
No. 66626-6-1 

COURT OF APPEALS, DIVISION I 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

REBA WEISS, a single person, 

Respondent, 

v. 

JUDITH A. LONNQUIST, a single person, and LAW OFFICE OF 
JUDITH A. LONNQUIST, PS, a Washington professional services 

corporation, 

Appellants. 

BRIEF OF RESPONDENT 

Robert B. Gould, WSBA no. 4353 
Attorney for Respondent 

Law Offices of Robert B. Gould 
2110 North Pacific Street, Suite 100 

Seattle, WA 98103-9181 
(206) 633-4442 





G. The Trial Court's Instruction with Regard to 17 
Discharge in Violation of Public Policy was an 
Accurate Recitation of Washington Law as Well as 
the Public Policy Embodied in the Rules of 
Professional Conduct. 

H. Judith A. Lonnquist is Liable for Her Own Actions 19 
in this Intentional Tort Both as a Principal and 
Agent. 

I. There is No Other Remedy Available to Reba to 21 
Fully Address the Tort and Wrong Other Than the 
Claim for Wrongful Discharge in Violation of 
Public Policy. 

J. The Court Did Not Err in Doubling the Jury's 22 
Verdict for Wages Lost. 

K. Reba is Entitled to Reasonable Attorneys Fees and 22 
Costs on Appeal. 

V. CONCLUSION 23 

II 



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 

Washington State Cases 

CASES PAGE 

Carson v. Fine, 123 Wn.2d 206, 226, 867 P.2d 610 (1994) 17 

Department of Labor & Industries v. Overnight Transportation 22 
Co., 67 Wn.App. 24. 34-38 (1992) 

Doe v. Puget Sound Blood Center, 117 Wn.2d 772, 781-782, 819 10 
P.2d 370 (1991) 

Eriks v. Denver, 118 Wn.2d 451, 824 P .2d 1207 (1992) 9, 18 

Gaglidari v. Denny's Restaurants, Inc., 117 Wn.2d 426, 451,815 20 
P.2d 1362 (1991) 

Gardner v. Loomis Armored, Inc., 128 Wn.2d 931, at 945, 913 18 
P.2d 377 (1966) 

Gillett v. Conner, 132 Wn.App. 818, ~7, 133 P.3d 960 (2006) 12 

Heidebrinkv. Moriwaki, 104 Wn.2d392,401, 706p.2d212(1985) 12 

Hubbard v. Spokane County, 146 Wn.2d 699, 50 P.3d 602 (2002) 18 

In Re: Marriage of Eklund, 143 Wn.App. 207, ~19, 177 P.3d 189 13 
(2008) 

John Doe 1'. Blood Center, 117 Wn.2d 772, 777, 819 P.2d 370 13 
(1991 ) 

Johnson v. Harrigan-Peach Land Development Co .. 79 Wn.2d 745, 20, 21 
753,489 P.2d 923 (1971) 

Pappas v. Holloway, 114 Wn.2d. 198, 787 P.2d 30 (1990) BAP 19 10, 11 

III 



Physicians Ins. Exch. V. Fisons Corp., 122 Wn.2d 299, 338, 858 13 
P.2d 1054 (1993) 

State v. Brown, 130 Wash.App 767, 124 P.2d 663 (2005) 18 

Weiss v. Lonnquist, 153 Wn.App. 502,224 P.3d 787 (2009) 3, 7 

Court Rules & Statutes 

RPC 1.6(b)(2) 8 

RPC 3.1 19 

RPC 3.3(a)(l),(2),(3) and (4)(c),(d) and (e) 8, 19 

RPC 3.3(c) 19 

RPC 4.1 9, 19 

RPC 8.4(a),(b),(c) and (k) 9 

RAP 9.2 4 

RAP 9.2(c) 4 

RAP 18.1 22 

RCW 9A.72.010(1) 19 

RCW 9A.72.020 19 

RCW 9A.72, ct sec. 19 

IV 



RCW 49.48.030 20 

RCW 49.52.070 23 

Other Authorities 

Washington Court Rules Annotated, 2nd Edition, p. 315 (2007) 9 

APPENDIX ....................................... A-I 

Appendix A: 

Appendix B: 

Appendix C: 

Appendix D: 

Appendix E: 

Appendix F: 

Complaint for Damages and Other Relief 
dated June 2,2005 [CP 1295-1298] 

Fax coversheet from Jane Doe of November 
29,2004 to Judith Lonnquist with 4 pages 
attached dated November 28, 2004 entitled, 
"Attorney Questions.". [CP 1284-1288] 

Memorandum from Lonnquist to Weiss RE: 
Employment dated August 20, 2007 [CP 
1479] 

"Sliding Scale Schedule effective 8/20107 -
9118107" dated August 20, 2007 [CP 1481] 

Letter from Michael Shamseldin, M.D., 
dated August 27,2007 [CP 1112] 

Deposition of Jane Doe dated July 24, 2006, 
pgs.l,25-29,47-48,and53 [CP 1290-1293] 

v 



I. INTRODUCTION 

This is a case of significant public importance. The Appellants 

(hereinafter collectively "Lonnquist") knew that their client, Jane Doe, had 

not been wrongfully terminated by a Washington university for failure to 

accommodate a disability or retaliation for requesting one, but rather 

because of valid bonafide employment reasons of Doe' s employer having 

nothing to do with disability. Doe and Lonnquist attempted to perpetuate 

a fraud in the underlying matter in the Thurston County Superior Court 

through perjurious and false testimony. They falsely claimed that Doe 

was terminated for refusal to provide an accommodation and in retaliation 

for requesting a disability accommodation from the University. 

Lonnquist's associate lawyer employee, Respondent Reba Weiss 

(hereinafter "Reba") was asked by Lonnquist to defend against the 

University's summary jud.!:,'1TIent motion of dismissal. When reviewing 

Doe's file, Reba discovered material falsehoods inherent in the litigation 

that Lonnquist had brought in the Thurston County action on behalf of 

Jane Doe. 

Reba found a fax from Doe to Lonnquist dated November 29, 

2004. This fax from Doe preceded her request for an accommodation and 

contained the truth that Doe was aware that the University planned to 



dismiss her for bonafide reasons, having nothing to do with Doe's 

disability. Since the University planned to dismiss her before she even 

requested an accommodation, her termination could not have been in 

retaliation for her accommodation request. CP 1281-1282. 

When Reba discovered this document and squared it against the 

litigation that Lonnquist had brought in Thurston County, Reba 

recognized that the complaint drafted and filed by Lonnquist contained 

material falsehoods and that Doe had testified falsely at her deposition 

with Lonnquist's knowledge. Indeed, Lonnquist herself made misleading 

and false statements in the course of the deposition. CP 1281-1282. 

Reba explored the ethical quandary she found herself in with 

several ethics experts, including the WSBA ethics hotline and University 

of Washington Law School Professor, Thomas Andrews. They and Reba 

correctly concluded that she could not professionally or ethically work on 

the matter as it would perpetuate a lie and a blatant misrepresentation to 

the Thurston County Superior Court and the opposing party. When Reba 

brought this to Lonnquisf s attention, Lonnquist was very upset. CP 1104-

1105. 

Exactly two weeks after Reba's appropriate refusal to work on 

Doe's matter, Reba was fired by Lonnquist, pretextually, and her last 

paycheck withheld. CP 1105. 
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After the institution of this lawsuit, Lonnquist, unsuccessfully 

moved to have the matter put into arbitration based upon a written 

employment agreement with Reba that had expired. The Honorable 

Steven Gonzalez denied Lonnquist's request for arbitration and this Court 

affinned Judge Gonzalez in the published decision of Weiss v. Lonnquist, 

153 Wn.App. 502, 224 P .3d 787 (2009). 

Judge Gonzalez, on Lonnquist's motion for summary judgment, 

dismissed Reba's claims for outrage and negligent infliction of emotional 

distress. Judge Gonzalez denied Lonnquisfs motion for summary 

judgment as to the remaining claims. 

The case proceeded to trial on November 30, 2010. The jury 

returned a verdict on December 13, 2010 and concluded that Lonnquist 

had willfully withheld wages from Reba in the amount of $2,084.63; that 

Reba was wrongfully discharged by Lonnquist in violation of public 

policy; that Reba's general damages as a result of the wrongful discharge 

in violation of public policy was $16,250.00; and that Reba's wage loss, 

arising from the wrongful discharge was an additional $8,204.00. CP 604-

605. 

Lonnquist has appealed on a plethora of supposed legal errors 

made by the trial court. None of her shotgun approach has legal merit. 



Judge Gonz;'t\ez has recently' ordered an award of attomey's fees 

in favor of Reba in the amount of $171,182.16 and costs of $1,198.74. 

Judge Gonzalez also entered the following conclusion of law: "The Court 

concludes that Plaintiffs action served an important public policy issue 

that is preventing misrepresentation and material omissions to the Superior 

Court as is required by the Rules of Professional Conduct." CP 1962. 

II. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

After Lonnquist commenced this appeal, Reba, pursuant to RAP 

9.2, wrote Lonnquist through counsel, demanding that the entire report of 

proceedings be transcribed. CP 1834. 

Upon Lonnquist's refusal, Reba brought a motion before the trial 

court seeking an order requiring Lonnquist as the Appellant, to order out 

and pay for the entire report of proceedings. RAP 9.2(c). CP 1815-1858. 

The trial court denied Reba's motion. CP 1857-1858. 

III. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Lonnquist is a lawyer licensed to practice law in the State of 

Washington, WSBA no. 6421, and is the owner and controls the AppeIlant 

professional service corporation. CP 2. Reba is also a lawyer licensed to 

practice law in the State of Washington, WSBA no. 12876. CP 2. The 

I Oral argument was held on Reba's motion for an award of attorney's fees and costs on 
February 7. 2011. The parties received Judge Gonzalez's Order dated August 11, 20 I I. 
Reba has denominated supplemental clerk's papers for these Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law order. CP 1959-1963. 
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parties had a written employment agreement which expired on October 31, 

2006. CP 3. Lonnquist was not only Reba's employer, but supervised her 

work. CP 3. 

On August 1, 2007, Lonnquist delegated to Reba the task of 

preparing a response to a motion for summary judgment on behalf of a 

longtime Lonnquist client called Jane Doe. CP 4 (3.9). 

When Reba examined Jane Doe's file, she found the complaint 

filed by Lonnquist on Jane Doe's behalf in the Thurston County Superior 

Court contained an allegation, ~3.1 0, that Jane Doe was, 

" ... tenninated ... without warning and without cause.". CP 4 (3.10), and 

1295-1298. (App. A). In further review of Jane Doe's file in Lonnquist's 

office, Reba found a fax dated November 29,2004 from Jane Doe to 

Lonnquist. CP 4 and 1284-1288. (App. B). The fax reflected that Doe 

was aware that the University was going to fire her for legitimate reasons 

before she requested an accommodation, and therefore knew it could not 

have been in retaliation for the request. CP 1281-1282, and 1284-1288. 

(App. B) Reba also found evidence that Doc had testifIed falsely at her 

deposition with Lonnquisfs knowledge. CP 1104-1105. Upon fInding this 

infonnation, Reba consulted with the ethics advisor at the Washington 

State Bar Association, a/k/a Ethics Hotline (CP 3.13) and University of 
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Washington Law Professor, Thomas Andrews. Both advised Reba that 

she could not ethically work on the case. CP 1104-1105, and 1282. 

On August 6, 2007, Reba told Lonnquist of the material false 

testimony that she had discovered in Jane Doe's file and that Reba could 

not ethically work on the matter. CP 5 (3.14). Lonnquist replied, "1 am 

not happy about this." CP 5 (3.14) and 1105. 

Precisely two weeks later on August 20, 2007, Lonnquist delivered 

a memorandum to Reba advising Reba of her termination within thirty 

days or'" ... making September 18, 2007 your last day here." CP 5 (3.14) 

and 1479. (App. C). Two days later, Lonnquist informed Reba that she 

was going to dock Reba's salary based on Lonnquist's unilaterally 

imposing a "sliding scale schedule effective 8/20107 - 9118107" that 

purported to change Reba's historical salary to billable hours of work 

perfonned by Reba. CP 5 (3.16), 1481. (App. D). 

Reba's uncovering of the falsehood, together with Lonnquisfs 

notice of tennination and supposed change in compensation, caused Reba 

significant physical and emotional pain. On August 23,2007, Reba went 

to the Swedish Medical Emergency Room suffering from what she 

thought was a heart attack. CP 5 (3.17) and 1112. (App. E). 

In May of 2008, Reba brought her complaint for wrongful 

termination in violation of public policy, outrage, recovery of unpaid 
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wages, statutory penalties, and attorney's fees, defamation and negligent 

infliction of emotional distress. CP 1-12. 

Lonnquist, throughout the litigation, has attempted to place road 

block after road block in Reba's path. See e.g. CP 179-196, 201-205, 209-

220, 253-255, 260-265, 305-310, 606-611, 616-624, 1408-1414. 

From Judge Gonzalez's denial of -Lonnquisfs attempt to place 

Reba's claims in arbitration, she appealed to this Court who denied that 

appeal. Weiss v. Lonnquist, 153 Wn.App. 502, 224 P.3d 787 (2009). 

From the jury verdict, Lonnquist has appealed, assigning error to nine of 

the trial court's decisions. 

IV. ARGUMENT 

A. Lonnquist Cannot use the Shield of the Attorney-Client 

Privilege to Keep from the Jury the Crime and Fraud that she and 

Jane Doe were Perpetuating on the Thurston County Superior Court 

and the University. 

Lonnquist, relying upon the attorney client privilege, failed to 

respond to appropriate discovery concerning Lonnquisfs dealings with 

Jane Doe. CP 120-129. As a result of this, plaintiff brought on a motion 

to compel her to respond. The Court, in a wise exercise of discretion that 

obtained throughout the balance of the litigation, ordered Lonnquist to 

respond to all of the discovery, but to redact Jane Doe's name and 
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identifying infonnation.2 The Court further ordered additional disclosures 

conceming Jane Doe and the underlying matter which are at the heart of 

this litigation. CP 253-255. This included Reba's ability to take Jane 

Doe's deposition. CP 209-213, 231-246, 251-252, 260-265, 272-302, 

1262-1298,1350-1351,1365-1377. 

It is axiomatic to point out to this Court, the fundamental duties 

and obligations of a lawyer as an officer of the court and as a member of 

this distinguished profession. Among those are to speak the truth and not 

to mislead or prevaricate to the court or opposing parties.3 Our Supreme 

2 "All with the client'~ name redacted". CP 158-159. 
3 RPC 1.6: "Confidentiality ofInformation 
(b) A lawyer to the extent the lawyer reasonably believes necessary: ... 

(2) may reveal information relating to the representation of a client 
to prevent the client from committing a crime ... ". RPC 1.6(b)(2) 

RPC 3.3: "Candor Toward the Tribunal 
(a) A lawyer shall not knowingly: 

(I) make a false statement of fact or law to a tribunal or fail to correct a false 
statement of material fact or law previously made to the tribunal by the lawyer; 
(2) fail to disclose a material fact to a tribunal when disclosure is 
necessary to avoid assisting a criminal or fraudulent act by the c1ient. .. unless 
such disclosure is prohibited by Rule 1.6: ... 
(4) otTer evidence that the lawyer knows to be false .... 

(c) If the lawyer has offered material evidence and comes to know of 
its falsity, the lawyer shall promptly disclose this fact to the tribunal 
unless such disclosure is prohibited by Rule 1.6. 
(d) If the lawyer has offered material evidence and comes to know of 
its falsity. and disclosure of this fact is prohibited by Rule 1.6, the 
lawyer shall promptly make reasonable etTorts to convince the client to 
consent to disclosure. If the client refuses to consent to disclosure, the 
lawyer may seek to withdraw from the representation in accordance 
with Rule 1.16. 

(e) A lawyer may refuse to offer evidence that the lawyer reasonably 
believes is false .... ". RPC 3.3 (a)(I)(2), and (4)(c), (d), and (e). 

8 



Court has told us that the RPC's are to be construed as a matter of law for 

the benefit of the public. Eriks v. Denver, 118 Wn.2d 451,824 P.2d 1207 

(1992) states, 

"We have never addressed the question of whether the 
determination of a violation of the CPR [Code of 
Professional Responsibility - the predecessor to the Rules of 
Professional Conduct] is a question of law or fact. Since an 
attorney's fiduciary duty to a client arises from the same rules 
of conduct that proscribe an attorney from representing 
multiple parties with conflicting interests, it is logical to 
extend the holdings from Marquardt and Stroud to the 
detennination of whether an attorney's conduct violates the 
relevant Rules of Professional Conduct. Thus, we hold the 
question of whether an attorney's conduct violates the 
relevant Rules of Professional Conduct is a question of 
law ... The purpose of the CPR and the disciplinary rules 
is to protect the public from attorney misconduct .. . We 
will construe the CPR broadly to achieve that purpose . .. 
Today, we reaffirm this court's commitment to 
interpreting attorney discipline rules for the benefit of the 
public." Eriks, supra, at 457,459,461. [Emphasis added]. 

RPC 4.1: "Truthfulness in Statements to Others 
In the course of representing a client a lawyer shall not knowingly: 
(a) make a false statement of material fact or law to a third person: or 
(b) fail to disclose a material fact to a third person when disclosure is 
necessary to avoid assisting a criminal or fraudulent act by a client. 
unless disclosure is prohibited by Rule 1.6.". RPC 4.1 
RPC 8.4: "Misconduct 
It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to: 
(a) violate or attempt to violate the Rules of Professional Conduct. 
knowingly assist or induce another to do so. or do so through the acts of another; 
(b) commit a criminal act that retlects adversely on the lawyer's 
honesty. trustworthiness or fitness as a lawyer in other respects; 
(c) engage in conduct involving dishonesty. fraud, deceit or misrepresentation; ... 
(k) violate his or her oath as an attorney; ... ". RPC 8.4(a), (b), (c), and (k). 
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B. The Attorney-Client Privilege May Not be Used to 

Cover Up a Fraud nor May it Be Used as a Shield to Hide Information 

Which is an Integral Part of the Issues in the Litigation. 

Lonnquist makes only passing inaccurate reference to the seminal 

case of Pappas v. Holloway. 114 Wn.2d. 198, 787 P.2d 30 (1990) BA 19. 

Indeed, as one commentator has said, "The purpose of the discovery rules 

is to provide litigants with the means of accessing the evidence necessary 

to effectively pursue their claims or present their defenses. The 

Washington Supreme Court has held that this right of access is a 

constitutional right:' Doe v. Puget Sound Blood Center, 117 Wn.2d 772, 

781-782,819 P.2d 370 (1991), Washington Court Rules Annotated, 2nd 

Edition, p. 315. (2007). 

