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l~ ' I 'ROD1 ~ JCTION -. 

Wasl~inglon's luarriage laws discrirninate against citizens kased on 

gentler, this iiicii~des iis cl~iltlrci?. This point is liot in dispute. 'Jhc maill 

issue bciixe this court is whetl~iri- tlic Slalc cat1 justify tliis discrimiriatioii 

co~isistcilt with tlic Waslii~igtc~i Constitiltion. The Staic cannot. 

Washington'.; constitution ~.equires t l~at state-conferred privileges he 

riiade availabie to all Washi~igtoil citizens on an equal hasis, i nc l~ id i~~g  its 

chi1dl.cn. Wasliington's constitutioi~ provides protections against improper 

governmcnt intei-krcnce in its citizens' privale affairs aild personal 

a~ltoi~oii~y. Washington's constitution also requires that 110 Wasliingtoii 

citizci~ he subjecl to dill'crciit trcat~rient on account ol'l~i'i or- licr sex. 

Consistent wit11 thesc Clonsti11ilior1;il rcqiiircmcnts, the Slate cailncii 

discriiilinatc against a chiltl based on his or her sex in its marl-iage laws 

Accordingly, the Appellant a id  licr childreii, rcspcctfis1ly request [hat 

this Court cncl the discriminalioii a g r i ~ ~ s t  them, stop the hanu that ilows 

fiom that disci-inrinatio~i, and grant equal trcalnicilt for both milior 

chilclrcn ai issue it1 this ;ippeal. 

A. EJ~ I :Y  '1.0 I~ESP'XYIII~NI: s .crN'rI<ol>uc;:LE]hz: 

Wilson continues his tactic ofsla~itlcr and iinsuhstanti~itcci ncciisntioiis as a 

ineans to divert atterrtion from the issues under appeal. Wilson does riot 

properly :inswcr the appeiia~~t 's hrief and the issues tfierein. Wilsor~ has 



coritinucd to violate appellant rules of procedure without conseilueisce. 

(RAP 3.3, 9.2: 9.6, 10.3, 10.7, 18.0, GR 14.1) There is vcriiied evidence 

wilicll !itis bccn presented to the court substantiating tlte abuse fi-om the 

I<~ponc!c~tt. (Cl' 13c17-i4! 2, 1456-1 668, 1737-1740; 1751-1752) llis 

allowcince of  these violations ailti misreprcsentaiioiis to the court resulted 

in tlic belicf'of'thc impossibility Sot- rnc and my ciiiltircn obtaining a fail- 

and irilj~artial ruling out ol'Yaltil1ia County. ( l ip  14, 17, 23) Regardless, 

judicial relief was soi~ght in Yakinia County after s~tbstaniiai new 

evidence was presented to coniirrn the abuse orthe children by the 

I-espondenl. (CP 1426-1427) 1t was 011 Marc11 24, 2C)10 tlrat the Yaltima 

County court insti.uctcd niy attoi-ncy to seek a change ofvenae to Kiiig 

County as all tlic experts iiivolvetl with the cliildreii are located tlicre and 

i t  wouic! be in tlic best inicrcsls oi'liie cliiltireti to have the verrile niovcd 

there. On April 7; 20 10, [lie Yakima court granted the change ofvenue it? 

the best iiitcrcsts of the chiidren. (Cl' 1428-1 429, Rl' 13) llnder rcvisio11 

this was rcvet.scii, alier ~vliicli it was tile Appeals Court tl~at coilsoliikited 

this issnc along witlt tlie issue of'ccjual treatment !'or the children 

Wilsoli ~isakcs allegations and sVatenients ihat arc not relcvaiit, 

hearsay, unsubstantiated, anti siandcrous in natr~re. As the evidcrice filed 



in illis appeal i.ciiite Wilsuil's statement of the case, 1 tviist tirat illis court 

will review the records to conkism that his stutctnents are raise. Ilowcver, 

tirere arc blse :rlid inisrcprese~ited stalcrncuts ~ ~ ~ a t l c  hy lii i i i  that will he 

adtlrcsscci i n  lhis response 

i'rcviotis tcstinrony of Wilson cotifirms that he not oiily rcview~cd 

the legal scparaiion tirat was ol.iginnlly iiled by the parties, but that he did 

sign tile original pal-eiiting plan that was finalized in January of2002 

" Q You hiiri (:I cchtmcii to iook nt ull ihe,finnl papers in ihefilc~; 
i.s 1!1ri/ rfghl? 

A I did look iir  all oj'il~is. 

