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I. INTRODUCTION

The appellant, Rosa M. Sarausad, pro se, is seeking review of the foregoing material
issues of facts of the case on hand with the great hope that justice and mercy be achieved in the
end.

This is the case of a married couple who has been living together as husband and wife

for the last 42 years and raised four beautiful and successful children.

After 42 years of living together as husband and wife, respondent, Romulo Y. Sarausad
moved out from home last February 26, 2010. He did this move surreptitiously, secretly, and
deceitfully. The appellant, Rosa Sarausad, was in Sacred Heart Church in Seattle that day,
when he moved out. He never discussed with her up to the present time his responsibilities as
to the properties and debts they have accrued over the years. As he is living with the other
woman, he is claiming that he and Rosa Sarausad have already been divorced by virtue of a
fraudulently obtained and illegally executed Decree of Dissolution in 1996 even if he and Rosa
Sarausad had been living together for the last 42 years, married, and as husband and wife.
This decree was not known to the appellant, Rosa Sarausad, until on August 20, 2009 when
some woman confronted both the appellant and the respondent, and said that this woman and
Romulo Sarausad had been married for sometime without living together because Romulo

Sarausad was still living with Rosa Sarausad at the time.

Because of this situation appellant’s home is under foreclosure, utility bills and other
personal bills of respondent, Romulo Sarausad that are supposed to be paid by him has been
over due and left unpaid. Appellant had to file bankcruptcy while dealing with the bank for the
matter of her home foreclosure. Appelllant is incurring more damages as time goes on so

appellant is praying for a quick resolution.
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IL. ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

The Superior Court erred in entering the Commissioner’s Order, dated 3/21/11, denying
the appellant to show cause to vacate the Decree of Dissolution of 1996, CP 40-42 and also
erred in entering the Judge Pro-tem Robert Leach’s Order, dated 5/3/11, denying the revision
of the Commissioner’s Order of 3/21/11, CP 20-21.

1. Did the Commissioner in Superior Court erred in denying the appellant to show cause
to vacate the Decree of Dissolution of 19967

2. Did the Commissioner in Superior Court erred in not hearing testimony about the
fraud and misrepresentations involved in obtaining and executing the Decree of Dissolution
of 1996, thus unable to hear that in the Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law in this
Decree of Dissolution of 1996 has been entered the following and signed by a Commissioner
Arden J. Bedle in September 25, 1996:

“ Both petitioner and respondent mutually agreed to have legal separation due to

irreparable differences and they both mutually and willingly support each of their
children under 18 years of age.” CP 185. Also as Exhibit D.

So, this decree of 1996 is not a divorce decree but a Decree of Legal Separation.

[II. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The following declaration of Rosa M. Sarausad will constitute the statement of the

casc.

DECLARATION OF ROSA M. SARAUSAD
(In Support of this Appeal Case, 9/28/11)

I, Rosa M. Sarausad, a US citizen and a resident of the State of Washington, declare the

following statements are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and ability:
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1) Iam declaring that this Decree of Dissolution of 1996 has been fraudulently obtained and
illegally executed by respondent , Romulo Y. Sarausad, and he is so aggressively being
defended by his counsel, who could be doing a lot of misrepresentations to the extent that at
this very point in time I am at the verge of being evicted from my home due to a wrongful

foreclosure so I am needing an attorney to keep me in my home.

2) For the background of my marriage to Romulo Y. Sarausad, please see CP 49 to 50.

3) The Decree of Dissolution of 1996 was obtained fraudulently as is related in pages 51 to 52
of CP.

4) On August 20,2009 , an incident happened that exposed Romulo Sarausad’s fraud. Pages
52 to 53 of CP.

5) By November 17,2009 Romulo Sarausad admitted fraud. He filed a declaration divorcing
Lourdes Limbo but later he did not file this in court.. CP 54 to55; CP 68 to 77, CP 78 t080.