While Pappas arose in the different context of a legal malpractice 

case, its holding and ratio decidendi is equally applicable to the case at 

bar. Pappas, a fonner attorney, who was ultimately disbarred, sued his 

clients, Holloway. Holloway counterclaimed for legal malpractice and 

Pappas then responded to Holloway's counterclaim by bringing third party 

complaints against successor attorneys to his fonner clients, the 

Holloways. Pappas. supra. p.200-201. Pappas. in discovery sought to 

compel significant infonnation between his fonner clients, Holloways, and 

successor counsel, third party defendants. The trial court allowed such 
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discovery by Pappas, holding, inter alia, that there was a waiver ofthe 

attorney client privilege when Holloway counterclaimed for malpractice. 

Pappas, appropriate for the case at bar, teaches us that, "'Because 

the privilege sometimes results in the exclusion of evidence which is 

otherwise relevant and material, contrary to the philosophy that justice can 

be achieved only with the fullest disclosure of the facts, the privilege 

cannot be treated as absolute; rather, it must be strictly limited to the 

purpose for which it exists.". Id. 203-204. 

By hiding behind the purported attorney client privilege, Lonnquist 

intended to prevent Reba from explaining her wrongful discharge in 

violation of public policy. As stated in Pappas, to allow Lonnquist to 

shield this infonnation from the jury, would in the words of Pappas, allow 

Lonnquist, "to ... in etTect enable [her] to use as a sword the protection 

which the Legislature awarded them as a shield:'. ld. 208. Pappas further 

states that what Judge Gonzalez did throughout the litigation in carefully 

balancing the "interests" of Jane Doe, Lonnquist and Reba, was totally 

appropriate. "Whether a pmiy has shown a substantial need within the 

meaning ofCR 26(b)(3) is ordinarily vested in the sound discretion of the 

trial judge, who should look at the facts and circumstances of each case in 

arriving at an ultimate conclusion ... to justify disclosure, a party must 

show the importance of the infonnation to the preparation of his case and 
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* 

the difficulty the party will face in obtaining substantially equivalent 

infonnation from other sources if production is denied." ld. Citing, 

Heidebrink \'. Moriwaki, 104 Wn.2d 392, 401,706 p.2d 212 (1985). 

This is precisely the appropriate balance, the experienced trial 

judge sought and obtained. "A trial court has wide discretion in ordering a 

pretrial discovery; such orders are reviewed for manifest abuse of 

discretion. Gillett v. Conner, 132 Wn.App. 818, ~7, 133 P.3d 960 (2006). 

C. The Trial Court Correctly Sanctioned Lonnquist for 

her Stubborn and Contemptuous Refusal to Comply with the Court's 

Discovery Orders. 

Lonnquist in her opening brief, attempts to mislead this Court by 

stating that Judge Gonzalez, "Did not conclusively resolve the RPC 1.6 

issues", and fuliher states pretextually that she needed "guidance" and 

clarification of the Judge's previous discovery orders. 

One only need review the Court's original Order compelling 

answers to discovery (CP 158-160) and it's Order regarding defendants 

motion for "clarification" (CP 253-255) to see that Judge Gonzalez meant 

what he said when he entered his original order of June 28, 2010. Indeed, 

Judge Gonzalez went on to say that his Order of August 31, 2010 was, 

" ... not a 'clarification' of a prior ruling. It is a new issue.". Moreover, an 

ostensibly experienced lawyer such as Lonnquist clearly knew that these 
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discovery orders rested on the sound discretion of the trial court which is 

not to be disturbed on appeal. 

Such jurisprudence, relative to the discovery Orders, is equally 

applicable to the sanctions and Lonnquist's contempt. "Within the 

generalities of the rule, it is the proper function of the trial court to 

exercise its discretion in the control oflitigation before it.". John Doe v. 

Blood Center, 117 Wn.2d 772, 777, 819 P.2d 370 (1991). " ... decisions 

either denying or granting sanctions, under CR 11 or for discovery abuse, 

are generally reviewed for abuse of discretion.". Physicians Ins. Exch. V. 

Fisons Corp., 122 Wn.2d 299, 338,858 P.2d 1054 (1993). "Generally, the 

appropriate punishment for contempt lies within the discretion of the trial 

court finding the contempt and we will not disturb its decision absent an 

abuse of that discretion.". In Re: Marriage o.fEklund, 143 Wn.App. 207, 

~19, 177 P .3d 189 (2008). 

D. Throughout the Litigation, Judge Gonzalez Exercised 

Sound, Reasoned Discretion on the Discovery and Contempt Issues 

before him. 

On August 31, 2010, based on the continuing refusal of Lonnquist 

to answer questions at her deposition, Judge Gonzalez ordered that, ..... the 

attorney-client privilege between defendant Judith A. Lonnquist and her 

law firm and former client Jane Doe is waived [sic]. Defendant Lonnquist 

13 



shall answer any and all questions propounded to her at the continuation of 

her deposition relating to Jane Doe. Defendant Lonnquist shall pay the 

costs of the continuation ofthe deposition including the court reporter and 

transcript." CP 251-252. By mutual agreement of the parties, Lonnquisfs 

continuation deposition was scheduled for September 8,2010. CP 260-

265. 

In the latter part of the underlying litigation, defendants Lonnquist 

were represented by Portland, Oregon attorney, Thomas S. Boothe. In 

response to Judge Gonzalez's order just referenced, Mr. Boothe, her 

lawyer and speaking agent unequivocally stated the following: "Ms. 

Lonnquist cannot answer questions about her conversations or other 

communications with Jane Doe until Ms. Doe either waives her appeal 

rights in writing or lets the 30-day appeal period pass without filing an 

appeal.". [Emphasis added] .CP 139-170. This refusal was in the face of 

an agreement reached that Ms. Lonnquisfs deposition would be held on 

September 8, 2010. CP 1373-1374. Reba responded to Lonnquist's 

lengthy excuses in her reply brief and with a motion to strike hearsay 

which was replete in Lonnquisfs response. CP 297-300. The Court, by its 

Order of September 13,2010, appropriately held Lonnquist in contempt. 

CP 300-301. 
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Lonnquist's motion for reconsideration from the contempt order 

incorrectly argued that she was not in contempt. Yet again, her speaking 

agent and attomey in fact, Mr. Boothe, on September 18, 2010, reiterated 

her position: "With regard to Ms. Lonnquist's deposition, she will likely 

be unable to respond to your questions about her oral communications 

with Ms. Doe until (l) The 30-day appeal period runs, which I calculate as 

October 4,2010; (2) Ms. Doe provides a written release to Ms. Lonnquist 

permitting Ms. Lonnquist to respond to questions about their 

conversations; or (3) Ms. Doe provides written statement that she is 

waiving such rights to appeal as she has with Judge Gonzalez's ruling. If 

she does appeal the ruling, we will address that when it arises.". CP 1441-

1442. 

E. The Trial Court Properly Denied Defendants Motion to 

Amend Which was Untimely, Prejudicial and Lacked Merit. 

Lonnquist sought, 66 days before the discovery cutoff, to promulgate 

a counterclaim for defamation against Reba. CP 179-196, 1247-1249. 

There was no evidentiary or factual supp011 for such an amendment. 

The trial co1l11, on August 13, 2010, denied Lonnquisf s motion to 

amend and add a counterclaim stating in part, "Defendant had many 

opportunities to timely raise this issue, including May 21, 2010." CP 197-

198. 
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In accordance with the scorched eaIih approach to litigation taken by 

Lonnquist throughout the case, she moved for reconsideration. CP 214-220. 

Reba's response (1333-1337) addressed not only the laches and prejudice 

involved but that Lonnquist's action was being done in a retaliatory manner. 

Moreover, Reba pointed out to the trial court by Lonnquist's own testimony, 

that she had no factual basis, of any sort, to support the counterclaim. CP 

1341-1346. 

Lonnquist, in the course of her deposition of August 12, 2010, two 

weeks after her motion to amend and promulgate the counterclaim, did not, 

inter alia, know who the persons were from whom she learned of the alleged 

defamatory statements; (CP 1342-1343) that these were simply rumors (CP 

1344); nor could she address when these alleged rumors from unknown 

persons were supposedly communicated to her. CP 1345. 

The Court appropriately denied, on September 2, 20 I 0, Lonnquist's 

motion for reconsideration. CP 256-257. 

F. The Court's In Limine Ruling Allowing Lonnquist 

Portions of Reba's Medical Records at and after the Time of the 

Wrongful Discharge was an Appropriate Discretionary Balancing. 

Reba, prior to her wrongful discharge in violation of public policy, 

had experienced nonnal psychological issues, involving marriage, 

relationships and her children which predated the wrongful discharge of 
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August, 2007. She also had suffered three boughts of cancer and other 

medical issues. CP 1873-1874. The Court, in exercising its discretion, 

allowed defendants to explore plaintiffs, ..... medical records in calendar 

year 2007.", the year of the wrongful discharge and Reba' s primary 

medical and emotional sequelae therefrom. 

Such a decision was not only appropriate but, prevented Lonnquist 

from delving into preexisting conditions. "Because of the trial court's 

considerable discretion in administering Washington Rule of Evidence 

403, reversible error is found only in the exceptional circumstance of a 

manifest abuse of discretion.". Carson v. Fine, 123 Wn.2d 206, 226, 867 

P .2d 610 (1994). Lonnquist, in her brief, has not shown any abuse of 

discretion, let alone a manifest abuse of discretion. 

