CXIIIplaint. CR 15(c). It was error to dismiss these claims as 

t.ine-barred as they related-back under CR 15(c) and were thus 

brcJUght within one year of when the destrueticn violaticns 

occurred. 

In op(X)Siticn to CR 15(c) relaticn back, the Department 

now argues that Mr. 'Kozol t s 21 claims cannot relate back under 

CR 15(c) because Kozol originally plead then in the cauplaint 

as separate cl.a.iJaos, and thus under Greenhalghov.--Dept•.of-Con;., 

170 Wn.App. 137, 150, 282 P.3d 1175 (2012), they each must be 

"treated as a single request.n Brief of Respoodent, at 29-30. 

~, the Department' s argument is misapplied because it 

OCIlflates the isolated requirements of CR 15(c) relaticn back 

with the distinguishable holding in GJ:eenba1gh. 

11 
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'n1e Greenhal9h court' s determinatioo that each written 

PRA request for records is "treated as a single request" has 

00 legal relevance because the partial of the decision cited 

by the Department pertains ally to whether multiple requests 

for different records made simultaneously within a single written 

request constitute separate PRA requests. Greenhalgh, 170 WIl.App. 

at 149-50. Greenhal9h, does oot address or reference CR 15(c) 

relatioo back, nx even a Plaintiff's amerdDent of claims, and 

therefore is oot instructive whatsoever. 

The Department' s argument further lacks merit because the 

test for CR 15(c) relatioo back is whether factually the new 

destruction claims arose out of the "same ocnduct, transactioo 

or occurrence" oriqinally plead. CR 15(c). On appeal, courts 

review this issue de novo. Per;rln-,v."stenslam, 158 WIl.App. 

185, 193, 240 p.3d 1189 (2010), as amended (Nav. 10, 2010) (issue 

of whether amerdnent relates back is reviewed de !!!!2. ) 

Here, there can be 00 questial that the 21 amerded 

destruction claims arose out of the same conduct, transactioo, 

or occurrence as that pertaining to the 21 silent withholding 

withheld were then wrongfully destroyed to prevent disclosure. 

Mr. 'KoZol' s 21 new claims for mlawful destruction of records 

in violation of RCW 42.56.100 relate back under CR 15(c). 

12 
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iii. 	When One-Year statute of Limitations in RCW 
42.56.550(6) is not Triggered, the Applicable 
Alternate statute of Limitations is 'ftlree Years under 
RCW 4.16.115, or Alternately Two Years under RCW 
4.16.130 

'l'be Department has provided no opposition in its brief 

to Mr. Kozol' s argument that his 21 new unlawful destruction 

claims are timely under the three-year statute of limitations 

in RCW 4.16.115, which applies in a PM action where neither 

of the two "triggering" actions in RCW 42.56.550(6) has occurred. 

CX)A No. 32596-2, Openinq Brief of Appellant, at 23-27. 

Because the Department' s 21 unlawful destructions of 

respa1Sive records occurring in December 2012 and February 2013 

(CP 783-84) were not a trigger of the one-year statute of 

limitations in RCW 42.56.550(6), Mr. lCozoI's 21 unlawful 

destruction claims were timely when he br:ought them by CR 15(b) 

aR'IeI"Idnent in his opposition to defendant's motion for "show cause" 

SUl'IIDa.I'Y judgment. CP 765-68. These amended claims were brought 

on May 3, 2014 (GR 3.1). CP 771. Accordingly, these destruction 

claims were brought within three years (Raf 4.15.115) of the 

destruction Violations, or in the alternative, the claims still 

were brought within two-years (RCW 4.16.130) of the destruction 

violations occurring. 'lherefore, because the claims were not 

time-barred on their face, the trial court erred in dismissing 

Mr. KozoI's claims. 

13 
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iv. Discovery Rule Should Apply 

In the alternative, the discovery rule should apply to 

toll the statute of limitations 00 Mr. 'KoZol's 21 claims for 

unlawful destructioo. Here, it is established that the Department 

did mt disclose these destructions had occurred until finally 

providing this informatioo in its April 7, 2014 discovery 

respcnses. CP 783-86. Because the Department. concealed fran 

Mr. 'KoZol the fact that the silently Withheld records he was 

already suing to obtain had then been destroyed, and these facts 

were ally first revealed 00 April 7, 2014, the Court should apply 

the discovery rule to prevent the Department fran benefiting 

fran its illegal destructioo of pJblic records (which itself 

was performed to calCeal other PRA violations). 

