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I. INTRODUCTION 

The trial court erred in penalizing the mother for what it 

found was "openly hostile behavior" towards the father by depriving 

her of decision-making and primary care of the parties' daughter, 

despite finding that there was no basis for limitations under RCW 

26.09.191. The trial court's parenting plan was improperly based on 

the "friendly parent" concept that this Court rejected over a decade 

ago in Lawrence v. Lawrence, 105 Wn. App. 683, 687, 20 P.3d 972 

(2001). Whether a parent is more "likely to foster the child's 

relationship with the other parent" is not a proper consideration in 

fashioning a parenting plan, because it is this state's policy that 

"custody and visitation privileges are not to be used to penalize or 

reward parents for their conduct." Lawrence, 105 Wn. App. at 687. 

Here, the trial court stated its "reason" for substantially 

adopting the father's proposed parenting plan was that it was "clear 

[ ] that the only party that is going to be flexible, at least at this 

point, and perhaps provide more contact between the parent and 

child" is the father. Because the parenting plan was not based on a 

proper consideration of the statutory factors under the Parenting 

Act, this Court should reverse the parenting plan and remand to the 

trial court for a proper consideration of the statutory factors. 
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II. ASSIGNMENT OF ERRORS 

1. The trial court erred in entering its Final Parenting 

Plan, In particular its decision to order an equal schedule that 

transitions to a schedule where the child resides primarily with the 

father, and orders sole decision-making to the father. (Appendix A) 

(CP 213-27) 

2. The trial court erred in entering its Findings of Fact 

and Conclusions of Law on Petition for Parenting Plan and Order of 

Child Support. (Appendix B) (CP 202-07) 

3. The trial court erred in entering its Memorandum of 

Opinion and the specific findings underlined in the attached 

Appendix C. (CP 185-88) 

4. The trial court erred in entering its Judgment and 

Order Establishing Parenting Plan and Order of Child Support. 

(Appendix D) (CP 208-12) 

5. The trial court erred in entering its Final Order of 

Child Support to the extent it is based on the child residing 

primarily with the father. (Appendix E) (CP 228-48) 

6. The trial court erred in entering its Order Denying 

Reconsideration. (Appendix F) (CP 249) 
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7. The trial court erred in denying the mother's motion 

in limine to exclude recordings of private conversations between the 

parties. (RP 10) 

8. The trial court erred in admitting an unsigned 

unauthenticated letter purportedly from the parties' joint therapist 

into evidence. (RP 462) 

III. STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

1. This Court previously rejected the concept of whether 

a parent is "likely to foster the child's relationship with the other 

parent" as a consideration in crafting a parenting plan. Did the trial 

court err in designating the father as the primary residential parent 

when it stated its "reason" for doing so was its belief that the father 

was the "only party that is going to be flexible, at least at this point, 

and perhaps provide more contact between the [other] parent and 

child?" 

2. Did the trial court err in admitting a recording of a 

private conversation between the parties when the mother 

specifically objected to any recording of the parties' interactions? 

3. Did the trial court err in admitting an unsigned and 

unauthenticated letter purportedly from the parties' joint therapist 
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in order to discredit the mother's testimony of domestic violence by 

the father? 

IV. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

A. Evelina and Andrew, who were never married, are 
the parents of a young daughter. Evelina was 
primary caregiver and stayed home to care for her 
older son and the parties' daughter. 

Appellant Evelina Barhudarian, age 27 (DOB 10/24/86), and 

respondent Andrew Danhof, age 31 (DOB 10/11/82), started dating 

in October 2009. (RP 242; CP 229-30) The parties moved in 

together soon after, but never married. (RP 103) Their daughter, 

Olivia, was born on January 31,2011. (Ex. 19) 

When they met, Andrew had no other children. However, by 

the time of trial, Andrew was living with another woman with 

whom he now has a younger daughter, born shortly before trial. 

(RP 408, 410-11) 

Evelina has an older son, age 8 (DOB 6/5/2006), from a 

previous marriage, who lives primarily with her. (RP 240; Ex. 45) 

By all accounts, the parties' daughter is very bonded with her older 

brother. (RP 31,68,89,297) Under an agreed parenting plan with 

the son's father, Evelina's son resides with his father on alternating 

weekends, plus one mid-week evening visit. (RP 399; Ex. 45) 
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Evelina has a "really good co-parenting relationship" with her son's 

father. (RP 399) Although Evelina initially could not recall any 

domestic violence in her relationship with her son's father (See RP 

308, 371), she later acknowledged that there had in fact been two 

incidents of domestic violence during the marriage. eRP 399) 

As her children's primary caregiver, Evelina is very involved 

with both her children. (RP 29-31, 48-49, 55-56, 68, 88-89) After 

their daughter was born, Evelina stayed home to care for the 

daughter and her older son. eRP 280) Evelina had anticipated 

returning to work after her daughter was born, but was laid off 

during her maternity leave. (RP 284) It was undisputed that 

Evelina has been primarily responsible for the daughter's daily 

needs since her birth, including addressing any medical issues. (RP 

236,270) 

Andrew works as a service technician for a business started 

by his father. (RP 481) Prior to that, Andrew had been in the 

military for nearly 8 years as a combat engineer and had several 

tours in Iraq. (See Ex. 42) When the parties started dating in 

October 2009, it had only been a month after Andrew returned 

from his last tour in Iraq. eRP 197) Andrew left active military duty 

in September 2010. (RP 482) 
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B. The parties had a volatile relationship, and the 
parties separated soon after their daughter's birth. 

1. Evelina described Andrew as controlling, 
abusive, and intimidating. Andrew described 
Evelina as abusive and manipulative. 