6) On February 26, 2010, Romulo Sarausad left home surreptitiously, secretly and deceitfully
without discussing anything with me. See pages 103 to 105 CP.

7) Solfiled a petition for divorce in the King County Superior Court by May of 2010 pro se.
with the cause number, 10-3-03656-7 SEA. This was dismissed last February 13, 2011 for the
following reason by the counsel of respondent, Romulo Y. Sarausad, Atty. Joshua C.
Wheeler, so quoting:

“ There is no basis for this action in either law or fact. The entry of the Decree of Dissolution
with Snohomish County Superior Court on September 25, 1996 precludes Petitioner from trying
that same action in some other venue. Petitioner is a pro se party who has conferred with two
different attorneys regarding this same matter. Despite obtaining advice from two different

attorneys, and the fact that she is to be held as an attorney, she persists with this frivolous action
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against which Respondent has incurred considerable cost to defend. Accordingly, this action
should be dismissed with prejudice pursuant to CR12(b)(6), and the Respondent should be
awarded $2,000 for and as attorney’s fees, and a further $5,000 should be awarded to

Respondent for terms against the Petitioner. “

8) On May 26, 2011, I was being garnished. CP 7to 19.

9) On March 4, 2011, I was with my ex-counsel, Atty. Edward Chung and the counsel of
Romulo Y. Sarausad, respondent, Atty. Joshua Wheeler before Commissioner Lester H. Stewart
to hear the matter: Show Cause/Vacate Decree #17

The finding by the court is that thesr was no order to show cause filed. So the hearing was
stricken, my ex-counsel got sanctioned $300 and was given a new hearing date and that he was
to serve properly Romulo Y. Sarausad to come to court to answer questions regarding the casse
on hand. The new hearing date was March 21, 2011. CP 117-120.

10) On March 21, 2011, we had the continuance hearing. My ex-counsel came in late and then
we had the hearing; the Commissioner gave each side of the party 10 minutes to talk. At this
time I did not understand what is going on because Romulo Y. Sarausad was still not present,
then Atty. Wheeler got to talk first and my ex-counsel could not defend and our motion got

denied. So the Commissioner did not hear our side of the case. CP 40-42.

11) So,Iam here before you seeking review of the various evidence of misrepresentations,
fraud, etc. that would lead to vacate the Decree of Dissolution of 1996 (September 25, 1990)

such as the following:

Exhibit A Romulo Sarausad’s November 17" 2009 Declaration.....CP 64-66
Exhibit B A mailing service document blank ........................CP 250
Exhibit C Page 5, line 52 of Findings of Facts & Conclusions of Law: CP 183
“Petitioner and Respondent mutually agreed to have a legal separation due to

irreparable differences” (Handwritten by Petitioner)
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Exhibit D Page 7, lines 48-52 of Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law: with
Commissioner’s signature: Both Petitioner and Respondent mutually agreed to have legal
separation due to irreparable differences and they mutually and willingly support each of their
Children under 18 years of age.” CP 185

Exhibit E Page 6 of the Decree CP 175

No spousal maintenance

IV. DISCUSSION AND ARGUMENT

Appellant, Rosa M. Sarausad herein discusses and argue each of the exhibit presented

above.

1. Exhibit A, is the respondent Romulo Y. Sarausad, declaration that really supports the facts
the Appellant has in her declarations all about fraud. CP 64-66

2. Exhibit B, is a document for mailing services, that said on the left-hand corner of the page,
“FOR PARTIES PRO SE : Someone other than you must serve this document on the other
parties in the action & that person must fill out the section below. “
This document is not filled out and has a forged signature of the Appellant. This help support
the fact the Appellant declared that she has never been served or notified by the Petitioner of the
Decree of Dissolution of 1996. CP250
3. Exhibit C and D, are documents stating the findings of facts and conclusions of law that
this Decree of 1996 is a Decree of Legal Separation and not a Decree of Dissolution of
Marriage. In Marriage of Moody, 137 Wn.2d. 979 p.987, it is said, “Legal separation
proceedings in the State of Washington are governed by the dissolution statute. In a decree
of legal separation the court does not dissolve the marriage. However, all other relief

granted in a decree of dissolution, such as spousal maintenance, and disposition of property
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and debts, can be granted in the decree. RCW 26.09.050(1). See generally IWASHINGTON
BAR ASS'N.