G. The Trial Court's Instruction with Regard to Discharge 

in Violation of Public Policy was an Accurate Recitation of 

Washington Law as Well as the Public Policy Embodied in the Rules 

of Professional Conduct. 

Reba's proposed instruction no. 9 was taken from WPI 330.05 and 

was properly modified to comport with applicable case law. 

Reba was required to show the existence of a clear public policy -

the clarity element; that Lonnquist's actions toward Reba requiring Reba 

to continue to perpetuate a fraud on the Thurston County Superior Court 
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would jeopardize public policy - the jeopardy element; and, lastly, that 

there was a linkage between the public policy and the cause of the 

discharge - causation element. E.g., Hubbard v. Spokane County. 146 

Wn.2d 699,50 P.3d 602 (2002). 

For the clarity issue, Reba had to, " ... establish a clear statement of 

public policy not that the plaintiff [Reba] demonstrate that the public 

policy was violated.". [Emphasis added]. Hubbard. supra, p. 708-709, 

citing Gardner v. Loomis Armored. Inc., 128 Wn.2d 931, at 945, 913 P.2d 

377 (1966). 

The jury found the requisite linkage between the public policy, the 

jeopardizing of public policy and the cause of the discharge. 

As this Court is well aware, jury instructions are to provide the 

jury with the applicable law to be applied in the case. State v. Brown. 130 

Wash.App 767, 124 P.2d 663 (2005). As earlier referenced, the holding in 

Eriks, infra. pgs. 457, 459, 461, the Rules of Professional Conduct and 

applicable criminal law prohibiting perjury and subomation of peljury are all 

the law. 

Indeed, Judge Gonzalez entered the following conclusion of law that 

conclusively establishes the wrongful discharge claim: "'The Court concludes 

that Plaintiffs actions served an important public policy issue that is 

18 



preventing misrepresentation and material omissions to the Superior Court as 

is required by the Rules of Professional Conduct.". CP 1962. 

The Court's Instruction no. 10 (CP 1866) is a clear exposition of the 

RPC's and the criminal law applicable to the case. RPC 3 .3( a)(1), RPC 

3.3(a)(2), RPC 3.3(c), RPC 4.1, RPC 3.1, RCW 9A.72.010(1), RCW 

9A.72.020, RCW 9A. 72 , et sec. (CP 567). Lonnquist cannot and has not 

demonstrated why the trial court's fair and neutral exposition of applicable 

law, obtained in the Court's Instructions no. 9 and 10 were anything but a 

fair and neutral summary ofthe law. 

H. Judith A. Lonnquist is Liable for Her Own Actions in 

this Intentional Tort Both as a Principal and Agent. 

The Court gave instruction no. 8 (CP 1864-1865). This was taken 

verbatim from WPI 50.04 and plaintiffs proposed instruction no. 6. CP 

562. Reba cannot affinnatively represent to this Court, absent the report 

of proceedings, whether or not Lonnquist, through counsel, did or did not 

except from the Court's Instruction no. 8. 

Moreover, Lonnquist further ignores the fact that she is the sole 

owner of her legal professional services corporation. 

The jury found in its verdict that the discharge was a willful, 

intentional act in violation of public policy on the part of defendant 

Lonnquist. CP 604-605. 
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Our Supreme Court has taught us in Johnson v. Harrigan-Peach 

Land Development Co., 79 Wn.2d 745, 753, 489 P.2d 923 (1971), as 

follows: 

"Incorporation does not in law shield the actor from the 
legal consequences of his own tort. Where the individuals 
carryon a business or enterprise by means of a corporate 
structure but in such relationship to the corporation that it 
can be said as a matter of fact that the acts of the 
corporation are the acts of the individuals and vice versa, 
then the same conclusion should be reached as a matter of 
law, I.e., that the acts of the corporation are in law as well 
as fact the acts of the individuals and vice versa ... This 
court has adopted that principle in other contexts but 
nevertheless so as to make it the law of this 
jurisdiction ... The liability of an officer of a corporation for 
his own tort committed within the scope of his official 
duties is the same as the liability for tort of any other agent 
or servant. .. An officer of a corporation, consequently, is 
liable for a tort committed in the courts and within the 
scope of his official duties to the corporation the same as 
any other agent or servant is liable for his torts ... ". 
Johnson, supra, pgs. 752-753. 

The law is still developing in the area of discharge in violation of 

public policy. 

However, in the context of wrongful discharge under RCW 

49.48.030, our Supreme Com1 in Gaglidari 1'. Denny's Restaurants, Inc., 

117 Wn.2d 426, 451, 815 P.2d 1362 (1991) held, inter alia, " ... under 

RCW 49.48.030, attorneys fees are recoverable in actions for wrongful 

discharge where back payor front pay is recovered as lost wages.". Of 

course the jury found that Reba had incurred lost wages as a direct and 
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proximate result of the discharge in violation of public policy. 

Accordingly, based on Johnson, supra, coupled with the liberal 

construction that is to be given discharge in violation of public policy, the 

Court was legally appropriate in finding Lonnquist, individually liable for 

her own intentional tort. 4 

I. There is No Other Remedy Available to Reba to Fully 

Address the Tort and Wrong Other Than the Claim for Wrongful 

Discharge in Violation of Public Policy. 

Lonnquist argues, (BA pgs. 41-42), that Reba, "" ... is unable to 

show that there was no alternative means other than this litigation 

adequate to safe guard the public policy on which she relies ... ". Without 

saying it, as extensively argued to the trial court, Lonnquist is referring to 

the Washington State Bar Association disciplinary function. 

While it is absolutely true that the Bar has authority and 

""jurisdiction" to take disciplinary action against Lonnquist the Bar has 

absolutely no jurisdiction or authority to address the tort of wrongful 

discharge in violation of public policy itself. The only entity that allows 

plaintiff full redress is the judicial system. 

4 This is issue is further discussed in Chapter 5 of the WSAJ Deskbook on Employment 
Law, 2007, edited by Appellant, Judith Lonnquist., the Tort of Wrongful Discharge and 
Violation of Public Policy, pgs. 8-9. 
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J. The Court Did Not Err in Doubling the Jury's Verdict 

for Wages Lost. 

RCW 49.52.070 provides for exemplary damages against an 

employer who willfully pays a lower wage than is required by law. 

Department a/Labor & Industries v. Overnight Transportation Co., 67 

Wn.App. 24. 34-38 (1992). The jury made a specific finding in its verdict 

that Lonnquist had willfully withheld wages from Reba after she was 

tenninated and Reba lost wages in the amount of $8,204.00. CP 605. 

Therefore, pursuant to the liberal construction required under RCW 

49.52.070, Reba is entitled to the doubling of her wage loss damages as 

was done by the trial court. 

K. Reba is Entitled to Reasonable Attorneys Fees and 

Costs on Appeal. 

As earlier discussed (see iI1/i-a pgs. 4 and 21), Reba was awarded 

attorneys fees at trial. Pursuant to and consistent with RAP 18.1 and 

RCW 49.52.070, Reba seeks an award of reasonable attorney's fees and 

expenses before this Court. 

III 

III 

I II 

I I I 



V. CONCLUSION 

Reba has been unable to find any rep011ed Washington appellate 

cOUl1 decision on the issue of a senior attorney discharging an associate for 

the associate's unwillingness to perpetuate a fraud. As found by the trial 

court, this is a case of significant public importance. This Court should 

affirm the jury's verdict and Judge Gonzalez's Orders in a published 

decision. 

DATED this 26th day of August, 2011. 

Respectfully submitted. 

By: 
--~~~+-~~--~rt-+---------------

2100 N011h Pacific Street. Suite 100 
Seattle, W A 98103 
(206) 633-4442 
Attorneyfor Respondcnt 



DECLARATION OF SERVICE 

On August 26, 2011, I caused to be delivered via email a true and 

accurate copy of the attached document, to the following: 

Thomas S. Boothe, WSBA No. 21759 
7635 SW Westmoor Way 
Portland, OR 97225-2138 
tsb@boothehouse.com 
Co-counselfor Petitioners Judith A. Lonnquist and the Law 
Offices o.(Judith A. Lonnquist, PS 

Judith A. Lonnquist 
Law Offices of Judith A. Lonnquist, PS 
1218 - 3rcl Avenue, Suite 1500 
Seattle, WA 98101 
10jal@ao1.com 
Co-counsel Appellants Judith A. Lonnquist and the Law 
Qffices of Judith A. Lonnquist, PS 

The original and one copy of this document were also sent via 

legal messenger to be filed in the Court of Appeals. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 

Washington that the foregoing is true 
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Plaintiff Exhibit 6 

IN THE SUPERlOR COURT OFTIIE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
. IN AND FOR THURSTON COUNTY 

" Redacted 
Plaintiff, 

v, 

STATE OF WASHlNGTON, d/b/a 
cENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY, 

Defendant 

INTRODUCTION 

N<iJ 5 - 2 - (j 1 0 7 0 - 1 

COMPLAlNT FOR DAMAGES 
AND OTHER RELIEF 

This action is brought pursuant to common law and RCW 49.60 to redress acts 

of disability discrimination. Plaintiff seeks lost pay, benefits and employment 

opportunities, emotional distress damages, attorneys' fees and costs, injunctive and 

other relief. 
. 

1. JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

l. 1\ Venue in Th=ron County is appropriate pwSwurt ro RCW 4.92.010 (5). (>.. 
. 2. ~. This court bas jurisdiction pursuant to common law and Chapter 49 RCW. 

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES (/-" CO) IP \.:'7 
AND oTHER RELIEF - Page 1 ; . L 

LAW OffiCES OF 

JUDITH A. LONNQ!JlST. P.S. 
1111 TlUlIDAVENu!..sum 1500 

~EATllL WA "IOI-)Ql1 nL~ f.:¥. )0UlU16.S LOJAL 000702 
WI.u..aoI.alln --
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21 
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II. PARTIES 

3. Plaintiff Redacted resides in King County, Washington. At all relevant 

times, she worked as the Development Director for Central Washington University 

("CWU") in its University Relations Department 

4. A Defendant CWU is an instrumentality of the State of Washington, operating as 

an.institution of higher education in Ellensburg, Washington. CWU employs more than 

eight employees. 

IV. STATEMENT OF CLAIMS 

s . .'J Plaintiff suffers from severe osteoarthritis. At all relevant times, Plaintiff has 

walked with a pronounced limp. Since approximately September 23, 2004, at the 

direction of her physician. Plaintiff had been using a cane to assist her in walking. 

Thereafter, in the Fall, 2004, the exact date is unknown to Plaintiff, CWU Vice 

President Paul Baker inquired of Pl~tiff: "What's with the cane?", Plaintiff explained 

that she has. severe osteoarthritis and had one hip replaced. 
, 

6. (J Also during the Fall 0[2004, due her disability, Plaintiff requested and received 

a special office chair with ergonomic adjustments. 

7. a At all relevant times, Defendant had knowledge of Plainti:ff s disability. 

8. 0 On November 30, 2004, Plaintiff applied for extended sick leave in order to 

have surgery to replace her other hip. Plaintiff had approximately 580 hours of accrued 

23 sick leave at the time. Plaintiff's request for sick leave was received by Defendant's 

24 
Human Resources Departnient at approximately noon on November 30, 2004. 

2S 

26 
9. () At approximately 2:30 p.m. on November 30, 2004, Defendant notified Plaintiff 

27 that her request for sick leave was denied. 

28 
LAW OFFICES Of 

COMPLAINT· 2 JUDITH A LONNOJ}IST. P.S. 
U11 nflJD AVENUl sum ISOO 

SEhTnl WA "10I-30l1 
Tll206.6ll..lOe6 Mlt:IO~."6S LOJAL 000703 LOJALoaol.com __ 
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10. 
At approximately 4:30 p.m. on November 30, 2004, Defendant termi.nated 

Plaintiff without warning and without cause: No reason was given for the discharge or 

the denial of sick leave. 

11. Defendant's action exacerbated Plaintiffs disability and left her unable to seek 

other employment, ineligible for unemployment compensation, and without income and 

employment benefits. 

12. As a reSult of the Defendant'S discriminatory conduct, Plaintiff suffered and 

continues to suffer severe economic loss and emotional distress. 

COUNT I 

Defendant has discriroinated against Plaintiff becimse of her disability, ill 

violation ofRCW 49.60.180. 

COUNT II 

Defendant failed to accommodate Plaintiff's disability, in violation of RCW 

49.60.180. 

COUNTll 

Defendants have retaliated agamst Plaintiff, in violation ofRCW 49.60.210. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffrespectfu11y requests the following relief: 

A. Back pay find other economic damages; 

B- Emotional distress damages; 

_ C. Pre-judgment interest; 

O. Reasonable attorney's fees and litigation expenses pursuant to RCW 

49.48.030 and/or RCW 49.60.030(3); 

E. Injunctive relief; 

LAW OFFICfS Of 

JUDITH A. LON N Q1J 1 ST. P.S. 
COMPLAINT - 3 Uti THaW AVUlUE. SUITt ISOO 

SEATTU. WA 9310I-ml 
nll()U2U066 w:wo..u.,t.> lOJAL 000704 

LOJALoaol.rolll ---
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F. Tax relief; 

G. Costs; 

H. Such other relief as the Court deems appropriate. 

Dated this 2nd day of Jl.Ule, 2005. 

COMPLAINT· 4 

LAW OFFICES OF JUDITII A. 
LONNQUIST. P.S. 

LAW OfFICES OF 

JUDITH A. LON NOV 1ST. P.S. 
Uta mum A.vtNVL WiTt ISOO 
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Plaintiff Exhibit 8 

Who: 
What: 
Whem 
Where: 
Why: 

./ 

Attorney Questions 

Judlth t.omaquiat ~~C\eA. 
MeetmB 
MoaciaYI 29 November 20M 
Phone or at Judith', office 
Ask questlcms reprdiDs CWU and W8 poUcles on 
MVerance uel medleaJ leave 
Qaeedoa. aswervcl 
PoIsIbly retafD Judith as my attorney 

1. GIven that lull. Ooalnser MDt me hoJnt on admlniatrative leave and 
wamed me that a Aronloptlcm they are exploring it givins me ~months 
&e'feI'IUl~ ~d alvea that I need to have hip teplacement S'IUpI'f,_ IiOOl1 as 
possible per fD'/ cIodor. how em I easure that I will be able 10 UN my sfek 
leave (588 ltpu:m) BBPORE they ever lnstisate the severance? 

How should I JwMUe the llGtfceofmedkalleave with CWU-~ 
letter1":'to avoW havlns. tcnrdnatiOft letter hmded 10 me? 

20 Gival that I WIll ufftatcI. ODe-year mntratt to move here .from toe Ample. 
and tab this ftm4.waS job at Central WU Ia EIlt:D8burs, aDd .yen that 1 
have perfoanecl e!fMtly asl wa. instructed IUUI w.l1b 81lccees, how can I 
ensure that I wf1l be ,vawtmedw to my fanner CAfter path with more than 
just a 3-mcmth .,ennce of IoIIaJy1 

3. If I SO out on mecIicallOlve eWtDlS Decanber 7m order to haYe the pre­
SUIpJ1ItstS .,....tred, han 8IIJIeIY Jaauary 12, 2005, and then Deed about 6 
w~ lor NCOftJy ad phJSic:al thmpy to get bade on my feet CMardll1), 
how ~ I expect CWU tID appmach me OJI tile fMWeJUCe?' Is there eome 
way 10 ~ wIib diem ch1dDgthat period 10 8taJtlleptiaflns or 
must they wait mdIll Mum to wodt In order to ttart the severaDce pnM:eI81 

LOJAL 001010 



11!28/04 
Baekgro1llld. Situation 

1. August 91 2OM-1ltuted BeW JDb at CWU University Relations-a new 
position as bmcI JaiMr for eon. of BusfpeSl (Dean Roy Savolan) and 
Broob Ubrary (Dean Tam PelscheD. Supervisor at that time was VP Dr. 
Paul B4ker, who ldrecl me. 

2. Fil'5t 6 - 8 weeks were spent piling a desk. CIOmputer, computer systan.. etc. 
My potItIoD wu the flrIt (amiD to thIS day the only) posltfcm to not be 
houed witIdD Ualwnlty RelAtions iD Barge Hall. Olte-on-cme meetinp 
took pIKe betweeD Paul uul me which indudcd hamework asaipunents 
and traiDfD8. 'l11li eulmIDated wha h. MNWardtd" me with a tdp to II 
CASE c.on.femlce 111 MinDeapolJa. Nfund raisinS for New-COIneD,· 
September 17 - 30. 2004. 

3. Oc:Cober 1, lOM-l retum.ecl to work to have Julle CloDinpr.. the Dew 
Oiredur of Dnelopmeid (Dew hire lot VllC4Dt position), as my Dew boas. 
She sIa:It.t 10 cIeveJep Ikl team of fundralMrs, have us eleflne owwork 
plaDs lor the yeu aha ... We set up weekly meetlnp CIt which I reported 
weddy pIOII'IU; _eel queetiODS about CWU in&astnlc:ture Usues, and 
gmera11y repodat pro.,., In my work At the eon. aDd LIbrary. 

4. NOV'CImbet 15, 2OOI-Julle aad l:met with Deaa SOvuIaD to SO over my work 
plaD whim she and I aed slle and Roy hael cUteuaaecl privately prior to the 

meetfns. 
a. CoDtraq to }aJie'1 work diredive to me, Dean SavoiaD stated he does 
not want me taDdna to danOl'llr advisory ~ memben. or any potential 
new' 40ra0n.1hat those an MJda· to wodt with. He wuala me to follow up 
with 811II1II that .... at the t2S to .. level mel foc:ua on SWtIa, up (l1\ 

aC:aKIJltms aluaml pup old of the Lynnwood campus workiDa with the 
acanudID8 chalrr MIke£ubIe. He al80 wants me to handle eveats for him. 
b. Julie ~ back, .... that thf& WII not what development oIfleers 
WeN hIrecl to do .. wantecl to bow what Roy saw at my adfflty If &lOt to 
SO out to talk with people to JalM money. 
Co Roy nYOked tM optD-eDded tmve! autborbadoa Daht there, aDd safcl I 
WQ not to SO 08t apIn without pdD. onr tvUJthffta I was 80Iaa to say 
and why I lftt ".,... at:a1L JulIe let that 8D aacl W~ all qree<I thai I would 
tOiImnuli~ wlth botIt of them em future donurvialts. 

llOH '1.3Q 
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That same day, 1 campHed by HMWnS a lot of information to Roy anel 
JuUe ~8 phone ccmvetsatlon eppoiDtments that were a1teacIy set up. 
I alated Julie that I &bud, had a travel visit set up lor Thursday, whlch 
she advlMd me to ., OIl (by Tuesday, I rescheduled that appointment 
lHIcauel did not &eJ it was prudent to aosa Roy In that way, despite 
JuUe's.,-proval). 