Q is yolii .s;~ynul~irc! on liiosc j~crp ' : s?  

A Some o f ~ h o s e  ilrr n?j/ . s i ~ ~ ~ i u i ~ ~ r ~ . s ,  ~ i n d  s o ~ t ~ e  ofthen? is no/. 

Q Pl'llici~ oi.ie, on liitr / iiluudihiel? 
A 7%1. one, wi /h  r11y - the ,fir?oi jiirper ofn?y right io --wcxiving 

i c y  rkhr lo pr~.se~itution. 
O So. on thr ihe FinuI L)e(,~.ec' ~j'I,i?g~r/ iSe,r)ilr~i/ion.? - 
A I'es. 
@ 190~1 (ihoiil till.(. one? 
A lkor o i ~ r  i.s 17i~v .cigntrtfir.e. 
Q And thiri ' s  ii?i, pciren/inji plun. " (Rl' 14-13} 

" IM-. lorello: Ij~rt, he :i. goi u pcirer?ling picm thnt hi. '3 iil1parcnl1.y 
.si,qned rind c~ckno~c~lt,cfgc.d. " (111' 32)  

I~u~.tI~er, ilic legal sepal-alioii filed hy tllc parties in 2001 and iitlalized in 

2002, was ;III agr-ecil llliiig. (:ontrary to liis statements, LVilsori discusses 

in ernails tlic legal sepal-atioii. his depositing his support into a baillc 

accouiit jcoi?tvary to his st:itemciil that I came and collected it cach 

paytlay), tiie f i ~ t  that lie has ihc docwiiciits and is having tlie VA review 

them with his ir~tc~ltioir of' having i t  mocii(ied (just 2 weeks after it was 



finalized), and requested to have tlie separation colivertetl to dissoliltion. 

(1:X ]'I< 13 1 ;  132. 133. 136) In ;ldditioii, tile original nolarized agreerilents 

bctween its signed h e b r c  tlie Tiling of the court z~ction aiso confinil ?ha? 

Wi1so11 odniiiteil his atiiiicrioris aiitl nhuse, tii~d agreed to tlie stipulations in 

tRc ngreeinents ancl cotii? doci~nierits. ( 1 3  Pf: 95). Ihc record coilfit-ns 

that Wiisoii is lying to this court in liis brief'. 

I'he professionals that tlie t-cspondmt addresses in his brief are 

under invcstigatioii by tlie stnie ibr iiiil,rofssionai conduct and f h u d  in 

connection with my chiltlren. Prcvious testimo~ly conlirn~cd that they 

provided ftilse tes t in ,o~~y to tlie court ; i ~ i i l  will be briefly adtlressed here. 

a. 1 L M . i  q l h & d ~ ~ j j ~ ~ ~ c ~  

Contrary to Mr. Olivero's testiinoi~y cited by Wilson, t'riere was 

oiily one time !liar I inet with hiin, which lie cvcntuelly admitted under 

oath. "L) A.siile.fio17i /!~:i~i ii7ili~l meciing wiih .Ms. llollingsheud when 

elre did you 1?7ce/ wirh /lei.? A I di(Jr7 'i. L? Yuu never met with her cignin? 

A No. " (Jli' 413) Wilsor~; in rcfbrclice to 111.. 0liva.0, rnaltes the 

stateluent in his hi-ici: "lle I-cpcatedly witiicsscd Ilollingshcad inalie 

inappropriate comn~ents  ahout Wilson iii Sroni of'the chiltlrcn." I'his is a 

lie. Dr. Olivero testified that hi: witi~essed m e  on "several occasions" 

making derog;itovy conimeiits alsout Wilson in ii-oiit oi'thc children. 'l'liis 

is a lie. Dr. C)livcro, as iidmitteii and reSerenced above, never saw me, 



with or withoi~l IIIC c11iliit.el1. aiier tlic oiie arid only time we met Sol- the 

intake nppointmcilt. Wilson admits in tcstiriio~~y tixir Dr. Olivsro 

S I I I ) C I - V ~ S ~ ~  otily Soiir ti~iics. (RI' 135) Dr. 0live1-o C O I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I I S  that he 

provided ihe scrvicc, .'7'i?reti l o  jive." times. (R'i' 404) On May 20; 2003, 

alict- i i i r  weelis o f  supervising ihe visits, I iss~tctl liitn ;\ letter informing 

hini that he was being replaceci as visitatiori supei.visor. Wilson testified, 

"Yo11 /mow, Mike Olivcuo wcr.s,fired. " (R1' 95) (~)livero reacted by sending 

trle a note through tlie riew s~~pervisor I-efiising to provi~le the sripcrvision 

duc the ticxt day. (EX PI 85) Over three years l:iter he rnade fkisc 

statements anti testimony against i11c which lic testified Wilsoil's 

aitori-iey's secretary scijitesletl lie wr-ite nncl H)I- which ire lie woilld he paid. 

