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INTRODUCTION 

1, Monty Richardson am here because I was WRONGLY accused and charged (now 4+ years ago) with 

allegedly putting my daughter's life at risk to a high enough level which if accurate would warrant a cps 

neglect charge. I am only here because the ACCURATE child-risk-relevant details of the August 30th 

200; event (as has been detailed in previously submitted statements) do NOT warrant such charge. 

I am here because I never ever ever smoked crack cocaine in my daughters presence; I ~ neglected, 

placed at risk, or scared my teething dramatic-crying -for-mom-stage danghter during our 10-1; minute 

visit in the door-less room with my sister nearby in the small house post a minor amount of cocaine 

usage earlier in the day. I am here despite my engrained childhood-learned pattern to frazzle, fear, 

stupefY, stumble and shutdown in speaking up; admittedly I remain speaking -up here now mostly 

because I have a more tenacious and social- truth -and- justice-passionate, as well as and quality social-

services-demanding, wife who knows this about me, became confirmed (via her first hand exposure to my 

family, this event and her own simultaneous false accusation experience), and her evolved skills at 

unearthing my addiction truths. Admittedly my then recent history of relapse which was ~v~~:ery 
!1- ~ett()'\' . 

scary"' an9 t . g to my emotionally fragile angry sister and to my h~th~ety and family stability. 

This unfortunately triggered angry and false accusations to the cps agency which despite later retraction 1 a,o rvW+ :1>~ 

by the accuser remain on my record as a charge of child neglect. I (and my wife whom was also 

temporarily falsely accused )experienced severe obstruction to speak up and allow the fuller and more 

accurate facts included in the CPS charge-determining-process partly due to our already overstressed 

family's new stress and inadequacies to self-defend, and significantly as well due to the failings of the 

CPS and later judicial process to adequately facilitate justice. Previous statements submitted address the 

details. 

RESPONSE TO RESPONDENTS INTRODUCTION 



Again, as earlier presented, the minor amount, belated timing, non readily-discemable-ness (by accuser) 

of the cocaine usage provideSsignificant reasonable doubt as to whether or not the accused was tlUly 

legally "under the influence" of cocaine -let alone a significant chargeable neglect lisk factor. The later 

evening non-child-related substantial tIUe "under the influence" level testimony became unjustly fused 

and confused with this, again as has been discussed in earlier submitted statements. The usage of crack 

cocaine aor any illegal had NEVER this date or ever been in the room or presence of the baby. As 

emphasized in earlier testimony this was never an established fact and again the emotionally unstable, 

,~Q\~Oc)l ( .. \~ o\t"~ 
~I)en:t~'- mt paranoid state) accuser herself later vel)' sincerely and emphatically retracted under oath 

this earlier not-under-oath gossip/accusation to Suzy Vigessa (whom stealthfully dodged counter-

testimony from family witness Ms Blessing); moreover the smoke scent~hich helped plant this fear in 

accuser)was likely due to Ms T's vel)' cigarette wafting in to the room from her own outside smoking. 

(Accuser had been previously been asked not to smoke in various outside locations due to Ms B's 

complaints of this but ignored requests). (Note: Mr R's cocaine usage had previously (off duty) been 

. inserted inside a cigarette.) As argued in previously submitted statement, integrity of record keeping, 

sufficient communication, investigation integrity, adequate facilitation of legal response recourse, were 

severely compromised particularly at the CPS level. As detailed earlier, at least sans adept legal 

repI:esentation (for an already struggling-with-life average CPS falsely accused citizen) , tlle 4 levels of 

potential correction and remediation at the various 4 levels of review require too "heavy of a burden", 

too complex and frazzling "coaching in legal RCWs" legal technicalities, too" advanced "legal basis" 

"theories/argument"' etc to be a legitimate, ,fair, viable means to respond ... yet we persevere. 