The parties' relationship started out "normal." (RP 242) 

Evelina described Andrew as "nice" and "charming" in the 

beginning. (RP 242) Over time, however, the relationship became 

"less and less healthy." (RP 243) Evelina described Andrew as 

possessive and jealous. (RP 245, 262) During their relationship, 

Andrew was prone to spontaneous and angry outbursts that scared 

Evelina. (RP 243-44, 261) Once, Andrew hit his fist so hard on a 

plate that his hand bled. (RP 244) Another time, Andrew grabbed 

Evelina by her hair, shook her "really hard," and put her arm 

behind her back. (RP 244-45) Andrew also once punched Evelina 

leaving a bruise on her face. (RP 248-49; Ex. 47) Third parties 

testified to seeing this bruise. (RP 36-37, 57, 71, 118) Andrew 

apologized after each incident and promised to never hurt her 

again. (RP 245) 

During their relationship, Evelina confided in a co-worker 

that Andrew was controlling and that he threw and broke things 

when angry. (RP 59) Evelina's sister was intimidated by Andrew, 
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and described him as controlling, manipulative, and aggressive. 

eRP 115) A friend of Evelina testified that Evelina disclosed to her 

that Andrew was abusive. eRP 70) The friend once visited the 

parties' home and noticed a punched-in door and broken furniture. 

eRP 70-71) 

Andrew could "flip at any second." eRP 119) For instance, 

Andrew started a fight at a wedding hosted at the Columbia Tower 

Club. eRP 119, 251) According to Evelina, a groomsman 

accidentally brushed shoulders with her as they passed. eRP 252) 

According to Andrew, the groomsman "hit" Evelina, who was 

pregnant at the time. eRP 168; CP 70) Because of this contact, 

Andrew punched the groomsman. eRP 251) After the fight was 

broken up, Andrew assaulted the wedding photographer who was 

photographing Evelina and her friends dancing, and was overheard 

yelling, "she is mine, this is my woman." eRP 119, 252) As a result 

of Andrew's actions, the Columbia Tower Club ended the wedding 

reception and made everyone leave. eRP 81,120) 

As they were leaving, Andrew once again attacked the 

groomsman. eRP 253; Ex. 27) It took several people, including 

security guards, to restrain Andrew. eRP 253; Ex. 27) The 

photographer feared for his safety and asked for a law enforcement 
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officer to escort him out. (RP 81) Andrew was described as 

"absolutely beyond drunk" during this incident. (RP 124) 

Evelina believed that Andrew's erratic behavior was due in 

part to Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) from his time in the 

military. (See CP 7) Andrew told Evelina that he had killed several 

people during his tours. (RP 197) In January 2011, Andrew 

reported his "current symptoms" of PTSD as "being short­

tempered; nightmares with sweating; intermittent low moods; 

anxiety attacks; and sleep impairment." (Ex. 42) The Department 

of Veteran Affairs diagnosed Andrew with PTSD, depression, and 

"alcohol dependence, in remission," and provided him with 

benefits. (RP 173-74; Ex. 42) Andrew participated in "sporadic" 

counseling for his PTSD, but took no medication. (RP 174-75) At 

trial, Andrew admitted that while he had initially suffered from 

PTSD when he returned from Iraq, he was now "back to normal 

life" and is no longer suffering from any symptoms. (RP 476-77) 

Andrew also testified that once the parties separated he was no 

longer depressed. (RP 175) 

Andrew testified that Evelina was manipulative during their 

relationship, and was prone to making false accusations against him 

and others. (RP 434) For instance, Andrew testified that although 
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Evelina now describes her relationship with her son's father as 

good, she told others that he was abusive. eRP 434) Andrew also 

claimed that Evelina accused another former boyfriend of stalking 

and threatening her, even though she had recently resumed her 

friendship with this man and now denied any abuse. eRP 308, 437-

38,439-40) 

Andrew's stepmother described the parties' relationship as 

"dysfunctional." eRP 140) A friend of Andrew testified that he once 

witnessed a fight between Evelina and Andrew, where Evelina 

struck Andrew. eRP 105) This friend also testified that after the 

parties separated, he overheard Evelina threaten to "put a bullet" in 

Andrew's head, which Evelina denied. eRP 111,404) 

2. The parties' separation was rife with conflict, 
for which each parent blamed the other. 

The parties separated in October 2011, nine months after the 

parties' daughter was born. eRP 242) Andrew unilaterally left the 

parties' residence, leaving Evelina alone with both children. eCp 6) 

Initially, Andrew had little interest in pursuing time with the 

daughter. eRP 282) Nevertheless, during his first visit with the 

daughter, Andrew promised Evelina that he would return the 
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daughter, who was still breastfeeding, in two hours, but ended up 

returning her much later. eRP 282) 

The parties eventually "agreed" to a shared schedule of week­

on and week-off. eRP 144, 282-83) Evelina testified that Andrew 

"intimidated" her into agreeing to this schedule, and that she had 

not believed it was in the best interests of their daughter, who was 

less than a year old and still being breastfed. eRP 280, 282-83) 

This informal schedule created conflict between the parties, as each 

parent withheld the daughter from the other for various reasons. 

eRP 221, 319) Evelina explained that at times she would keep the 

daughter with her longer if the daughter was sick or had previously 

scheduled doctor appointments. eRP 319) 