(RI' 322) 

i). ;liiC! we~l.~VJs 

Wcsi was hit-ctl to take ovcr thc rolc ~Svisitalion supervisor i i i  June 

oi.2003 ant1 she conlitiued irr this roll unlii she enlaileti hcr termination in 

April of 2008. The only interaction I had wit11 West w a s  the "few 

seconils" it look to exchange tlie chiiilrcrl 11>1. the visitations. (CP 356-439, 

81 8-?01) West bccallie iri~sct when the children's primary care piiysician 

o~.ilcrecl that they not he expcisctl to "second hand smolte on clothing or via 

air ;tiso no exposure to colognc. J't has scvcrc ailcrgiss and asrl?n~a and 

above can trigger both. (daicd 6-17-05)" (Cl' 81 8-901) West's reactiot~ 



was ail immeciiate chairge in her denicanor toward me. She began scnciing 

eiirails that were incoherctrt and confusiilg ((:I' 818-'101), as 1 had no idca 

what the basis oi'thc personality change in U'est was. Wcst continually 

r cpo r t~ l  iicgative reactions f r im t!?e cliildrcn in coilneetion with liavirig lo 

visit wit11 Wilsor?. yet in lies reports siic t :~tcd illat "The chil~ii.cn I~civr 

~ I ~ / I ~ C I I V U '  d o  /he cor~zforiahlc duiur-in!: vititcliion. " Wilson also states in his 

brief thrtt "Ms. West testified she had never sccn anything inappropriate hy 

Wiisoii." Yet she icstiiies, "I /hink in my stiilerneni of PO04 when iherc 

i.vrrc tr riec~~i io redirccl bl~.  JVil~oi?. " West goes on to testify of several 

tir~ies that sire had Lo "redirect" MI-. Wilson. Shc also icstilics, contrary to 

Wilsoii's brief', that lie ciincelccl nuiiicrous visiti~tions :liiii did not 

rescliedule thcnr. Wilsorr himsell'co~riimis that he cancelled visits at Sal'e 

lim~ei: visitatio~ center giving the i'xcuse that he l~acl so~i~cthiiig else !ie 

hatl to do. (RI' 302-303, 663-664) 'J'hc clriltlrcir's therapist, Dr. Neweil, 

testified that West yelled at K . E .  aild callcti lier a narric. ((:I' 356-430, l<I' 

341) Iiollr chiltlr.cn contintretl to report that Wcst was not properly 

supervising. Guartlinn xi! 1,iteiii C:lleryl liahcr reported thai West was niii 

ixc~vidiilg sail: and appropr-iate supervision. (CI-' 568.590) 

My attol.iicy inlilrrneil tile tiial court of. hiest's treatment of K.11.; 

aiicr whiclr West began l ~ c r  iinsuhsi:iiiiiatcd. ricg;~ti\re coirinreirts ahorit me. 

it was West wlro began to send conf~isi~ig anti hostile emails to rrie as early 



as Ai~giist 2005. no1 At1i:Ii the "i'avorahie'' report written by her in 

October ofthai ye;ir. (C:i'356-439, 81 8-001) 

c. .lanice liurlce. C;uariliail ad 1,itelri ~- 

M s .  l3u1-kc was ossijineti as Guardian at1 lL,iieili ((;A[,) by the court. 

Slic testiiicd tl~at she had very liilii~cd experieiice ;is a himiiy law GAL,. 

()<I' 221) She Jailed at (he job in this case. Siie triadc indications o f a l ~ a t  

he!- rccomrne~?dations wonld be months bchre sire cven spoke to witiiescs 

or revic\+?.cti all information. Regardless, al :I settlcincnt conSerence slit 

indicated thai silt wo~.ild reconrmend guidclinc visitations. This was 

\witliout heginning hcr ilivcstigalion. "Q Oki~):. Now, you ctppcarud ill ihc' 

.sc///eii7rii/ coi?fi,rc>nt,r is /hu/ cori.ei/? ,4 7170f :Y corrc~c~. mii 21179. Q O ~ ~ I J J .  