At 3 p.m., Julie and I had our wtekly meeting. She sbuted out by saylns 
Roy WIll a Iotal bully- I told her that I C01Ilci do lVeIJ1bfns he wanted eVen 
thoash it was CDnlUetJaa wItIa what she was tcllJaa me: 10 SO out on at' 
leut 11 vldt8 a manth. She said J was dolna everytllffts dpt and thAt she 
~cl Paul were ClODtpletely 'behbld me. 
a. Then abe asked me If I thought that In the IonSIUJl, Roy WQ 80D\e0fte I 
c:ou.ld work wi~ espedallyonce the campaign starts. She said Dean 
Sa~ of the College of Business, and Dr. Baker, VP of UR,. had Dever 
agreed on my Job cIescdptlon and t1W I was experUmclna the ~01It. a ha.cl 
two boIees who coaldD't ape on what 1 should be doJDs- Bach boN pays 
SO% of Illy talary,) . 
b. At that meelfD&, lillie ncop1zed the no-win altuatkm lor me and told 
me that she an4 pPt) were dIscusalns restructu.da8 uelpuneale an41 
mlahl be auipecllo the eon. of Arts and Rumaoldes. She aslcecI how I 
felt about that. I told htl pod. 

4.. November U , 200&-1 wu at the caltral development ofib aacI Julie _I 
Iwl a bdef eonftl'Mlloa in her oHtce. ft. told me that she had a 
C:OftVeJNtioA 'lrith Paul (on yacaticm duriDg this lime) ad with Roy and 
19at mov.haalorwad with the rea_gnmal. She had already pta. a call 
to the oIher deaD aad woulclltt me know. She aivUect me that I did DOt 
haft to at=d the eeu. ol8ulDete half.dayletleat tbtafteraocm. 1 
to1cl her t1aat I dloqbt J should,. date Roy was ~8lDe. She eaJd, 
MJluUy, you doe'l lsave to go. W So J didn't p. 

5. November 2Zr 2OOI-a. AIIII)' weekly meetblg with j1alie, I had Illitiaerary 
aDd sot staItecI OD OW meetiaa. Then I asked her jf ahe had an uJ'd* lor 
me on what .... toW 1M OR 'dday about the """8fU'"'Jlt. Julie saW that it 
wasn't soma to W'GIk. "!he GIll d .... wu JUIC pttiBa ued to the 
developmcat oMeer eInad., peeI ... d W&t uawllliDs to make a dwlge. 
Julie Nld it's aotbfnS about la waaa't soma to happen. 

8.1'vrI#u-2 

LS&eSZ£ge~ t~:Sl pBe~/9l1L9 
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b. Then she told me she ~'t be being honest If she didJl't let me 
bow me and Pol were exp~8 options, ODe of which WU 1I8'VeraJlce. 
That was a shock, I told ~ aNI abel how that coulcI be with aU the work 

!hat_ .............. ielopment ...... Shetaldme!hatPauiOlU! 
Roy had never laDy iIaaecl what. d.o. W01Ild do ,. Roy and that 
dlsa~t was at tile t. SiDce:Roy was payin, half m1 salary. 
not woddaS for..., ateaIlt would have to carry my fuU salary. 
Julie said theN .. DO money to 0 that. 
~ JuBe ImRasbt out a State of Nhlngton eode for severance wbJdl abe 
had hisJdlpted.d save it «0 to show that a 3-Inoath severmce was 
totally willala tllelr1iJbt to lin Itment. 11IeD she told me she waatecl me to 
meet with her IIUl Paul Oft M day, lt1l9 at 9 a.m. ancIlwl her sec:retary 
imIIledIat.ly set lip the meetln 
cL J asbtI Julie what JlIhaa1d • She told me ,ust to take admI:aJst:rative 
leave the next two clays, 10 not back to the College ot BuslIleN. 

6. With the ac1vlce of. coil...... is a co1lep pzesitlen~ I aIlecI ill lick 
tid. a.Jn. 110 thM I mIabI c.lOIlfer th )'cna (Nt qutsdou on NpGJate pap). 

53 39\1d .llOH \T3(J 
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Plaintiff Exhibit 11 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Reba Weiss 

FROM: Judith A. Lonnquist 

RE: Employment 

DATE August 20, 2007 

....•...•.........•..••.••.........................•...........•.......•. 
On behalf of the Law Offices of Judith A. Lonnquist, P.S., I hereby provide you 

with 30 day notice of tennination of your "of counsel" relationship with LOJAL, making 
September 18,2007 your last day here. 

There are several projects I want you to accomplish for me during the remaining 
thirty day period. Please prepare a detailed written report on the status of each case that 
yOll are handling and provide it to me by noon on Wednesday, August 22. Your report 
should identify the legal issues involved, the status of discovery, whether you have been 
in contact with the client, and if so, the date and nature of your last contact, any 
information that you have about opposing counsel, any work you have in progress, your 
assessment of the strengths/weaknesses of the case, and any ideas that you have about 
next steps. After I have had time to review your report, I want to meet with you to 
discuss your cases. Please mark your calendar for a meeting with me at 2 p.m. on August 
22. 

I will be assuming sole responsibihty for collection of the costs owed by ___ 
and . If either contacts you, please refer them to me. To insure that we have all 
the necessary infonnation from you regarding that case, by Friday, August 24, please 
provide Judy Z. and Linsey with the details that the clients requested about your costs and 
expenses. 

I wish you good luck in your future endeavors. 

WEISS 00057 
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SLIDING SCALE S~ 
EFFECTIVE 8/20/0~/ 

Plaintiff Exhibit 12 

Performance Standard - Minimum Billable Hours per week = 32 

Billable Hours Gross weekly salary 
32 or more 100% = $1,666.67 

29-31.9 91% = $1,516.66 
26-28.9 81 % = $13500.00 
23-25.9 72% = $1,200.00 
20-22.9 63% = $1,050.00 
17-19.9 53% = $883.33 
14-16.9 44% "" $733.33 
11-13.9 34% = $566.67 
8-10.9 25%= $416.66 

Less than 8 18% = $300.00 
None $0.00 

Dated August 20. 2007 
WEISS 00058 
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Plaintiff Exhibit 40 

-.~,~---:::;-... 

(~ SWEDISH PHYSICIAN DIVISION 

Swedish Physicians - Greenlake Clinic 

7210 Roosevelt Way NE, Seattle, WA 98115 • Ph: (206) 320-3400. Fax: (206) 320-5773 

8/27/2007 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Reba Weiss is under my care for health problems related to her work environment 
have advised her that for her own health and welfare, she should not return to her 
currBnt place of employment (the Law offices of Judith A Lonnquist) for at teast the next 
month and to be re-evaluated after this time. It is my Medical opinion that it would be 
detrimental to Ms. Weiss' health to return to work at the Lonnouist l;:Jw firm ::It th!':i timp. 
Thank you and feel free to call for clarification once proper release of medical 
information forms have been signed. 

S;;?lJ(); ~at/!A ~ __ 
Michael Shamseldi~V -----------

7210 Roosevelt Way NE, Seattle, WA 98115. Ph: (206) 320-3400. Fax: (206) 320-5773 
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I 

you know, gOillg tll gu well. And I was -- my office I was 

2 housed In, that's actually in that college My office was 

next (0 h is office, so I felt things were going to go Vt~l)' 

4 well. 
5 However, I should add that I don't think that he was 

G completely Ilappy with ll1e getting dual messages from my other 

7 boss Julie Cloninger when she came on board. 

8 Q I didn't understand yOlJr last answer. Can you elaborate? 

9 A Julie came on board and wanted -- when she started at the 

10 end of September 01 early October, she asked me to I'alse 

11 money for major gifts, definition $10,000 and up. 

12 Q When you say tllat the dean was not happy that you were 

13 getting dual message", what do you mean by that~ 
11 A I don't know if he was happy or not. I can't say tllat for 

15 sure, but I felt that he asked me to do -- meet witli alums, 

16 meet With their board, with the board of College ofRusiness 

17 and meet With the department hends, which I did And he 

] 8 actually, you know, put me in charge of -- in November put 

19 me in charge of contacting a specific unit, Mike Ruble's --

20 he was the chail of -- I think it was electrical. I'm not 

21 sure. I don't know. I'll have to figure out what exactly 

22 Mike Ruble -- he was the chair of something, one of the 

23 College of Business--

24 Q How do you spell his last name? 
25 A R-u-b-I-e. Working With those alums, that specific area, 

I 
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1 which I was going (0 do. Meanwhile Julie would have 

2 meetings with all of us development officers throughout the 

3 college, all the different colleges and asked us to work on 

4 major gifts and distributed names of alums from the 

5 different schools and colleges to the development officer in 

6 that school and college. And for me that meant alul11s of the 

7 College of Business, asked me to slart fund-raising with 

1 MS. LONNQUIST: Savoi<lli. 

2 /I Savoian. 
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3 Q I don't know why I said thal. I gLiess Ill) mind is sOlncwilen: 

4 else, sorry. 