During her residential time, Evelina, who lived with and was 

supported financially by her parents, cared for the daughter and her 

older son as a stay-at-home mother. eRP 233, 284, 287) During his 

residential time, Andrew placed the daughter in daycare with a 

neighbor of his family while he worked. eRP 423, 426) At trial, 

Andrew's new girlfriend testified that she was now a stay-at-home 

mother after the recent birth of her and Andrew's daughter and 

could care for the parties' daughter from home during Andrew's 

residential time. eRP 419-20) 
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Evelina continued to be afraid of Andrew after the parties 

separated. (RP 261) The conflict between the parties did not stop 

after they separated, and seemed to get worse. (RP 261) Andrew 

called Evelina "many times in a row all hours of the night back to 

back." (RP 262) Andrew sent a threatening text message to one of 

Evelina's family members demanding to speak to Evelina. (RP 262) 

In July 2012, Evelina called 911 because Andrew came to her 

parents' house where Evelina lives with the children and pounded 

on the door. (RP 268; Ex. 24) Andrew refused to leave until the 

police came and forced him to leave. (RP 268) 

Andrew intimidated Evelina by wearing his gun during 

exchanges for the daughter. (RP 38, 74-75, 264) The trial court 

acknowledged that Evelina's fear was credible on this point, and 

restrained Andrew from carrying a weapon during exchanges. (CP 

186) 

The parties often fought because the daughter was returned 

to Evelina from Andrew's home looking sick, tired, or dressed 

inappropriately for the weather. (RP 38, 278-80; Exs. 48, 49, 50, 

51, 52) The daughter was sometimes returned in "filthy condition" 

with rashes, matted hair, bruises, and a chipped tooth. (RP 278-80, 

292-93; Exs. 48, 49, 50, 51, 52) The parties also fought because 

11 



Evelina did not believe that Andrew was following the "very strict 

diet" that was prescribed for the daughter due to her lactose 

intolerance. eRP 276-77, 485) 

The daughter's physician reported that he believed Evelina 

had "over-the-top health concerns" for the daughter, and that 

Evelina would frequently bring the daughter to the hospital 

unnecessarily. eRP 226) However, Evelina explained that while she 

might be "overly cautious" with regard to her children's medical 

needs, it was because she does not have a medical background and 

looked for guidance from doctors. eRP 274-75) 

Andrew blamed the conflict after separation on Evelina. 

Andrew claimed that Evelina wanted to keep the daughter from 

him, and also blocked his access to medical information for the 

daughter. eRP 191, 329) Evelina denied this claim, explaining that 

she preferred handling the daughter's medical issues since she was 

the most familiar with them as the primary caregiver. eRP 270,271-

72,319-20; Ex. 146) Andrew's stepmother also testified that Evelina 

specifically told her that she did not want to keep the daughter away 

from Andrew. eRP 143-44) 

Andrew presented a serIes of text messages between the 

parties at trial, purporting to show Evelina's hostility towards him. 
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(Exs. 117, 122, 136, 149) The text messages related to the daughter's 

condition after being returned from Andrew's home or conflicts 

regarding the residential schedule. (Exs. 117, 122, 136, 149) Evelina 

denied the authenticity of the text messages, which had not been 

provided before trial, and pointed out that the presented text 

messages failed to show the full context of their conversations. (RP 

265-66, 454-55, 457, 484) 

Andrew also claimed that Evelina threatened to kill him in 

December 2012. (RP 430-31) After that, and purportedly at the 

suggestion of a police officer, Andrew began surreptitiously 

recording his interactions with Evelina. (RP 431) Evelina objected 

to the admission of any recordings at trial, but the trial court 

allowed them into evidence to "understand" the parties' ability to 

communicate with each other. (Sub no. 71, Supp. CP 324; RP 10) 

In March 2013, Evelina and Andrew fought about the 

daughter's lactose intolerance, which caused the daughter diarrhea. 

(RP 442, 485-87) Evelina believed that Andrew was not taking the 

allergy seriously and was placing the daughter at risk by feeding her 

dairy. (RP 485-87) In a recording presented at trial, Evelina is 

heard threatening to "tie [Andrew] up to a tree and feed [him] fish," 

since Andrew is allergic to fish. (RP 442; Ex. 125) Evelina 
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explained that she was frustrated with Andrew's lax attitude about 

the daughter's lactose intolerance, and the threat was a "joke" since 

fish causes diarrhea with Andrew, just as dairy does for the 

daughter. eRP 442) Although Andrew laughed off the threat, 

Evelina told him that she was "serious" about her daughter's health 

and he should be too. eRP 486) Andrew admitted that he did not 

feel threatened, but believed her threat was evidence that she did 

not fear him. eRP 443) 

3. Evelina filed a petition for a parenting plan 
after Andrew refused to return the daughter 
to her. A temporary parenting plan was 
entered placing the daughter primarily with 
Evelina. 

In April 2013, Evelina contacted Andrew after he did not 

appear for a previously agreed upon exchange to return the 

daughter to her. eRP 269) Andrew refused to return the daughter, 

who he said was sleeping, claiming that Evelina was "very irate," 

"acting so aggressive and whatnot," and he "did not want to have 

that around our daughter." eRP 269, 432) Andrew testified that he 

told Evelina, "if you come here, I'm calling the police." (RP 433) 

Andrew then called 911 and told the police that Evelina threatened 

to "murder" him. eRP 432-33) Evelina denied the charge, and told 

the police that in fact, Andrew threatened to "snap her neck." eRP 
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272,434) Although Andrew did not press charges, he succeeded in 

keeping the daughter an additional overnight. (RP 435) 

The following day, the parties met at the daughter's 

previously scheduled doctor's appointment. (RP 436) According to 

Andrew, Evelina "grabbed" the daughter out of his arms. (RP 438) 

After the doctor's appointment, Andrew filed a petition for a 

protection order. (RP 439; Ex. 106) On April 16, 2013, the court 

granted Andrew a temporary protection order, but declined to grant 

his request for custody of the daughter after finding that he "has not 

alleged nor proven any threats of violence to the child, except for 

allegedly 'ripping' the child from his arms at the doctor's office 

during a time [the mother] was scheduled to be with the child." 