Aird r i l  /hi// lime / I I , I L ~ . ~ O Z , I  hcid (in ol,i?oriuni(y io conij~/c,/e yoctr 

iiivc'siiguiicin? 4 h'o, 1 l7iid11 'f nlci ' h n  ' '  (Ri' 224) Siic coniini~cti to ijii io 

conduct lici- investigation acc~it-;itcly and r~~ir iy.  I t  was iiot iintil my 

attonley i-cilueslcti the court. Lo 1.ep1ace hcr that slic finally contacted 

anyone. ((:I' 21 3-234, 238-247.276-324) Burke was riot rcmoveti as 

CiAI,: hilt slie was reprimanded and ordered to do ;r tliorough 

investigaiio~?. Shi: reacted dcfcnsiveiy. I-ler icsiirnony is irr regard to her 

interaction with ilie altosncy, not me. 1-Icr tcstinio~~y coniirriis this. She 

tcsiiiics, "L) do ,voii ihink i? '.s/iiir / n  l!70t ib!.s. I~/o//ing.die~id ~ v ~ ~ z i l d  /~cive 

sornc conccr17s rcgurdir~g rc~eon7menduliouis or /g~ic.rs rhe .s~igge.s/ion tiiu? 



~l lr .  il/i/soi? siioiild helve ii~!l.cstricicd visiioiion prior ro yoiir conipleii~ig 

your. invesrig(~iiion.? Do you ~hiiilc it :c.,fi~ir to he concc~i?cd over ihci!? A 1 

woiiiii iign". Q Ok~iy. !C%c. iiiirke. l?cive I ever heen i.ii(,/e 10 );oiu? Or 

irtn~c I .riiii/~/v iii~iicrricu' / o  yoii 1 glic',~.s where. I iii.ccigri.cci? A IIi.~ci~qi.ec. Q 

11- (rrrti 1 i~.tki,ii!)oir ii)hr/hc~r or viol ii wi~s/iiir 10 s~iiic ihiii &Is. 

Iiolling,~lii~cit/ hiid ri2nde me~.ti of [he vi~i i~i iori  10 ii!hic/i you ~~:.;i'onded, ' I  

heiieve /hut ' ,  iviie? A I hriic~vc  hi^/ lriutj. '' (RP 284-285) CiAI, Burlte 

tcstiiics that I had 'made the most oi'the visitatio~l.' I ilari done evcryttiing 

I could tcr i i~ake tile ordered visitatioils :IS positive fbi. the childrcii as 

pcxsibie. Ir was ihc supe~.visor who took offolse at ilic request Sron~ 

tiortors, ilierapists. ctc. of her. pi-ovitling tlie c1iiIdi.cn witli ;I saik and 

licaltliy environment tli11-ing tlic visitations. 

Wilson i s  iriircciir21tc wliei~ he nientions the report iioin Dr. 

Ilougliel-ty. I3rtrkc testilies tl~ar Dr. Iloiigbcrty's iintiings on Wilson were 

actually. "Q M.Y. fliir.ke, iio you reccili ivhtrt it +vci.s iliiit Ilr. i)ot.igiicrfy iiid 

conclzide iet~ir11 regoi-(i 1 0  hi.s ~~.\:ychoIogicclI i?,v(imi/iiitior? q/'!l//r, B,'iIiron? A 

iiefOcit7tl ilzcir ihol ~htrre ittrs hewn hisfoi-icul i~lcohol cind rwcir.ijucmii 

ile~~i~~iiicincy iind /hi, tixi.s is I. An(/ A.xir 11 i.5 i?cxr.ci.ssi.ctic [lei-.?on~i/il)/ 11-iriis. " 

(Rl' 282-283) 

I3iiskc's rcport inilicatcs illat iliis is a k~mily with a loiig i~istol-y of 

ciomcstic violencc. Slic obtained this iiik)nnntion I'rorn the children and 



the witnesses that she contactcii once she i i~lally conlpleted her 

iirvestigatiot1. Jiurke teslilies, " Q  Yozi cuiegorizc this houseiioldits 

rr1lcg~ltiort.s c?/iJoilic.s/ic. i:iiilcnc'ii ti, siiijiicc: qjicr the crhusci. hixs iq!i t11e 

hozrsc~hoid; i.s ihni lrnconrmon? A ;Vo, it '.Y no/ ri~ic~.)iriri~oi?. It '.s V ~ > I Y )  

conznion. " (Itf' 2T3-29.3 Wi1soii"s hrief is misrepi-esei~ring I3urke-s 

ti~rdiirgs oi'dolncstic violence. She tiitl find a history oi'tlomcstic violence 

in this family, ;is tlid GAL (:hcryl Jiaber anil tlre court when the provided 

an order Sor protection in 2002 - 201 0. ((.:F' 568-590> 1'1; 07- 101) 

ti. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ( ' ~ ~  

1t;rchcJ l~istoi-ic:rJly has scucrc problcn~s with cil-LI~S, alcoiiol, and ~iicntal 

henltli tlisorders to si1c11 a degree that her involvement in this litigatioir is 

cerirlii~ly against her best intcrcsts. (J:X 1'1 116. 11 7, ! 10. 120, P1: 11 8; 