RESPONSE TO THE COUNTERSTATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Please note the lapse visit time discrepencies in (the belated 3ish year later) time testimonial 
"tile: ., 0 -u..-C: (Y\CV\,-,\oI-, 

recollections; 10-15 minutes was also a legally provided time estimate. As emphasized on previously 

submitted statements, the "under the influence ., level, "cocaine affect rl'''mhtor skills and judgment .. 

pertained to the context of high usage amounts such as the later-in -the -evening- return-to- home 

admission of high. "(sans contact with child and not the charged alleged- neglect-event). Please note 



the transcript context (and best yet the actual audio which was inaudible at critical moments)of Mr R's 

plea to cps to not lose his child, to over-emphasize he "gets'"' the message not to use even a dab of cocaine 

pre baby contact, "it's stupid. wrong, ''very, very very scary" to (out of context) KMR (miss-said! 

. . ... ~~a ' ~\?\\~rth ~ ~a). c..'<"'ds has" h . ·d"'· . . .. pertammg to ~i:Ulllly s longeVIty us'KaIIy- wor re emp . lZlllg OW .. stuPl··, --wrong --;-very scary 
~lATa\\..., 

(legally for Mr R)to "even hold her for 15 minutes"); Mr. R's extreme fear of loss· (especiall!cter J 

losing his daughter), histOI)' of non-thinking-frazzledl-over-apologizing/plea-in~(fear of speaking up and 

potentially provoking more wrath from:$ an authority figure especially CPS, and out of context words in a 

frazzled non-represented setting. (for clearer explanation please ~ query Mr R further in person in 

comt.) Again there is MUCH available substantiation that the transitory baby's crying was her at-tbe-

stage normal (scary) teething pain, and emphatic communication for instant mom and milk contact). 

Again as submitted and extensively explained in previous documents absolutely NO "in the room baby 
~~'ANI::r ;--

cocaine smoking" ever ever occurred (as detailed prior, this "sticking" was only an arbitrary assumption 

largely due to inadequate fuller testimony disallowed/misunderstood at the ALI bearing) . And yes many 

family members were concerned for Mr R's welfare due to drug use, the long-term impact it may have if 

~~tc:...~ 
not-effectively intelvened, on the welfare of the family and the baby, but NO UQ! accurate' nor ) 

maintained that the immediate safely welfare of the baby was at risk or true fear. (Again as detailed 

previous, false accusation~CPS aMOf9fl. explained and retracted and couected by an apologetic (and t+...~::'\. '/'fo.""f.~ 
should be held legally accountable perhaps~riginall¥falsely accusing emotionally compromised sister of 

Mr R. ) Please again note that as per dismissing/avoiding Ms Blessing testimony due to her "not being 

home during the event", this is misleading because Ms Blessing was key witness in being in 

communication with the later false accuser and bad returned bome to a healthy normal baby and beard 

directly from the later-(cbanging story-false )accuser the original very different, non safety-neglect, 

account of the day.~. 

TI\t>{e. ~ 7 po~-f 
Please note the previously emphasized extensive submissious re the accuracy and integrity of the CPS 

alleged "investigation" and "determination"/glimpsing assumptions. Please note the earlier submissions re 

the alleged "review" (Ms. V's notes primarily "founded" solely on Ms T's false ~er retracted private 

phone cOnversations and stealth avoidance ofMs B's attempt to contact). Previous submissions detail the 
~1 ;\--'I"'''} 
-\!> 



motivations and complications (re all parties involved)explaining the determinations. 

Please note elsewhere and ahead the complications re Ms Blessings attempt to provide key witness and 

.. r·.l; :<;'"i'fI'fa 'J tfon:i.J . nJ nal th ALJ h . (. I din th ALJ' th· cntlcaJ]etep ;iu~t Fel'le~O perso support at e eanng mc u gem ell' not 

following through on their promise to Ms Blessing to testify ...... which was the only reason Ms Blessing 

had not objected (via Mr R) to supposedly ·'temporarily'" wait in the waiting room for her turn ..... . 

breech of trust in the ALJs personal words of assurance); 

Please note the obvious extensive and likely normal and inherent(for non represented cps neglect 

defendees) complications and problems in "competing'" achieving perfect legal teclmicalities and 

requirements. We submitted viable evidence as was available to us atthe time; compromised and belated 

contacted with Deana and Shyla, the response-to- the-hearing-results-timing nature of the letters, the 

e.-,,\\ ~"\-e ~b~'\;.9,;.io~ 
novice-legal-aptitudes of the defendant and aid ~s htgIqIe-we nll factors. 