A decree of legal separation is final when entered, subject to the right of appeal.
RCW26.09.150... ..... SEE 1 HOMER H. CLARK, JR, THE LAW OF DOMESTIC
RELATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES & 7.4, at 458(2d ed.1987). Either party may move to
convert the decree of legal separation to a decree of dissolution after six months have passed
from the entry of the initial decree <<3>> RCW 26.09.150. The spousal maintenance
provisions of the decree may generally be modified prospectively upon a showing of
substantial change of circumstances. RCW 26.09.170(1). However, the decrees provisions as
to property disposition may not be revoked or modified , unless the trial court finds the
existence of conditions that justify the reopening of a judgment under the laws of Washington.
RCW26.09.170(1).

4. Exhibit E, CP175, is page 6 of the Decree that said: Spousal maintenance does not apply.
Appellant really disagree with this and looking forward by the Grace of God to be successful in

getting one.
V. CONCLUSIONS

Appellant is seeking relief in accordance to RCW 26.09.150, RCW 26.09.170(1) and
that she be awarded for damages incurred due to fraud and misrepresentations of the

respondent, Romulo Y. Sarausad and his counsel in accordance to CR60(b)(1) and CR60(b)(4).

Dated today, September 29, 2011 %
W&//

Ro'sa M. {8arausad/Appellant/pro se
4606- 230™ Terrace SE
Sammamish, WA 98075
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
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in re the Marriage cof:
ROMULO Y. SARAUSAD,

Case No.:

Petitioner,

PETITION FOR DISSOLUTION OF
MARRTAGE

vs.
TOURDES C. T.TMBO,

Respondent

e L SR P —

PETITIONER'S DECLARATION

I, Romulo Y. Sarausad, dcclarc thc following statcments arc

true and correct to the best of my knowledge and ability:

1. My ax-wifle, Ros2 Sarausad, whoin T am living wiLth lor
forty years mow up to this time, overemphasized to me several
times in the past fsw months that she has no foggiest idea that
we were alrcady divorcoed in 1995 at Snohomish County Court
House, Everett, Washington.

2. When T married my wife, Tourdes T.imbo, lasL December 6,
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2008, we were not living together. 1 was still living with my

ex-wife, Rosa Sarausad, who did not kaow that 1| married Lourdes
Limbo. Rousa Sarausad only knew about this marriage last August
20, 2009 when Lourdes Limbo confronted me and my ex-wife in the
Bus Stop as we (Rosa Sarausad and 1) were trying to catch the
bus to go home. In fact today, November 17, 2009, she had to
confront my ex-wife again by the front door of our home with my

ex-wife that to let me sign document in regards to buying an
aparlmenlL, T did nol sign, because Lhis marriage is nol legal
since my ex-wife, Roesa Sarausad whom L have been living with for
forty years now is not aware that we'’re divorce.

J. IT'm rcguesting my cx-wifc o resolve this problem
peacefully without going to Court and without hiring lawyers to
minimize expenses.

4. Quite honestly, I still live most of the kime in my
house at 4606-230" rerrace Sk, Szmmamish, WA 98075 because 1
have lots of obligations to do in my house such as paying the
mortgage, paying home equity loan, paving utillty bills, water,
garbage, tclecphone, cte.