5 MS LONNQUIST: Not French. 

6 Q Did Julie Cloninger ever give you allY feedback about your 

7 perfOimance, that you needed to improve il in any way? 

8 A No. 

9 Q Did the dean give you any feedback'! 

lOA We had -- wc had a work plan meeting in early Novembelthat 

11 Julie and Roy Savoian and I were -- we all -- they 

12 collaborated because there was -- the)' neecleclto figure out 

13 what exactly they agreed 011 that I should do. I dldn'l -- I 

J 4 was not privy to thaI conversation. We _. we agreed on a 

1" work plan; we had a meeting And so Ill)' WOI"k plan was sct. 

1 G and at that meet'lng wc -- I was told that that would be my 

1 7 work plan until the end of June of 2005 when the campaign 

18 was really rolling and then there might be, you know, 

19 changes to iI, but we had -- that was in November that we 

20 set the work plan. 
21 Q Did the dean ever give you any feedback regarding your 

22 pel'[ormance in terms of needing to improve it? 

23 A No. 
24 Q Did 01'. Baker, Paul Baker, evel' give you any feedback 

25 regarding your perfolmance and a need to improve it? 
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1 A No. In fact, he was so happy with my performance that he 

2 . rewarded me by sending me to a conference in September in 

J Minneapolis. And when I came back I provided him with hiS 

4 own manual of the handout and a written report which he 

5 distributed to others. 

6 Q The written report was on what tOPIC? 

7 A On the -- on the conference. 

8 Q What type of conference was it? 

9 possibly -- I don't know -- a problem, but I don't know. 9 A A fund-raising conference. 
10 Q Did Julie Cloninger supervise you? 10 Q When you say he distributed it to others, other's Within the 

8 them specifically fOi $10,000 gifts and therein was 

11 A When she started, yes. Paul Baker -- she was not when I was 11 university? 
12 hired. Paul Baker hired me ] 2 A Oh, in the -- in the development area because Paul was --

13 Q Dr. Baker, okay. And then from the time Julie Cloninger was 13 Dr. Baker was running all the development officers until 
1 q J u I ie, you know, stal1ed her Job She was the director 01 

14 hired into her role, was she your supervisOi -­

IS A Yes. 
16 Q -- for the remainder of your employment at Central'/ 

17 A Yes. 
18 Q Were you also supervised by the dean of the College of 

19 Business? 
20 A Yes. And also by the library school-- library director, 

21 Peischl What's his name? 

22 Q Pelschl? 

A P-e-i-s-c-I1-1 
'4 Q Am I pronolJl1clllg the deall'~ name cOirectly'! i salci 

_ 5 Sauvignon, but I'm thinking tllat's nOI nght. 

15 development overall, I believe -: 

16 Q Do you know why you were termlflated from Cenlral Washington 

1 7 University? 

18 A I don't -- I really was not exactly given a reason I 

1 9 believe it had nothing to do with any [lerfonnance issues. I 

20 think it had to do WIth my dlsabilily and my request fOI 

21 four -- fOllr 10 six weeks ofrto have hip replacemenl 

22 surgery.~ ____ ----------------------------------------~ 
23 Q Do you know who made the deciSion to tennlnme you from 

2 q employment at Central Washington UniversilY? 

25 A All I kllOY, I:; I received d phone call. I found oul I W~, 

~ 
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[~, "",,,,,1 hr " phoco u" II, , mm'f," ",", w,,, Ie II "" ,::: 9 e " 

I 2 telephone ill IJlcl1sburg all NovEmber 301h at 4:30 p.l11., and 

it said you arc terminated effeclivellnlTledialely. and thaI's 

4 the first I knew about it. 

5 Q Who lell you that message') 

6 A Pall I Bakel 
7 Q Do you remember anything else about the phone message lhal 

8 he left you on that day? 
9 A Nollhat -- that was a slunning bloVl That's really --

10 that's what I remember, but we have It. I mean, I -- I 

11 still have it. You can listen to [t. 

12 Q You've listened to that message since rec.:eiv[ng il 011 

1 J November 30th') 

14 .f>; (Witness nods head aff[rmatively.) 

15 Q Is that 8 "yes''') 

16 A Yes. 
17 Q I-lave you Iisteneu tll it more thLln (Hlee') 

18 A I have movcd so many limes, the phone [s -- has been packed, 

19 but probably lTlorc than once. I juS! don't recallrighl now. 

? a I haven't listenecito it [[1 the last wl[tie like -- it's 8 

21 p2linful thing to I[sten to. 
22 Q On the day oryoUilermination, welt you off work 0[1 sick 

23 leave? 

24 A Iwasinalotorpain. 
25 MS. LONNQUIST: YOLI have to respond "yes" or "no." 
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1 A Yes. 
2 Q Had YOLI called in sick the one or two days before that? 

J A The week before il was Thanksgiving and it was dUl'ing that 

4 time that I was -- you know. I really was in excruciating 

<; pain. And Monday I called in sick because I wasn't able to 

6 dri ve over 10 Ellensburg_ I had been to see my doclOr prior 

7 10 that and I was just too -- jusl not feeling well enough 

8 to do thaI. But I did let them know that -- that's when I 

9 put together the note, the letter, to Dr. Baker and also 

10 the -- sent along Dr. Clark's letter requesting time off fOI 
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employment because or your request for ti[lIe uff related to a 

2 need to have hip surge[y'! 

3 A J don't know If tile dean terminateu Ille or -- I thouglil Paul 

4 Baker did, but, yes, that would be [t. 

5 Q You think it was ~at made the decision to 

6 terminate your employment? 

7 A The only -- I don't know. Alii know is that he's the one 

8 who called and he hired me. He left tlie voice mail anci he 

'J signed the letter that J eventually got the following 

10 like -- I don't kllow -- al the end of the same week that I 

1 1 gal the voice mail. 

12 Q Do you know wlJat role, if any. that the dean had ill the 

1 J decision to ter1l11f1ate your employment at Central Washington 

14 University') 

15 MS. LONNQUIST: By "the dean," yOU'[ e talking 

16 about Roy Savoian? 

17 MS. SUTTON: Yes 

18 A I -- I don't know. 

19 Q Do you know what role Julie Cloninger had in the decision to 

20 terminate your employment at Central Washington Universily') 

21 A I really don't know. 

22 Q Are you contending that Dr. Paul Baker terminated your 

23 employment -- or at least was the olle that advised yotl that 

24 it was terminated -- because you had requested hip surgery 

25 and time off related to the need to have that surgery? 

1 A That's the only connecting logical thing that J can 

2 conclude, yes. 

3 Q Did you have a good working relatio[lship with Dr. Baker 

q during your employment at Central? 

5 A Yes. 1 thought I did. 

6 Q When you say you thought you had a good relationship, what 

7 was it about your relationship that led you to believe that 

8 you had a good relationship with him, with Dr. Baker? 

9 A Well, from the time I was recruited to work there and leave 

10 the job that I had at Loyola to come up to Central, he was 

11 very cordial. He -- he personally coached me in his office. 

12 Q Do you know when you provided the note horn Dr Clm-k to the 12 He called it development 101. So he took me 011 as a menlol 

13 college __ 13 to a new development officer. He felt -- I took it -- I 

11 surgery in January. 

14 A On __ 1 q know that he felt confident ill my wo~k and rewarded -- it 

15 Q -- to the unive[sity') 

16 A On the 2'!th. 

17 Q Who did you provide it 1O? 

18 A I sent it to the hUillan resources uepartment, Tracy Kline 

19 She's the rep -- she was our rep for development E8ch of 

20 theill handles differenl departments, and I sent her a note 

21 that said please pass this along to Dr. Baker 
22 Q When I asked you eat! ier to describe the reason why you were 

terminated, you referred to the fact that you had a 

'4 disabi lit)' that required hip surgery My quest[()[1 to you 

L 5 is, al e you claiming that the dean IcrlTllnated your 

15 was a reward to be sent to that conference. Following that, 

16 like I said, I was -- the information I brought back and my 

17 report on the conference was well-received. 

18 In Octobe[ I went to the -- what's called the Battle in 

19 Seattle when Central plays Western Washington U11Iversity 

20 And, yOll know, evelything was just great. 1 mean, even with 

21 Roy Savoian, and we all -- 811 of the alums wcre there. We 

2? had a suite in the stadium. 

23 Q This is football? 

2 q A Uh-huh 

2':, Q Dr. Baker was there too') 

8 (Pages 26 to 29) 
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()n or about November 22nd '04 to talk allout yourj~ 
A No. He was on vacatIOn. I don'l Imow that that could h;1VC :2 A Yes. 

Q Was that on il dally basIs! 

A No. Like two or threc times ,I week Jusl 1"01 the aerobic 

5 exercise. 

6 Q What other athletic actiVities did you do be lore severe --

7 A Tennis--

8 Q -- osteoarthritis? 

9 A Tennis, skiing, hiking. 

10 Q You said thai you saw Or. Clark the week of Thanksglvlllg 

11 '04. The date J have here is November 74th. Do you recall 

12 whell you scheduled that appointmeJlt with him? 

13 A Probably ill September 1'111 Illst gucssing because he\ gal 8 

14 very busy schedu Ie 

15 Q When you called In sick durrng that week of ThaJiksgivilig --

16 A No. It was -- it was the following weck. I was at work 

17 during Thanksgivlfl~ week. It was the folluwlng tvlollday. 

18 Q The 3 1st? 
19 A I think It was the 29th ,lIld 30th, Monday and Tuesday 

20 following -- the week following Thanksgiving 

21 Q You're right 011 the dates. Did you call in sick or. the 29th 

22 or 30th? 