(Ex. 106) 

Without realizing that Andrew obtained a temporary 

protection order, Evelina filed a petition for a parenting plan and 

order of child support on April 19, 2013. (CP 1; Ex. 26) Evelina also 

obtained an ex parte restraining order against Andrew. (Ex. 25) 

The protection order was eventually dismissed and a mutual 

restraining order was entered against both parties on May 10, 2013. 

(CP 162) A temporary parenting plan was entered, placing the 

daughter primarily with Evelina and with Andrew during 
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alternating weekends (Friday afternoon to Sunday afternoon) and 

alternating mid-week overnight visits. (Ex. 3) 

c. The court-appointed guardian ad litem 
recommended that the daughter live primarily with 
Evelina. 

The daughter adjusted "great" to the temporary parenting 

plan placing her primarily with Evelina. (RP 290) Evelina 

preferred this schedule as it gave both children the consistency and 

stability that was lacking under the informal arrangement. (RP 

290, 405) Evelina wished to continue this schedule until the 

daughter starts school when Evelina proposed that Andrew's 

alternating weekend schedule extend to Monday morning so that he 

could return the daughter to school. (RP 302) Evelina also sought 

sole decision-making based on the history of domestic violence and 

the lack of cooperation between the parties. (RP 306-07) 

Andrew proposed that the parties return to the week-on 

week-off schedule. (RP 452-53) If the parties do not live in the 

same neighborhood by the time the daughter, then age 3, begins 

school, Andrew proposed that the daughter reside primarily with 

him to provide her with a "consistent" schedule. (RP 453) 

On May 10, 2013, the trial court appointed Melanie English 

as guardian ad litem (GAL) for the parties' daughter. (CP 157) The 
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GAL was ordered to investigate the parenting issues and make a 

recommendation based upon the child's best interests. (CP 158) 

The GAL acknowledged that while some collaterals, 

including the daughter's physician, told her that Evelina spoke 

poorly of Andrew in front of the daughter, this was during the 

earlier part of the parties' separation and the GAL believed that it 

appeared that both parties were now trying to be "friends" to care 

for their daughter. (RP 212,226-27,231-32) Evelina acknowledged 

to the GAL that she was "ashamed and regretted" some of her 

earlier negative text messages to Andrew, but explained that she 

was concerned because the daughter was being returned to her 

"very sick" after spending time with Andrew. (CP 306) Despite the 

earlier conflict, the GAL believed that both parents now desired 

peace. (RP 212, 232) 

The GAL reported that it was clear that the daughter was 

bonded with both parents. (RP 218) The GAL believed that both 

parents were centered on their daughter. (RP 212) The GAL 

reported that despite the domestic violence allegations against each 

parent, the GAL did not find that there was any basis for parenting 

restrictions. (RP 223, 231-33; CP 313) The GAL recommended that 

the daughter reside primarily with Evelina, and with Andrew on the 
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1st, 2nd , 4th , and 5th weekends of each month. (CP 318-19) The GAL 

recommended that Evelina have sole-decision making until Andrew 

completed a minimum of 30 sessions of individual therapy. (CP 

320) The GAL "encouraged" Evelina to also participate in 

individual therapy. (CP 320) 

D. The trial court ordered that the daughter reside 
equally with the parents until she starts school at 
which point she would live primarily with Andrew 
based on its finding that he would be the more 
"flexible" parent. 

The parties appeared for a 3-day trial before King County 

Superior Court Judge Suzanne Parisien, commencing on March 17, 

2014. The trial court acknowledged that at the time of trial, the 

daughter was "doing very well." (RP 511; See also CP 185) The trial 

court also acknowledged that the daughter is "very bonded" with 

her parents and older half-brother, who resides with the mother. 

(CP 185; RP 511) The trial court stated it was "mindful" of the 

daughter's sibling relationship with her older brother and now 

younger sister and its importance. (RP 511) 

The trial court stated that it did not find credible evidence of 

any history of domestic violence by the father. (RP 512; CP 186) 

The trial court relied on an unsigned letter purportedly from a joint 

counselor who the parties met with the goal to "have a healthy 
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strong family and relationship" that stated there was "no mention of 

abuse or violence during these sessions." (Ex. 114; CP 186) The 

trial court also found that it did not see any bruises on the mother 

in the exhibits presented by the mother. (RP 512) Despite 

testimony from third parties who saw bruises on the mother (RP 

36-37, 57, 71, 118), the trial court found that these witnesses only 

reported what the mother told them. (CP 186) 

The trial court found that the "most determinative" evidence 

that there was no domestic violence was the mother's purported 

conflicting claims of the existence of domestic violence with her 

son's father. (CP 186) The trial court stated that "such testimony 

demonstrates that the mother was willing to either fabricate 

domestic violence or that her memory is such that it cannot be 

trusted on this point." (CP 186; RP 512-13) 

Despite the father's own admission that he had symptoms of 

PTSD during the parties' relationship (Ex. 42; RP 476-77), the trial 

court rejected the mother's claims that the father suffered PTSD. 