5. There was a big miscommunication between m2 and my ex-
wife, Rosa Sarausad, based on tha fact thar accoxding to her,
she doesn’l. have iLhe slighlesl idez Lhal we were divarced:
already in 1996.

imbco because we were not
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5. 50 I have to di

living together 100% of the time duc te being incompatible with
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each other.
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7. I hope that this matter be resolve peacefully and as

soon, as possihle.

ce: Lourdes C.Limbo

arzusad, 11/17/09
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()] The wife has incuwrred the fo.llowing separate liabilities: _

Creditor Amount

“xt, C
[1 Other

212  MAINTENANCE.

[V( Maintenance was not requested.
{] Maintenance should not be ordered because:

[1 - Maintenance should be ordered because:’

{1 Other: ‘ N
213 CONTINUING RESTRAINING ORDER. |

M/ Does not apply
[1 A continuing restraining order against the [ ] husband [ ] wife [ ] both parties

is necessary because:

{1 Oth_er:

.2.14 FEES AND COSTS.

€] There is no -award of fees or costs because:

"~ The [] husband [ ] wife has the need for the payment of fees and costs and the

other spouse has the ability to pay these fees and costs. The { ] husband [ ] wife

/ has incurred reasonable attomey fess and costs in the amount of §.
[

Other (Yz.h #wuw e 2"," adent MA’{’ G'HCJ 4&0 hee
© oAl \.,,#I Jeparetior dwe b irrl—PpmAb_ oy }J-“’V""" s -
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
WPP DR 04.0300 7/93) . ) v . .
CR 52‘ RCW- 26. 09 030 .070 (3) T o 7 , . \%/b
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(] The child is physxcnlly present in this state and has been abandoned or
2 " - itis necessary.in an emergency to protect the child because he or she has

_been subjected to or threatened with mistreatment or abuse.

4 v
L ) 11 No oth_er state has Junsdxcnon or a state with Jumdxcnon has declined to
6| - ‘exercise jurisdiction on the ground ‘that this state is the more appropriate
. vforumandltlsmthebestmterestofthechﬂdforrhucourttousume ’
8 Junschcdon
10 1] This court has contmuing jumdxcuon because the court has previously

made a child custody or parenting plan determination in this matter and
Washington remains the residence of the childrm or any contestant.

[] Other o . - 5’,(&.@
218  PARENTING PLAN. o
[vK-—Bou—aot—tppw

Qﬁ ‘The' parenting plan signed by the court on 3 is approved and
’ Date)

mcorponted as paxt of these ﬁndxngs.

{1 'nns parenting plan is the result of an agreement of the parties.
[1 Other: - - , . .
219  CHILD SUPPORT.

Y

% ' "l‘here are chﬂdren in need of. sup&ort and child support should be set pursuant :

" to the Washington Soeoemdﬁ (886Schedule. The Order of Child Support
slgned by the court on _ and the child support worksheet
) © . (Date)
- which has been approved by the court are mcotpomted by reference in these
ﬁndmgs. i
[]  Other

220 omr: WA
v - . CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

" The court makee the following conclusions of law from the foregomg ﬁndmgs of faet: g

31 Jumsmcnon L . (@/
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Dbe. ot apply. R
Each- party Bhall hold ‘the  other part iarmless from any
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collection actiori relating to sepa:rate or community
liabilities set forth above, including reasonable
attorney’s fees and costs incurred in defending against
any attempts to collect an obl;gatlon of the other party.

é}dx.h

3.7 SPOUSAL MAINTENANCE.
[yf/ Does not apply.

(

(

' DECREE -

]

The [ ] husband [ ] wife shall pay maintenance as set
forth in Exhibit _ . This exhibit is attached or
filed and incorporated by' reference as part of this
decree.

The [-] husband [ ] wife shall pay 5
maintenance. Maintenance shall be paid [ ] weekly [ ]
semi-monthly [ ] monthly. The first maintenance payment
shall be due on._- - . The obligation to pay

(date)
future maintenance is terminated:
[ ] upon the death of either party or the r_.arriage of
*  the party receiving maintenance.
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