MORE RESPONSE TO ARGUEMENI 

A. General Principles governing Judicial Review, B, Judicial Rieview of Agency orders in Adjuncticative 

Proceedings C. Response to New evidence discussion. Out of time, please see discussion 

D. There is not nor ever was substantial evidence to support the mis-finding of negligent treatment 2. 
=--

Severe LACK of adequate ''Careful consideration of the records, (misunderstanding of and mere cursory 

glimpses of the) demeanors and motivations of the parties, reasonableness (not an easy normal 

reasonable family) of the testimony and the (SEVERE~ g acid; & I . I up; ( . J cniaacJ ~f) 

totality of (largely misunderstood and inaccurate)"" evidence presented'" (in conjuction with outright 

compromised CPS "investigative" enol'S, misleading (and violations), and defendant's lack oflegal 

\\ 
expertise etc) presented," GROSSLY impeded the ALJ's "findings". 

14.The btief exclusionary and grossly remiss "investigation" of Ms. Vigessa was not Credible. 
-c-<:' 

! 

17. Response much discussed elsewhere ..... including the response to the testimony re Mr. R's 

(misleadingly and unfairly labeled) ridiculously alleged "clearly false testimony'". The message/contex1: 

of the statement was merely that upon he and his daughter seeing each other, his daughter made a positive 



forward movement to see him (prompting Mr. R then to pick her up and spend a few moments with his 

daughter); In communicating this, due to the reali~' and complexities of remembering exact and 

~ (';0 ",gt-t\ ~\\£,~ \~', 
perfectly expressed minor details of several years ~t a minor aspect of an event especially when there 

vJ't1;\~' 
were other kids/cousins with KMR at this specific time indeed ambling around and likely toward .tum as 

~'10 . 
well .... this is ari unreaSOnable{!mtentiallf~-ejudiced)aild unjust assumption by the ALJ that Mr. R's 

motivation was to clearly lie 0:~~\impaired10 recollect especially regarding a recollection and 

(understandable slightly jumbled in a 'j~:r~ grill environment to boot) jumbled expression of a non 

controversial ancillary( no motivation to lie/non justifiable (again, out of conteXt as it was vel)' post 

event/event) impairment accusation) aspect of the pre "event" anyway. (It is of some' strong opinion 

that this was outrageously ridiculous if not pathetic for a professional to make uncalled for attack of this.) 

. There was and is no truth to the accusation nor evidence that the appellant himself nor his sister 
~ 

"allegedly attempted to downplay the earlier assertions made to ms ¥against her brother. ... " when she I t"-S· 

honestly ( and later reemphasized in a non-iegally accepted letter) apologized for her previous deceptions, 

ill, devious false accusations . (fmth:et~ this intermittently triggered false sabsamti2rted -accusing 

pattern had been discussed in earlier submissions including further documented {i~?cllie~hYla'S 

also nOIMlccepted letter of testimony) 

. ~y) . 
3. '? Appellants failure to call his wife to testify at the ALJ d$§ constitute error; there is substantial 

~"{'fh~~'; .\r,h,,"-~\,? 
evidence to suggest that Mr. R was at least accidentally mislead/tricked and'COnlliSed I'e the legitimate 

inclusion of his wife's witness. The ALJ had directly spoken to wife, personally assured ftlS B directly 

her opportuni~, to speak and had a moral and S8 . gly legal~ responsibili~' to include Ms. B as 

was originally legally promised/insured as a condition ofMs B's allegedly only temporary wait outside. 

Please refer to earlier submissions 

Out of time and redundant to reiterate. 

Except to respond/note that Mr. R (and many similarly accused) need legal rep at least some support (as 

was planned to have wife@nd formerly co-falsely accu~ at least some form of aid/counsel/reminder 

of rights/communications coach etc in a highly stressful critical grilling session). Although those 



experienced and skilled might not be able to understand this (or at least be familiar with Mr. R's needs) 1. 