'1'he Department first had silently withheld the second pages 

of the grievances which Mr. Kozol sought to obtain proof of the 

rx:x:'s misconduct. '1'he Department then tried to establish through 

a sworn declaratioo of Lee Young - which is I'DW proven to be 

false - that the pages were mt "used"· and thus were not 

respoosive to Mr. Kozol' s requests. '1'he Department. destroyed 

the first and secord (front and back) pages of each original 

7
grievance without written authorizatioo. '1'he Department's 

egregious violations of the law should not be rewa.rde3. by alla.ri.ng 

7 Here, ro::: Policy 28J.52S(m)(D) required lX£ to obtain written signature 
approval before destroying each of tte 21 original front and b3ck J8geB of tte 
grlevmx:es Iozol mtuested. (P 794. Yet tte ~ tnl:!nt stated in its ArIs10Er to 
Interrogatory No. 3 that IX) docmetts existed pertaining to the destntti.oo of 
tte 21 original grievarx:es. (P 71!2. The IeJmtDelt' s record retent.i.on schedule 
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it to conceal the fact of illegal record destructions, and then 

use this cxn::ealment as a shield fran judicial review. 

Appl1catioo of the discovery rule is wholly appropriate in this 

situatioo. 

V. Kozel's Claims Were Amended Into Another Action 

In the altemative, Mr. Kozel's claims are not t1me-barred, 

because before the trial court entered its order of dismissal 

00 May 12, 2014 (CP 809-11), Mr. Rozol had llDVei for CR 41(a) 

voluntary dismissal of the claims, contingent upon his amerrli.ng 

then into Case No. 12-2-00285-2. CP 753-55. Then, before the 

trial court' s ruling and order of May 12, 2014, Mr. Kozel ameOOed 

his 21 claims urrler CR 15(b), (c) when they were brought wlthoot 

object1oo, or were tried by express or implied consent, in Case 

No. 12-2-00285-2. CP 240-402. These amended claims were filed 

00 May 11, 2014. CP 404. 

Because the CR 41 (a) dismissal in this case was required 

to be granted upon the self-executing amerrlnent under CR 15(b), (c) 

in the other case, the 21 claims ultimately were not time-barred 

because they were amended. under CR 15(b) and related back to 

the one claim (PlXJ-15229) in Kozel 1 s other case under CR 15(c) • 

See <DA No. 32643-8, Appellant's Reply Brief, at 17-22. 

states that ''Public records nust rot be destroyed if 1h!y are subject to an 
existing Jl,lblic records request in accordance with chapter 42.56 ~," (<P 796) t 

and that all original grievaoce doc:trIents nust be retained for 6 years. <P m. 
Under ~ lIJ.14.()':"()(c) 1h! ~ tl1B1t lAS required to copy 1h! fratt and 1:8ck 
JEgeS of these 21 original grief8lXeS before destroying tteu prior to the six-year 
retention period. <P 7fJ.J. And 'RCW 42.56.100 prohibits the destI"lrtions tmt 
occurred tere. 
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C. DepartJaIt's Baa11 Evidence is Not Part of 'Ibis Case 

While the Department cites to various email evidence that 

appears in the reoord in Mr. Kozol' s other case, no. 12-2-00285­

2, the evidence was never filed in this instant case. 

Accol:dingly, any reference to these emails (CP 884-935) 1lIlSt 

be disregarded in this appeal. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

Mr. t<ozol' s 21 originally plead silent withholding claims 

were filed within the ooe-year statute of limitations as accrued 

under Johnson and Hobbs. Mr. Kozol's 21 new claims of violation 

of RCW 42.56.100 were amended into this case un3er CR 15(b) and 

related back under CR 15(c) and were not time-barred. All claims 

in this case were amended under CR 15(b) into Case 

No.12-2-00285-2, and related back under CR 15(c) to the single 

claim on request mJ-15229,. and were not time-barred. 

Accol:dingly, Appellant respectfully requests that the Court grant 

this appeal and reverse the trial court' s order of dismissal. 

RESPECTFULLY submitted this II~ day of October, 2015. 

STE.VEN p. KOZOL 
rxx:1I 974691 
Appellant/Plaintiff, Pro Per 
191 Constantine Way 
Aberdeen, WA 98520 
Ph: (360)537-1800 

www.FreeSteveKozol.com 
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