(CP 187-88; RP 513) The trial court expressed concern over the 

mother's purported "effort [ ] to portray [the father] as an angry 

military person with active PTSD." (RP 513) 
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Although the GAL acknowledged that both parties were now 

seeking to work together (RP 212, 232), the trial court found that 

there was substantial evidence that the mother exhibited "openly 

hostile behavior" against the father. (CP 186; RP 515) However, the 

evidence relied upon by the trial court was at least a year old. For 

instance, the trial court relied on the March 2013 recording where 

the mother threatened to feed fish to the father even though he is 

allergic. (CP 186; RP 515) The trial court also relied on evidence 

that the mother allegedly threatened to "murder" the father or "put 

a bullet in [his] head," both of which occurred before the current 

action was commenced in April 2013. (CP 186; RP 515) The trial 

court also found the mother's earlier text messages, which the 

mother already acknowledged regretting (CP 306), "troubling." (CP 

187; RP 515) The trial court found that the evidence showed that 

the mother "is not interested in sharing important decisions or 

communicating in a positive way" with the father. (RP 519) 

The trial court expressed concern that the mother resisted 

the father's involvement in the daughter's medical care, and was 

"very troubled" that the mother had apparently attempted to block 

the father's access to medical records. (CP 187; RP 516) The trial 

court relied on the GAL's report that the daughter's doctor stated 
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that the mother speaks poorly of the father in front of the daughter, 

which the trial court found was "damaging" to the daughter. (CP 

187; RP 518) 

Finally, the trial court expressed concern that the mother 

had not yet participated in any of the counseling sessions 

recommended by the GAL. (CP 188; RP 519) However, the mother 

had explained that at the time of the recommendation, she did not 

have insurance or the financial resources to pay for counseling. (RP 

351) 

The trial court expressed its "philosophy" on' parenting 

plans, which guided its decision. (RP 519) The trial court reasoned 

that in an "ideal" setting, the parenting plan should be "very 

flexible" and the parents should be encouraged to "go around the 

parenting plan and provide flexibility to one another, compassion to 

one another, and frankly more access to one another if it works out 

that way." (RP 519-20) Based on this "philosophy," the trial court 

designated the father as the primary residential parent, reasoning 

that he is "the only party that is going to be flexible [ ] and perhaps 

provide more contact between the [other] parent and child." (RP 

520) Even though the trial court specifically stated that "there will 

be no 191 [restrictions] in this case," it restricted the mother's 
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decision-making by granting the father sole decision-making on 

major decisions for the daughter. (RP 513, 521) 

Until the daughter, age 3, starts school, the trial court 

ordered that the parties return to a week-on and week-off schedule. 

(CP 214) Once school starts, the trial court ordered the child to 

reside primarily with the father and with the mother on alternating 

weekends from Friday to Monday and Wednesday overnight every 

week. (CP 214) 

The trial court denied the mother's motion for 

reconsideration. (CP 249) The mother appeals. (CP 199) 

v. ARGUMENT 

A. The trial court erred in relying on the "friendly 
parent" concept, and not the statutory factors under 
the Parenting Act in making its parenting plan. 

Generally, this Court reviews a trial court's decision on the 

provisions of a parenting plan for abuse of discretion. Custody of 

Hails, 126 Wn. App. 599, 606, ~ 18, 109 P.3d 15 (2005). A trial 

court abuses its discretion if its decision is manifestly unreasonable 

or based on untenable grounds or untenable reasons. Marriage of 

Littlefield, 133 Wn.2d 39, 46-47, 940 P.2d 1362 (1997). A decision 

is manifestly unreasonable if, based on the facts and the applicable 
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legal standard, the decision is outside the range of acceptable 

choices. Littlefield, 133 Wn.2d at 47. 

A trial court's discretion in crafting a parenting plan must be 

guided by the factors set forth in RCW 26.09.187(3) and based upon 

the best interests of the child at the time of trial. Jacobson v. 

Jacobson, 90 Wn. App. 738, 745, 954 P.2d 297, rev. denied, 136 

Wn.2d 1023 (1998). The factors that the trial court must consider 

include: 

(i) The relative strength, nature, and stability of the 
child's relationship with each parent; 

(ii) The agreements of the parties, provided they were 
entered into knowingly and voluntarily; 

(iii) Each parent's past and potential for future 
performance of parenting functions as defined in 
RCW 26.09.004(3), including whether a parent has 
taken greater responsibility for performing parenting 
functions relating to the daily needs of the child; 

(iv) The emotional needs and developmental level of 
the child; 

(v) The child's relationship with siblings and with 
other significant adults, as well as the child's 
involvement with his or her physical surroundings, 
school, or other significant activities; 

(vi) The wishes of the parents and the wishes of a 
child who is sufficiently mature to express reasoned 
and independent preferences as to his or her 
residential schedule; and 
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(vii) Each parent's employment schedule, and shall 
make accommodations consistent with those 
schedules. 

Factor (i) shall be given the greatest weight. 

RCW 26.og.187(3). When the trial court's written findings or oral 

ruling fail to reflect a consideration of the factors under RCW 

26.og.187(3)(a), as is the case here, remand is required. Murray v. 

Murray, 28 Wn. App. 187, 18g, 622 P.2d 1288 (lg81). Even though 

the trial court record might contain substantial evidence to provide 

a basis for analysis of the statutory factors, "any presumption that 

the trial court considered the statutory factors is rebutted by the 

failure of the written findings or oral opinion to reflect any 

application of the statutory elements." Murray, 28 Wn. App. at 

18g. 

Here, the trial court erred by ordering an equally shared 

residential schedule, then designating the father as the primary 

residential parent when the daughter reaches school age, and 

ordering sole decision-making for the father, because it was based 

on an improper legal standard. The trial court's decision was not 

based on a consideration of RCW 26.og.187(3). In fact, the trial 

court does not mention the statute or its factors at all in either its 

memorandum decision or oral ruling. Nor did the trial court find a 
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basis for restrictions on the mother in the parenting plan under 

RCW 26.09.191. Instead, the trial court's decision was premised 

entirely on the "friendly parent" concept that this Court rejected in 

Lawrence v. Lawrence, 105 Wn. App. 683, 687-88, 20 P.3d 972, 

974 (2001). 