1. Indeed a "no" response was made due to (mis)understanding derived from the original AL.4eferencea­

context of direct witness of the limited portion of the event (~~)~ full event witness), ~~ 
~~ 

original ( accurate) understanding of 1M being a viable witness ~s he put on his list)was tragically in his 

confused mislead, stressed mind not allowable~tilble,~plicable to his now much narrower, confused, 

mislead understanding of the word witness (written clearer elsewhere/out of time 2. (and 3.)It logically 

follows that this new confusion would now over-ride Ms. B's (8' tk &:8) rightlviability to return t~~"JS 
4. Ditto- same stuff, mindset, please remember~~was/is not a professional witness and a witness who 

got and gets readily off-track in vruious similar speak-up situation, he doesn't want to provoke, make 
~'1 ' 'ffZ~ V'~~. {};{?~~ ~;-

waves incur more wrath of an authority ..... etc. This writing aid too%oJcurslthat it didn't make sense ..., 

that why the prosecuting "witness" Ms Viggesa whom ~ not been present for the events of august 29th be 

yet allowed to testify and not Ms B .... but to Mr. R and possibly many others that appru·entl~· doesn't 

process the same as the defendant witness .... especially perhaps as that was never empftes~.1i ex asked of 
\ 

~~~~ ~~ev 
Ms Vigessa; her witness role was never "dismissed" previously as has Ms. 's B's alleged "damage 

controlT witness role even though Ms B was so much closer and broader scope of the overall incident 

Case in point again is respondents brief pg 23 ., Furthermore Ms B was not present at the fatnily home on 

august 29thth .... '· thus actually it pretty logically follows that a person not prone to speaking up would not 
. . 

think it viable/acceptable to see else speak this othelwise seemingly logical right to include Ms B as 

Off track, Out of time to try much here, already discussed in earlier submission and again 



Rysponse to the obscure small hidden print disclaimer, "", the ALJ does not critique the quality of e 

inv>- ation cps conducted, review the logic of the reasoning process cps used or scrutenize 

staff ... -, Inanity of this disclaimer clause aside .... would it not at least follow that c' Cal witnesses be 

, required to participate, ...... would not a reasonable mind not s 

rampant possibiliti /lack of almost any accountabilit.y for very very vel)' s ' compromised actions for 

an agency to be able to lip into a legal 'justice'- system .... how easy it i 0 write-off any ( not just the 

d"\St\~i'\1\'2V 
more clueful and rights-de ding) a~ with such ved.liage. 

~ ~V! 
h th . d\~elal'" hi I . w en e COmprOIll1Se qu It)' m ch at east III our case were 

horrifically, often blatantly/totally prov ,.ably fictitious(as as much of our earlier recordings, see earlier 

"~ :k~ 
submitted objections documen~-whicI\ tlie ision g is influenced! perceived through and likely 

dramatically effecting the "non reviewable logic f e cps reasoning process, ... moreover not allowing 

respectful legitimate scrutiny of the investigato co uct .... fs it not reasonable to deduce that many 
~-

ultimately steal the constitutional justice or just 

common what-you-learn-in kindergard kind of fairness el common sensl. Where does the check and 

P sloppy disclaimer clauses. Is the 

ply pass the cover-up buck. much more at stake than 

ourselves, who have a their children taken are being processed in a system tha 's (or at leastJwas)so 

t with inequity. Please please please pay more attention and consi 

reality befo slamming down the gavel; there is needless, grievous fear and trembling to re ond to what 

. ghly legitimate requests for justice and tragic delay in rejoining of innocent families ... i 

wrenching to meet with and research this area of social work. Side tracked. Out oftim«. 

f remainder of response is already also addressed in previousw submissions. 

Response to F. As acknowledged earlier subsequent "good behavior" d~not warrant changing the 

founded finding. Sometimes such is taken in the overall evaluation-especially should there be bad 

behavior. Mr. R felt this important to add yet more importantly it is not the key issue. The issue being 