23 A I -- I think so. 

24 Q Who did you call to report that? 

25 A Probably Julie's office. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
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Q Was it a voice message that you left? 

A I can't remember I really can't remember 

Q Whether il was voice mail or whether you actually contacted 

a person, do you remembel explaining to them why you were 

taking sick leave on the 29th and then on the 30th as well'! 

A I really -- I really can't remember. Honestly I just don't 

recall. 
Q Did YOll ever have a conversation with anybody in human 

9 reSlJUI'ces -- and your contact was Tracy Kline and her boss 

10 was Carla SchLlgard -- about the need to have hip replacement 

11 surgery? 
12 A No. I would have no reason to talk to thenl about that. 

13 Q Did you ever talk wilil anybody else at Central Washington 

14 University ahout the fact thai you were going to have to 

15 have hip replacement surgery? 

16 A Not really. The Job -- I Il1eall, it was a Ilew job. I was 

17 very excited about 11. We were building a professional 

18 relationship We talked about dOllors ~ lot. We talked 

19 about our colleges. We talked about deans. We talked about 

20 gettrng out and seeing people And we just -- talking aboul 

21 your health just Isn't pall of thai frame usually -'"l 

3 happened. He was in Arizona, as far as I know. ---' 

4 

5 

6 

Q Do you recall Dr. Baker trying to reach you by phone and 

leaving you messages asking that you COil tact either he or 

Julie directly? 

7 A Absolutely not. 

8 

9 

Q Around the time the week or so before your termination -­

A No, absolutely not. 

Q -- do you recall Dr. Baker trying to reach you an~ 
indicating that you should call him or Jullc Cloninger and 

10 

11 

12 speak with either one of then],! 

13 A No, I do nol r'ecall that. I was in the office the week --

1,1 the days before Thallksgivlng. As far a~, I kllow, he was 011 

1:' vacation. I dOII'1 know how long or whatever, but I believe 

16 he was -- had taken off. But, you know, I had a cell phone. 

1 7 I had my work phone and I have messages, a message machlllt 

18 on my phone in Ellensburg, and the only message that I 

19 received was on Tuesday the 30th at 4:30. At 2:30 actually 

20 Tracy Kline called and left a message saying that my request 

2] that they had received at noon that day based Oil a tracking 

2:2 record, UPS or whatever, FedEx tracking record, that it was 

23 denied. My request for leave for surgery was denied. 

24 And then later that afternoon Paul Baker's voice mail 

25 was there, but since I was over ill Seattle, I didn't get 
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that. Well, I got it on Tuesday, I was back over on 

Tuesday, but not until in the evening because I was planning 

on going to work the next day, and that's when I got the 

voice mail. .--1, 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Q Do you recall on November 29th Dr. Baker trying to reach you 

and indicating that you should speak with eithel' he or I. 
Julie? 

A I don't -- I didn't get any voice mail like Ihal. 

Q Do YOll recall the next day, Novembcl 30th, Dr. Baker trying 

10 to reach YOLi and again indicating you should speak with 

11 either he or .Julie? 

12 A The only voice mail that's on that -- thaI I got was at 4:30 

13 where he said you're -- we're terminating you effective 

14 immediately. So I didn't -- there was nothillg. I didn'l 

15 heal' li'om l1im prior to thaL That -- to my -- I can Just 

16 say I didn't hear from him prior to that. 

17 Q You menlioned that YOLI had asked for and received an 

18 ergonomic chair when you worked at Central? 

19 A Yes. 

20 Q When did you make that request lor an ergonomic chilir'l 

21 A I can't exactly -- I would think it was I'Ight at the 

22 Q Do you recall a nlceting with Julie Cloninger and DI. Ba~<e!.'1 22 beginning, like August oready September Like right al 

It would have beell Oil or about November 22, 2004. 23 the beginning when my office was getting set up, but I 

L~ A With Julie, no. 24 didn't gel it fOI' quite a while because they had -- we tried 

25 Q Do YOl, recall a lTl~ctlng With 01 i3akcI anei Julie Cionillgel 25 to get one through surplus 
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5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

... 

/\l1ci I know the nlilll came to mcasure hr lhe c: gonolllic 

chall who knoll'S a lot about It when lhey wnc SCltlllg up Illj 

fUlnrlurc, you know, for height and everything IInc! he 

really tried to gel somelhing that accomlnodatcd and 

eventually endecl up ordering a new chall -- I bclieve II 

was new -- so il took a while to get. 
Q Who did you make lhe request orlo be provided all crgonomic 

chair? 

A IZoy Sa voiml's asslslant. 

10 Q Did YOll explain why you needed the chilir') 

11 

12 

A I lhink so. I mean, il was an e;-;pensive piece of eqllirmcnl 

for -- I mean, it wasn't -- I mean, i r you -- I JUSI -- I 

13 

14 

lhink so, yeah. I think she understood, you knmv, anell \.<;a5 

using the cane I slarted using tile cane III Septembel 

15 so ... 

16 Q When you Silrd you think she understands, you're referring to 

17 Roy's assistant? 

18 A Yeah. 

19 Q Whal do yon believe thaI she knew about the I·easons why JOU 

20 needed an ergonomic --

21 A That I --

22 Q -- chair? 

23 

24 

25 

A -- had a hip problem, and I couldn't sit unless I could 

adjusl the chair in cel1ain ways that made it more 

comfoltable for me. It had to do with tilting the seat. 
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1 The seat has to be tilted. Like these chairs are pretty 

2 uncomfortable. And the back has to -- and there has to be 

3 lumbar and the, you know, your armrest. So those are the 

4 things that really have to be adjustable for an ergonomic 

5 chail· for what I had. 
6 Q At Loyola who was your direct supervisor? 

7 A A woman named Jennifer Warwick. 

8 Q Can you spell her last name? 
9 A W-a-r-w-i-c-k, Jennifer. And she was the assistant vice 

10 president for -- for advancement and university relations. 

11 Q Did you have other work issues at Loyola-Maryrnount 

12 Univelsity? 

13 A No. 
14 Q Did you ever advise Roy as to why YOll preferred to use your 

15 own car for work-related travel~ 
16 A Well, I know that J told him it was more comfoltable for the 

17 adjustable seats, getting in and out of. And then once 

18 you're in, adjusting the seat and having lhe lumbar control 

19 in the back and all thaI. 
20 Q Any other reason that you gave him for why you preferred 

21 uSing your own car? 

22 A No. Not that I can think of 
1 Q Do YOll recall discussing with Julie why YOll preferred uSing 

24 your own cal for work-related tl·avel'} 

125 A No 

-------------------------------
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J C) Did you Ilave that conversallon with Dr llaker~ 

2 A I don't think so. It never -- It w2sn'l slllllething liJilt was 

3 collling oul of their burlgel. It was ~;oI1lething that -- if 

4 it was -- if I turned in mileage for my car for business 

5 usc, it came oul of the College of Busine:;:; budgel So it 

6 wouldn't, to my knowledge, have been anything that J wou Id 

7 have discussed with Julie un less she brought it up, but I 

8 don't believe she did. 

9 MS. SUTTON: Do you want to have a short break for 

10 

11 

12 

lunch? I'm probably rretty close to being done. 

(ReceSil. 
~/ 

13 EXAMlNATION (ContinulIlg) 

14 BY MS. SUTTON 

15 Q DIe! you have a meeting with Julie Cloninger bc:fure you 

16 received the voice message from DI·. Baker that YOll wCle 

17 gOing to be terminated? Righi before that time, did YOLI 

18 have a meeting with Julie Cloninger about your elllrloymcnt? 

19 MS. LONNQUlST: You mean on thai day? 

20 MS. SUTTON No Earlier. 

21 II About m)' employment') 

22 Q Yes. 
23 A I had a -- I remember the week before Thanksgiving, I had a 

24 meeting with her prior -- just kind of a weekly meeting, and 

25 I went over -- we went over my work with the library and 
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1 what I was doing with Peischl at the libraly. J reported 

2 to -- or the director of library is who I reported to, and 

3 also the progress l'd made on major gif1 contacts. / 
4 And J remember, you know, talki ng about Mr. Dooley I 
5 can't think of his first name right now -- but who is a 

6 graduate and retired and living in California or Oregon, 

7 somebody named Tyrell. I mean, I can remember some specifi 

8 names. And following up on with -- also with her on Pomer 

9 Sather and somebody Norby and these people she1d given Jl1e to ~ 
10 follow up with. 

11 J mean, J remember that kind of reporting back to her, 

12 and that's why I think that -- that's why J'm recalling 

13 earlier I said -- made a reference to I thought Paul Baker 

14 was on vacation because I think it was during that meeting 

15 before Thanksgiving that, you know, there was a reference to 

16 

17 

18 

him being -- you know, oh, Paul's already gone or something. 

But that's what I remember we mel about . ~ 

Q Prior to the time that you were informed that your 

19 employment was being terminated, did YOli have a meeting with 

20 Julie Cloninger in which she discussed that they were 

21 looking at options regal ding YOUI employment, and one or 
2? those options may be termrnatlon? 

23 A J don't recall that. 

24 Q Do)'Ou recalnrTlleeting with 

25 was the tenor of the discussion" 

'\}r 
J u Ii e a-n-(-j -P-d-u-I -1Il-W-h-I-C-h-t-h-a-t-(;~ 
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