121; CP 776-81 7) 1 tried getting hcr inent;~l lrcalth and tirug arld alcohol 

treatment wflilc slic was still in rny home. IJnl 'ortuna~ly,  duc lo state law, 

once she w;~s ovcl- 13 years old she coulti rci'irse trcat~ilciit (IIC'W 71 34) .  

which she did. 

Iluring her testimony in this trial she slated: 

if Y ~ o h  1 'vr ~ji.iltt?ii cr lot iiJ'.rtz!j]. I win c i v  I SLI~L/, I' I.VLI,Y iji,slii/.h~d 
hcfiji-e. I i.ijrr.r ti cir~ig titidicl. Anti I - I cein hoi,t>s/l.y .stl)i I do11 '1 I.L'~IL'I~/)L'I 
i r  lot o[bi>hitt hir/)]x'nc?ri hi>ci~~i.r.ci ofthe t/ruf:v i'vc ~loize. A i d  iinyiiiivig [hilt 
I '17e w~it ien rniglql l?cii)e con?t' lo tliJfirrrzl - it? ciijfii.un1 .sil~rulions, iiifprent . . 

scencvios, rw ihciy still do. Llztt -- 



I) Did your inoin i~ilce you lo cr c'oiinsc~ior I'KKII? io yorii. tj[i/id iec~ving? 

I) And did yo~i rejiise io go io cozir~.st~lin~; iherecifler? 

A I told hcr I did iiof ivrint to xo 

Q Is there ( I  poinr in tirne I , V ~ P I I  ~ O I L , ~ N . I . I  suid /'ni I I O /  going I IMVIIZOI .~?  

1:ollowirig this icstinioriy thc court excused Jlachcl fio13> lhaviiig to 

complete hcr tcstinwny. (Rl> 035) 11: ii prior court liearirig t l ~ c  court fixt11tI 

that tcstimor~y koin Rachel was not goilig to he relied on 

"Ruche1 ir not - -  size? has so muiiy prohleins the (.'our/ rc~illy is not 
11repcrred dio l.r?/,l L I J I ~ I I  her. ~?'c>.x/ i~~c,ilk .she u?(~,y he .sli~~~~o~"liil?g her inaiher 
I I I k n o  ,Shle haas vt~rious serioits c?niolioiznl /~rohlems 17nd so I 'm 17/11 

going lo rise /?el- ii.r Lrny kin/:/ i$relirihic. vviir7e.c.c. in /hi,s C~I.YL' .  I'm tioi 
.(.ci.yirzg tCl~.?e j~r(jhli,n?.r. ure hei.,fii~di, hzil I rhink 1hcy 're i.veli u'ocirr~?c?nted 
ev1ougi.7 clnel she's rniidc conlrury .sf~ii.mci;rs fime and tin;c qqciin. She ',s 
r ~ a &  11ic117y nc!gicltive st(~/eri?eiiis w~iih rec(iecf to hcrfiriher, io th~rr i~~ i . c f .~  
o i~d soj i~rfh,  .so shr 1s wof going lo hc 1)cii.i oftile hii.~is l,i/)on which /he 
cozirl '.r going lo mi& i2i7)) c/eci.sion,s ni this /~oiril. " (CP 502-528) 

Ilachel has rnaile no contact with iiie si~icc May of2009 when she was 

living in Texas. 1 do not know what Kacliel's current situatio~~ is i n  regard 



to her drug, alcohol and mental health issues, hut have bccn told iliat slie 

has lost her hushaild and children. I col~tinoc to he conccrvied ahout 

Rachel but Itnow tl13t there is still notliiiig I can (lo to help Iicr. 

C .  r<J<PI~,Y ' I ~ O ~ ~ < ~ ~ S 1 ' ~ ~ ~ l l f ~ N ' J ~ ~  ''AI?G~.IME.N!Y 

On Arrgust 17: 20 10, this coull fi>und "Ms. I lollii~gslread again 

fails to cite autiiority conceniing the trial court retaining iurisdiction. 