Under the "friendly parent" concept, "primary residential 

placement is awarded to the parent most likely to foster the child's 

relationship with the other parent." Lawrence, 105 Wn. App. at 

687. As this Court stated, "Bills adopting the friendly parent 

concept, either as a presumption or a factor to be considered in 

custody decisions, have been rejected by our Legislature every year 

since 1982." Lawrence, 105 Wn. App. at 687. "The Legislature's 

rejection of this rule is consistent with our state's policy that 

"custody and visitation privileges are not to be used to penalize or 

reward parents for their conduct." Lawrence, 105 Wn. App. at 687-

88. "Because the 'friendly parent' concept is not the law of the 

state, a trial court's use of the concept in a custody determination 

would be an abuse of discretion." Lawrence, 105 Wn. App. at 688. 

In this case, the trial court did not designate the father as the 

primary residential parent after considering the factors under RCW 

26.09.187. Instead, the trial court abused its discretion, because it 
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"penalized" the mother for what it found to be her "openly hostile 

behavior" toward the father while rewarding the father for being 

more "flexible." (RP 515, 520) The trial court based its decision on 

its "philosophy" that a parenting plan need not be followed and 

parties should "go around" the parenting plan to provide more 

access to the other parent than what is defined under the parenting 

plan. (RP 519-20) Based on this "philosophy," the trial court 

designated the father as the primary residential parent, because it 

found that the father, more than the mother, "is going to be flexible 

[ ] and perhaps provide more contact between the [other] parent 

and child." (RP 520) But this is exactly the friendly parent concept 

that this Court rejected in Lawrence, 105 Wn. App. 687, as an 

improper consideration under the Parenting Act. 

Even if the mother had been hostile to the father, the 

evidence that the trial court relied upon was from at least one year 

before trial, and before the parties' had a temporary parenting plan 

that established a consistent residential schedule for the parties' 

daughter. The GAL reported that the mother was regretful about 

her earlier behavior with the father through text messages, and the 

GAL believed that both parents were currently working towards 

cooperating on issues related to the daughter. (CP 306; RP 212, 
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232) There was no evidence that the mother's earlier conflicts with 

the father had any adverse effect on the daughter that warranted 

depriving the mother of primary care and decision-making for the 

parties' daughter. In fact, the trial court acknowledged that the 

daughter "was doing well despite the deep conflict existing between 

her parents." (CP 185) 

It is not uncommon for one or both parents to be 

"uncooperative" when the parties are first seeking a separation. 

Jacobson, 90 Wn. App. at 745. This is especially true in this case, 

when the separation was unilateral and the father moved out of the 

parties' shared residence "without any reason or notice." (CP 6) 

The trial court cannot punish the mother by depriving her of 

primary care of her daughter and her right to make decisions for the 

daughter simply because of a conflict between the parents. See 

Marriage of Cabalquinto, 100 Wn.2d 325, 329, 669 P.2d 886 

(1983) ("Custody and visitation privileges are not used to penalize 

or reward parents for their conduct"), appeal after remand, 43 Wn. 

App. 518, 718 P.2d 7 (1986); Lawrence, 105 Wn. App. at 687-88. 

Under RCW 26.09.002, it is the State's general policy that 

the "best interest of the child is ordinarily served when the existing 

pattern of interaction between a parent and child is altered only to 
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the extent necessitated by the changed relationship of the parents." 

Here, the trial court's parenting plan significantly changes the 

"pattern of interaction" between the daughter and mother, who has 

been the daughter's primary caregiver since birth. The mother 

acknowledges that there is no "presumption in favor of placement 

with the primary caregiver." Marriage of Kovacs, 121 Wn.2d 795, 

800, 854 P.2d 629 (1993). Instead, the Parenting Act "requires 

consideration of seven factors" under RCW 26.09.187. Kovacs, 121 

Wn.2d at 800. But the trial court did not consider the factors under 

RCW 26.09.187, and instead focused on the friendly parent concept 

based on its finding that the mother was hostile to the father. 

The only statutory factor even remotely touched on by the 

trial court in making its decision was "the child's relationship with 

siblings and with other significant adults." RCW 

26.09.187(3)(a)(v); See CP 186. Under this factor, the trial court 

acknowledged that the daughter is "very bonded" with her older 

brother as well as extended family on both sides. (CP 185) 

Although the trial court stated that it considered these relationships 

in fashioning a residential schedule (CP 185), it failed to explain 

how a parenting plan that removed the daughter from the primary 
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care of her mother with whom her brother lives would foster that 

relationship. 

Further, while the trial court acknowledged that the child is 

"very bonded to both parents," it failed to consider the factors 

under RCW 26.og.187, such as "which parent has taken a greater 

responsibility for performing parenting functions relating to the 

daily needs of the child" and each parent's employment schedule. 

RCW 26.og.187(3)(a)(iii), (vii). Here, it was undisputed that the 

mother, who has been a stay-at-home mother since the daughter 

was born, took a "greater responsibility for performing parenting 

functions relating to the daily needs" of their daughter. Even when 

the parties shared an equal schedule after the parties first 

separated, a daycare provider was responsible for the "daily needs" 

of the child when she resided with the father, due to his work 

schedule. 

Finally, the trial court's decision is also contrary to the 

Parenting Act, because "the major purpose behind the requirement 

of a detailed permanent parenting plan is to ensure that the parents 

have a well thought out working document with which to address 

the future needs of the children." Marriage of Possinger, 105 Wn. 