that the true account did not and does not meet accurate~~tie:B meet tile requirements of assigning the 



neglect charge Mr. R Was erroneously assigned. 

Response to G. out of time, 

Mr. R and aid have been greatly burdened by the agency's actions and inactions and have diligently 

done~ere non-Iegally-experti;best to elucidate such errors and failures; legally- novice nevertheless 

cogent, logical "arguments and the theories" to jhe.r~~k..mind have indeed been met if not 

exceeded, "couching" in ominous RCWs and statutes were broached /tried (time and resources 

disallowed greater preparation) to the best of abilities and w~citizen ~ho went dangerously beyond 

their financial resources to even speak to you and further stressed their lives to persist here) 

Rcws 34.05.570 a-i again please see earlier submissions c. the agency has engaged in unlawful 

procedure and decision making process and failed to follow a presclibed procedure, d. The remaining 

charge has not been re-evaluated based on accurate corrected findings thus has erroneously sustained the 

neglect charge/erroneously applied the law "'e. the order is not supported by evidence that is substantial 

when viewed in light of the whole record before the court, which includes ... g. facts are shown to 

SUPPOIt the grant of a motion that were not reasonab~scoverable by the challenging I part~~ 

appropriate time for making such motion, and L the order is arbitrary as the evidence was iutially 

arbitrarily "founded" ... arbitrarily ~f1"t i 31" it ig'liIr IBti jj led) ~~ess Ms r s original testimony 
t"ni!~\.ld ~ ,"'? a"~ 
Ignoring Ms B' s persistent attempts to have her witness testimony included. in addition to later ALJ 

exclusion ofMs B's testimony and arbitrary exclusion ofMs rs corrected under-oath ALI's. 

Again, Mr. Richardson did not knowingly not-chQSe to call his wife; furthermore Janet Blessing was 

originally chosen and called directly by the ALJ to Ms Blessing and the ALJ directly violated Ms 

Blessing's previously (at the beginning of the hearing) founded 1JWIl right to testify else be allowed 

contact/counsel with MI'. R and b e included in this unknowing alleged "choice" to not follow through on 

her responsibility and right to testify. A fuller careful evaluation of this case and our request 11> 

demonstrate that the early legal Agency's were remiss in following prescribed procedures to facilitate 
~-()lr~d 

justice .. Including the superior courts judge who failed to view the evidenceJis substantial when viewed 



in light of the whole record etc.(Regarding the comment re the 'ftIdge's bias against him due to "dfe 

.. "', "i-c:.- . bo -d 400€:\ th recentl)' appeanng before Judge Canova on another matter (aefending our xer og to 9';et lii.e e 

illogical arbitrary postman-dog fine slanderous dangerous-dog t··attack"' label when the (guarding-en1y 

and vdthout.historY--E>f-¥iolence ) dog stopped a full, safe, 24 feet away as testified by the postman 

himself~ Legal know-how and lac~e (initially a week apart) to request if possibl~ a new and more 

reasonable/logical Judge whom could view this next case "'less biased-fu· Ms B's earlier cowjcontact] 

and would have the capacity to reach a verdict with more common=sense/ see bigger picture/fuller , ~w.;. 

evidence and reason outside of mere earlier agency appeal error technicalities ~~tita:telY repeated) 

out of time 

We firmly believe that Mr. Richardson IS entitled to relief based on substantial evidence in light of the 

whole record, te'Vievietl :not just on nritM 8:ftd ~..q-AH"afs~ m;~. relftti~" m:ifter teGlmiGal~" ali 

we]] as prrjudjces jnherent in any case conc=em;PB auy fl6smbilit, ofeeeai,ae mage ;p the same paragrapb 

as a B Hl6Bth tMl ...... bat also carefully reviewed by a reasonable mind with the corrected, accurate facts. 

~~ puftyom· honor) now in your hands an opportunity to reasonably ,carefully and fairly seek /dig out the 

. truths.~ firmly and under-oath testifY to what we have brought to YOu~ not onl)" ask you to correct 

the charge but again would like and ask to be allowed the op~rtunity to remand else be allowed /required 