Accordingiy, we neci! riot considcr this assignment of error" in conircclioli 

to the change oi'vcnue issue addressed in a previous appeal. Venue is not 

proper in Vakima County. C:oiltrary to Wilson's statemelit. I I O I I ~  of llic 

witnesses for tlicse chililr-cii reside in Yalcinla County. I liavc never i~i:icIe 

tiny fiilse allegations against Wilsoir. Violations of thc pi-oicciioi~ orifcr 

have been Jiled as they have occun-cd. l ie  has bccn Sound in contempt h r  

ihern oii several occasioris. (1% 1'1- 47-48) Ilc continues lo violaie the 

protection orders, and has plea bargained out of chargcs. Jiirisdiction is 

best placed in king County wliere [he chiltircrr reside. 1<(:W 26.09.280 

allows for a party to file for modificatioil pr-occcdings to take place irr ihc 

county whel-e the pal-ty and childreir reside. This is Kilig (~'ounty, wllcre 

tlic children a x ,  where all the witnesses are. King (:ouniy is wliere i t  is ill 

their best ir~tcvcsis. 

IViIsori contiiiues to miscjilote records in ail attempt to draw the 

attcntiori of the court away ii-om his own shortcornings as a parent and his 



history or  drugs, alcohol and menial hm1:rh issues, as well as his history of 

abusing tliese childresr. Not only does state law allow Sor j~~ristliction to Re 

in the coul~ty where tile cliiidrei~ resitle, but there ai-e marry lcgal 

;ii!tlloritics illat ligrec will1 this. Further, and most impormiil, jurisciiciion 

in the county wiicre tile children live is in the best interests ofthe children 

so that t.heir proScssiori:il witnesses can provide complete and accurate 

iiik'ori~~atio~~ to ihc court that makes such nmjor decisions in their lives. 

Wilson n~isleads the court w41en lic states that protection oriiers 

a m a  were obtained in King Courity lo avoid con-iplying with the Y k '  

County parentii~g plan. Protectioil orders werc initially ohtaislcd in 

Y;iltiii?a (:o~inty and we]-c then transScrretl to Icing County .ii-hc~i the 

children anti I ~riovcti there in 2004. (Pi!: '17-101) Support rnodilication 

of a i;na! order was soitght in cotnp!i:ince with I<CW 2(1.09.280 iil ihc 

county where t l~e chiltlren reside. 'lherc werc no xlocation or 

ntodification proceedings pel~ding in Yaltiina C:ounty at that iili~e a id  the 

child suppoi-t ortier was a [inai order that was nrodiiiahlc in the coul~ly 

where we reside. 

Wilson inisstales the issi~es wl~en 11c says tliat my "complaints 

werc dealt with in her prior ;~ppcals." 'I'Jse issue ol'juilicini equal ircatmcnt 

oS the children regal-tllcss oftheir gendcr was never addressetl i11 this court 

ancl it is this issue that was hroiight to this cou!? in the fall of 2009 when 



the trial court S:iiled to elrsure eclual treatmci-il of i l~c  chilclrcn and :illow 

discrimiii;ition diic Lo :lie gender of the child. 

Wilsoi~ is not cntitleii to attorney k c s  in conrrection with this 

appcal. The issue of eqtiaiity was never before this court previously aiitl 

there were n~mli~e~-ous "iicw facts" beleire the Superior Court \?,heti it 

ordered a change of venue in April of 2010. Wilson is purposely 

atterilptiirg lo tieccivc illis courl by hiding the "new facts" that liave been 

hefixc the trial court rccetmtly; of which tlre Appeals Court was not aware 

of when they issiicii its Augusl 2010 decisio~?. (CP 1 127-1412, 1456- 

1668, 1696: 1708. 1721-1725, 1736-1752) 'file state Attorney (;ciieral's 

ofiicc. along wit11 Cliiid PI-otcclion Ser\iiccs, iilccl a ilepcndeticy action 

against U'ilson due to the ahilse the children \yere subjected to at his 

1;aiids. 'Tlie chiltiren's iccdical provitlers; coullsciors, and advocates all 

filed iruiiierous staimmcnls and rcqucst,~ for assistance in protectirig tiicsc 

children from Wilsoi~. 'fhe Attolney General stated that at t l~c  very least 

tlrc court should ordo. that my son should be allowed the opportunity to 

choose if he hail lo visit with Wilson. 'L'herc were repol-ts fioiu coiii-isclor-s 