App. 326, 335, 19 P.3d 110g, rev. denied, 145 Wn.2d 1008 (2001). 
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The trial court cannot disregard its duty to craft a "detailed 

permanent parenting plan" by simply adopting one party's 

parenting plan with the assumption that that parent will "go 

around" the parenting plan to provide more residential time than 

set forth in the trial court's parenting plan. (See RP 520) 

By focusing on the friendly parent concept rather than the 

statutory factors under the Parenting Act, the parenting plan 

crafted by the trial court was based on an improper legal standard. 

This Court must reverse, vacate the parenting plan, and remand to 

the trial court for a proper consideration of the statutory factors. 

B. The trial court erred in entering its parenting plan, 
because it was based on improper evidence. 

Compounding the trial court's error in making its parenting 

plan was the fact that it premised its decision on improper 

evidence, including an unauthorized recording of the mother and 

an unsigned letter purportedly from the parties' joint therapist. The 

trial court improperly relied on this evidence to make adverse 

credibility determinations against the mother, which was the basis 

for its findings that the mother was "openly hostile" to the father 

and had fabricated domestic violence claims. 
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RCW 9.73.030(1)(b) prohibits an individual from recording 

any private conversations "without first obtaining the consent of all 

the persons engaged in the conversation." "Any information 

obtained in violation of RCW 9.73.030 [ ] shall be inadmissible in 

any civil or criminal case." RCW 9.73.050; State v. Faford, 128 

Wn.2d 476, 488, 910 P.2d 447 (1996) ("Evidence obtained in 

violation of the act is excluded for any purpose, including 

im peachment."). 

The trial court erred in admitting the recording of the 

mother purportedly threatening to force feed fish to the father. (RP 

10; Ex. 125) The recording violated RCW 9.73.030, because it was 

of a private conversation between the parties and the mother 

specifically told the father that she "does not consent in being 

recorded in anyway." (Ex. 33) The trial court's admission of this 

evidence was contrary to RCW 9.73.050 and was prejudicial to the 

mother because the trial court specifically referenced this evidence 

when finding that the mother was "openly hostile" to the father, 

which was the premise of its decision to deprive the mother of 

decision-making and primary care of the parties' daughter. (CP 

186) 
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The trial court also erred in admitting an unsigned letter 

purportedly from the parties' joint therapist to find that the 

mother's allegations of domestic violence were not credible. (Ex. 

114; RP 462) The trial court erroneously found that this letter was 

an "exception" to the hearsay rule because the letter had previously 

been referenced by the mother. (RP 462) But the mother never 

relied on this letter. And the letter had not been authenticated 

under ER 901 and is not an exception to the hearsay rule under 

either ER 801 or ER 804. Therefore, the trial court erred in 

considering this letter. See Wagers v. Goodwin, 92 Wn. App. 876, 

882-83,964 P.2d 1214 (1998). 

In Wagers v. Goodwin, the appellate court held that the trial 

court erred in admitting an unsigned and undated letter that had 

not been authenticated. 92 Wn. App. at 882. The court held that 

the letter constituted inadmissible hearsay that the trial court 

should not have considered. Wagers, 92 Wn. App. at 882-83. The 

court acknowledged that the reason for excluding such evidence is 

based upon the principle that "untrustworthy evidence should not 

be presented to the triers of fact." Wagers, 92 Wn. App. at 882. 

The trial court erred in admitting and considering the illegal 

recording and unsigned letter because they both served to taint the 
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trial court's consideration of other testimony, and more likely than 

not gave greater credence to the father's other evidence of the 

mother's purported hostile behavior and alleged false claims of 

domestic violence. 

C. This Court should award attorney fees to the 
mother. 

This Court should award attorney fees to the mother under 

RCW 26.09.140. RAP 18.1. The mother has the need for her 

attorney fees to be paid, because she is a stay-at-home mother who 

relies on the financial support of her parents. Even if she did work 

outside of the home, her earning ability is less than the father, who 

has the ability to contribute to the mother's attorney fees. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

The trial court failed to use the proper legal standard in 

making its parenting plan depriving the mother of decision-making 

and primary care of the parties' daughter. Its error was 

compounded by its consideration of a recording made of the mother 

without her consent and an unauthenticated and unsigned letter 

from a joint counselor. This Court should reverse the parenting 

plan and remand to the superior court for reconsideration of the 
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parenting plan after due consideration of the statutory factors 

under the Parenting Act and proper evidence. 

Dated this 1st day of October, 2014. 

SMITH GOODFRIEND, P.S. 

BY:~ 
Valerie A. Villacin 

WSBA No. 34515 

TSAI LAW COMPANY 

By: ~/(: 
Todd R. DeVallance 

WSBA No. 32286 

Attorneys for Appellant 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON 
COUNTY OF KING 

In re the parenting and support of: 

OLIVIA ESTELLA DANHOF, 
Child. 

EVELINA BARHUDARJAN, 
Petitioner~ 

and 

ANDREW BERNARD DANHOF, 
Respondent. 

NO. ] 3-3-07923 .. 6 SEA 

FINAL PARENTING PLAN 
(PP) 

This parenting plan is aftnal parenting plan signed by the Court. 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED: 

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 

This parenting plan applies to the following child: 

Olivia Estella Danhof 

Parenting Plan (PPP,PPT, PP) • Page I of 14 
WPF DR 01.0400 Mandatory (612008)­
RCW26;09;OI6, ..181; .187; .194 

CP 213 
App.A 
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II. BASIS FOR RESTRICTIONS 

PARENTAL CONDUCT (ReW 26.09.191(1), (2)). 

Does not apply. 

11 2.2 OTHER FACTORS (RCW 26.09.191(3»). 

13 

15 

17 

19 
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25. 

27 

29 

3.1 

Does not apply. 