in person opportunity to meet with the CPS persons involved in our "legal4_~:i~ ~ould like 

sincere apologies from the individuals and agency, confirmation of the correction of our CPS records, and 

assurances that future vulnerable accusees be allowed quality investigation and direct fair and just 

response avenues. 

CONCLUSION 

~lc...~ 0 Vl ')-
Again, I Monty hate that I was caught up in my .. . e c:. off -duty/n01t"'dirotlcontact with my child~ I 

am grieved that I caused much grief, fear, and loss for my family in many areas of our life, I am very 

sorry that my actions initiated all the family- cps intervention-related problems leading up to being here 

at the Court of appeals. I am very sorry and was guilty of a lot of wrongs and trouble-triggering. I hate 

. ,. 



·. 

re-re-re-revisiting this nightmare, again airing my and my family problems and appear ~fore 

another judge. . If s very difficult to be here. I am a private person and have much shame art ;kite that 

I've struggled with addiction, that I put such stress on my family. My focus now is on a healthy life, 

daughter and family life ahead; I hate the stress and life distractions my more-bulldogged wife has 

~'tD)"\.tN.. 
inculTed to assist in this case; I'm sad that we did not have the proper resources to~spond- even the 

~ 
filing and photocopy fees were/are a risk to our financial SUlVival~t~I lost my job and now working 

only holiday season thus last ditch chance to get any legal help was out of the question) I realize my wife 

is already overwhelmed, and has legal-skills limitations, (she~struggles, procrastinates, wlites best at 

the last minute though out of time to finish and edit; has no debate or legal argument or legal skills 

training as she's emphasized .... and I realize and apologize when her tones and words in this brief-aid 

get strong, messy and questionable). 

Unlike my aid/wife I am not much a fighter for rights by nature, I did/do sot have the stamina, 
• ~~\\, w~ ~q,~~0l \)\:)\If' Ie) 

emotional capacity nor time to write without~, and I'm too confused about how and why we can try 

~ c..\O"'IVV-JI ~c.\ ~ e... 
to get this problem COlTected. iv g • ffen in this appeal court. I do want tJ ~- agam that we are 

very thankful for the various opportunities our connection with cps allowed for us including that I was 

pressured to get needed addiction help and especially the very great childcare selvices of ChildHaven. Our 

daughter is healthy, beautiful and doing great. 

My problem now is, your honor and Ms Dorsey, is that I honestly did not put Kally at the risk warranting 
~('''t ~ 

a true cps neglect .I was/am NOT guilty of the specific neglect CPS neglect charge assigned me and 

believe ,as this brief emphasizes, that this case d~to my own weaknesses and that of the agellC)'s, did not 



~ue Jusure. We aSK that the Neglect Charge ~ rightly conected to Unfounded. Thank )"ou ver)" 

RESPONSE TO RESPONDENT'S CONCLUSION 

For the man)" above and previous stated reasons, for the sake oftmth and justice, we ask this comt 

remand else conec!, overtum, the fault)" assignment of Child...f ean t.1> P f!l r : : .,s neglect charge on 

Mr. Richardson's CPS record. 

Respectfull)" Submitted, Mont)" Richardson, appellant ~ , 

Janet Blessing, (novice legal aidlbrief- assistant/formerly co-accused/wife) 

~ 

1""2 



;H THE SUPERIOR COURT APPEALS DIVISION 1 OF THE STATE OF 
'NASHINGTON 

Monty Richardson 
Appellant 

V. 

Wash State DSHS 
Respondent. 

'N AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KING 

NO.628089 

CONFIRMATION OF SERVICE 
Of appellant brief of Monty Richardson 

I Janet Blessing, being over the age of 21 and of sound mind, d~IIy 
declare that I Rave delivered December 28th, 2009 by ~ ~ ~ copy of the 
Response to respondent brief of the appellant Monty Richardson. 

Respectfully, Janet Blessing Q4&/~ 
Service to both (J l(j 
1 . Court of Appeals of the State of Wash, Division 1, One Union Square, 600 University 
st, Seattle Wa, 98101-1176 
2.Attorney Generals office, Diane Dorsey, assistant to Robert M Mckenna, office of the 
Attorney General, 800 5th Ave, Suite 2000, Seattle, Wa. 98104 