along with di-awings iirailc by my son in which he showetl iiirnself in a 

web crying for liclp. bountf, gagged and chained, anti cvcii being scxiially 

mi~tilatcd in rcspoiisc to Iris visits with his fatl~er. Cour~selors, CI'S, 

doctors, attorneys, advocates, fanlilylfriends ail pleaded with the court to 



provide my son with the protection illat he so obviously nceded fioiil 

Wilsor~. I t  was in Noveil?her of 2010 that the Yakinla coLiri finally 

intcsvened. (CI' 171 8-1 720) My son needs }?el-manerit pl-otcction horn 

~iistlier exposure to thc abuse lie was subjecteci to by Wilson. i-le needs to 

Icilo\v that he is iiiially s;ll'e and is being granted tire satne rights and 

protection illtit kis sister was arcor-deci in July 2009. 

ARc+UblEN7Y 

Wilson has totally igr~ored the issrrc of equality i\)r rlly soil. I-le lias 

:lot properly answered the Appellant's briel even though we was ai'forded 

six extciisiolrs to do so. ( K h l '  10.3) I-le appears to hope illat the court will 

not he awarc oi' thc a~l>~.isc l1c iias s~.il>,jccted my sc~ii to ant1 they will render 

a decision witlioi~t the k~iowicdgc that the major issue bcfol-e this corirt is 

the equd lreatrnent ibr my son and the lieed lhr protection fYo111 Yv'ilson 

i'or tlic children. llowcver, it is clearly n case of sex discriininalion for my 

son not to be afli,~-dcd the snn~e privileges and treatment as niy daughter. 

RCW 46.90.030 states: "1:i-eedo~n kom discrinrination - declz~ation of 

civil rigiits. (1) I'hc sight to he iicc from discrimination because of race, 

cretid, color, natioiltil oi-igiil. sex.. . is recognizeci as and declarcd to be a 

evi l  r i g  l 'hc l~illtial Kiglits Anicnclmenl aciopted by the people of ilic 

State of' Wasi~ingion in 1972 (Const. art. 3 1, 1 )  ";tbsoliitely forbids any 



c l ,  ,ishi ,.'r icalion 01' persons l>aseti on sex." IIAKJZIN v. CiOULI), &5-Wg:&i 

859, 540 P.211 882 (1975). ' h e  i':liA states, "Section I .  Equality oSRights -- 

ui~tlcr the law shell ~lot  he tleiiictl or abridged by the 1Jnited Slates or any 

statc on ilccount of' sex." " . . . i t  also goes without sayilrg that, regal-tlless of 

ilic l~istorical discrirninaiion against women that was the catalyst SOB the 

IEliA; i t  protccis both men arid women frorrr discriii~iilation bascti on 

gcniier." <;uiri-d v. ./aclcc.on . 132 LYs1.2d 660 , 666, 940 P.2d 642 (1907) 

(Ilolding wrongful dcatli statiite; as appiied, discrirnirmted against 71 maii). 

I11 MARQ1JI:Z v. UW: 35W-11. , 4 ~ ~ 3 .  3 3 ,  309, 648 P.2d 94 (1082), C.:ER'I'. 

I)t:NI1'1>; 460 1J.S. 1013j 7.5 I, .  Ed. 2d 482, 103 S.  C:t. 1253 (lc)83), ~ v c  

stateti ilic Ii,llou~iiig principle: BeSorc a violation of' this staie's 1 . m  

Against I)iscl.irninatioi~ can be cstahiislred, tire aggrieved party must sliow 

"practices oS ilisci-ii-niii:itic,n ACiAINST any of its inli;~bitants . . ." (Italics 

ours.) SIC:W NL6I1Q; SI:(l: I~I.I.INCSC1N v. SI'OKANE MOlYKiA<;E 

CO., 1 0  Wii. A1111.48, 54-55> 573 P.2d 380 (1078). SI-l? Gi(Nt<I<AII,Y 

CIIADWIC:K v. NOI1l'lIWI:S~ AII?I,lNT:S, INC:., 100 Wrr.2~1 221, 667 

E'.2ti i 104 ( 1  083). 

Further, the trial colirt did justly decide that venue is not proper in 

YCil<iana ('ourily, g~ziiitcti i t ~ c  veiiiic cliangc (hut undes reviuon icverieil 

11le cl-iangc). 'lliey beci~nic :i>v:ire o f thc  ~ ~ c t l  to move this case to King 

County due to the witnesses Sor the cliildrel~ all hcing there and it would 



he in tlic best intcresis oi'the children to have the case moved where their 

advocates arc located. 'i'lie court specifically instructed my attorney to tiic 

for a change oi'venuc, \vhicli Ile clidi and they approveci tile change. It \hias 

uiifort~inate that this ortler was thcii cbangccl undcr revision as i t  rcsu!ted 

in the contint~ed :lisscrvice to tlic chilcircn. It was the A p p e a l s C o ~ ~ r t  wbo 

then consoiidated the issiics oi'vcnlie \with the issue ofcijllality for my son. 

As such, venue is being presented for the court's review along with the 

new inS~)roiation that was 1101 available t o  them when it re~itlcred its 

August 17; 2010 decision. "Wc arc o f the  opinion that the trial court errctl 

in dcnyiiig realtors' motion fix ;I cl-iangc of venuc to King co~mly.  The 

convenici~ce of wii~lcsscs ;ii~d the ends oi' justice will certainly be 

fbrwarded by the cliasigc." The State of Washington_ on the relation o f  

Maried Xielsen el zil.. i'lairitif'ii, v. 'flri: Supcrioi- Court [or 'l'hurstoo 

C:o~mry, .lohn M .  Wilson, ludgc; Resporrdenl, 7 lVn.2d 562. "f\fier a 

consideration of this enlire records, we :,re convinced that the refusal of 

the trial court to grant a c h ~ ~ n g c  01' venue was not hased on reasorrahle 

grounds. We are furtl-ier convinced riiat the convcnicnce of witncsscs and 

tile ends of' j~~s i i cc  will be bcsi scrvcd by changing tlie veiluc of this case 

to Grant County, ancl that ilic tl-i~ll coui-t inaniksietl ail arbitrary a b ~ i s c  oi' 

the discrctiot~ vested iii i t ,  I-cfi~sing to grant tile incttion fbr a cliailge o i  

venue. l'hc order undcr review is reversed, and t l ~ e  cause remanded to the 



supcrior cui.lrt with dircctio~is to grant the niotion for chairge of ven~re." 

'The State o r  Wasliingtori. on tlie relation oC ltia A. Fleisciiman l3astels, 

PlaintiK v. Calvin S .  liall, ;IS Judge of ilie S~~pcr ior  Coilrt Sor Icing 

county, ct al., iicspoi~dcnts 1 l Wrt.2d 58 No 28537 Dcpt 2 Suprcme <:uort 

(1041) 1<CW 4.12.030 aiiti code 1881 s 51 read "the courl may, o n  

rnolion: in tire l'ullowing cases_ change the piace oftrial when it appcaxs by 

aitidrrvit, or other satisfncto~-y proof' (3) that tlie conveiliencc oi'wit~iesscs 

or the ends of justice wouitl he ibrwarilcd by the change." 28 1404 states 

i i l  par-t: "For tlie convenience of 1x11-tics atid \vitricsses, in the interest 01' 

justice; a c o ~ ~ r t  rnay trnnsi'er any civil action lo any other district or 

division \,vli~~-e it itiigl~t 1i;ive bee11 hi-ought." "f~lcre after evcry action or 

proceciling to cl~ange, iiiodify_ or eliforce ai-iy fiiral ortier, iutlgmcnt. or 

decree herciofore or Iiei-caller ciitercd in any tlissolurioii or legal 

sepal-atioii or clcclaration conccrr~irig (lie validity of a mcri-riage, whether 

uildcr this chapter or prior law; in relation to cal-c, ci~siody. control, or 

suppol? ol' the minor children oi' the rnarriagc may he brought in the 

county w11c1-e said niinor childrcn arc then residing." Gladys R.  

Schroedcr; Respoiidcnt, v. John W. Schroder, f'etiiioner, 74 Wn.2d 853 

N o  40344 Sul3reinc C'oi~rt (1068) I t  was iiianirestly ~111.just to deny the 

charjge of venue and ihis should he revered ;uiil grairtcd so tlic children 

call ohtain the juiiicial suppoi? they are aSfortied by constitiitio~ial right. 



l'he order oi'tl~c court should be revised to allow Sor ec\utll t1.ealmcnl ofthc 

male cl~ilii compared with tlizri of the fcm;ilc child. 'ihc urilcr oT1l1e court 

shorrlcl hc r-evised to allow fbr a chailge oSvcrlue to icing as this is wlierc 

t l ~ c  cIiildi.cn 1-cside rind all their \vitnesscs arc there. 'This is not only as is 

allowed by law atid constitutiori, but is in tile besi interests orthe children 

Respectf~iily submitted, 

DATED 7'111s 22"" day of'lnnc 201 1. 
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