III. RESIDENTIAL SCHEDULE 

SCHEDULE FOR CHILD UNDER SCHOOL AGE 

Prior to enrollment in school, the child shaH reside with the father, except tor the 
followtng days and times when the child will reside with or be with the other parent: 

Sunday at 6:00 p.m.to Sunday, 6:0{) p.m., every other week commencing on 

Sunday, April 6,2014. 

31 3.2 SCHOOL SCHEDULE. 

33 
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Upon enrollment in school, the child shalt reside with the father, except for the following 
da.ys and times when the chUd will reside with or be with the other parent: 

Friday pick up after school (or 4:00 p.m. ifthere is no school) to Monday 
morning drop off at schoo), every other week, and 

Wednesday after school to Thursday drop off at sohool, every week, provided the 
mother is responsihle for transporting the child to/from allY after school activities. 

The school schedule shall commence when the child begins kindergarten. 

Parenting Plan (pPP. PPT, PP) • PRge 2 of 14 
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3.3 SCHEDULE FOR WINTER VACATION. 

The child shall l'eside with the mother during even years and wHl be with the father 
during odd yeal's. The winter vacation shall commence on the last day of school until 
6:00 p.m. the day before school resumes. 

11 3.4 SCHEDULE FOR OTHER SCHOOL BREAKS. 
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3.5 

3.6 

The child shall reside with the mother during the spring break in odd years and with the 
father in even yellrs;and with the mother during mid-winter break lnodd years and with 
the father in even years. The school breaks shall commence at the break of the school 
and end at 6:00 p.m. the evening hefore school resumes. . 

SUMMER SCHEDULE. 

Upon compledon of the school year, the ohild shall reside with the father, except for the 
foHowing days and times when the child will visit with the other parent: 

Same as schedule for children under school age. The Stlmmer schedule will begin 
the day after the Jast day ofscnoolat6:00 p,m. Summer schedule will also allo 
for exceptions not listed in holidays for example: Olivia's friendsJ birthda: 
parties, weddings, etc. Requests to other parent should be mnde at least two (2 
weekS in advance in email. Unless agreed llpon~ maximum time for special 
occasions is 24 hours, and standard time for exchange is from 10 am <lay of to 1 
am the day after. Limit tWo (2) exceptions per year, evert years mother ha 
priority, odd years father has priority. The summer exceptions ftilt below all 
others in priority listing, 

VACATION WITH. PARENTS. 

Each parent is entitled to two (2) weeks of vacation time pet calendar year that may be 
used either in whole or on two (2) separate occasions. The parent wishing to use vacation 
time must notify the other patent at least 30 days in advance in email. Vaoationing parent 
must provide the other pal'ent with an itinerary, addresses where the child will be staying, 
who the child will be staying with, and contaot phone numbers. In oases where the 
vacation time conflicts with the other parent's vacation plans, priority will be given to the 

PII(enting Plan (PPP, PPT, PP) -Page 3 of 14 
WPF DI{ 01 .0400 Mandatory (6/2008)­
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3.7 

mother on even years and priority will be given to the father on odd years, with the 
exception of the child'sschool breaks. Priority of vacation timedUl'ingthe chUd'sschool 
breaks will be given to the scheduled parent for that school break. 

SCHEDULE FOR HOLIDAYS. 

The residential schedule ror the child for the holidays listed below is as follows: 

New Year's Day 
Martin Luther King Day 
Presidents' Day 
Memorial Day 
July 4th 
Labor Day 
Veterans'Day 
Thanksgiving Day 
Christmas Eve 
Christmas Day 
Halloween 
Easter 

With Mother 
(Specify Year 
Odd/Eyen/Every) 

Odd 
Odd 
Even 
Odd 
Bvell 
Odd 
Even 
Odd 
Even 
Odd 
Even 
Odd 

With Father 
(Specify Year 
Odd/Even/Every) 

Even 
Even 
Odd 
Even 
Odd 
EYen 
Odd 
Even 
Odd 
Even 
Odd 
Even 

For purposes of this parenting plan, a holiday shall begin and end as follows·: 

For purposes ofthis parenting plan, a holiday shaUbeginand end as follows (set 
forth times): If not categorized below, the Holiday will begin the morning of at 10 
am and win continue until the following day at 8 pm until thechUd starts school. 
Once school schedule begins, the patent who has the child for the holiday will 
take the chUd to school the day after, the receiving parent will be responsible fot' 
picking the child up from school. 

Holidays which fall on a Friday or a Monday shall include SatUl'day and Sunday. 

Thanksgiving will begin on the day prior at 8pm before the child begins school, 
when the child begins school it wiH begin at the end of the school day. 
Thanksgiving time will last until Sunday at 6 pm. 

Parenting Plan (PPP,PPT, PP) - Page 4 of 14 
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3.8 

3.9 

Christmas Eve will begin on the day prior at 8 pm and will last until 8 pm the day 
of Christmas Eve. Christmas Day will begin on the day priQr at 8 pm and wiH last 
until 8pm Christmas Day. 

SCHEDULE FOR SPECIAL OCCASIONS. 

The residential schedule fOI' the child for the foHowing special .occasions is as follows~ 

Mother's Day 
F~thel"sDay 
Fathel'> sBlrthday 
Mother's Birthday 
Olivia's Birthday 
Allen's Birthday 
Elsie's Bit'thdflY 

With Father 
(Specify Year 
OddlEvenlEvery) 

N/A 
Every 
Every 
N/A 
Even 
N/A 
Every 

With· Mother 
(Specify Year 
Odd/Eyen/Bvery) 

Every 
N/A 
N/A 
Every 
Odd · 
Every 
N/A 

Mother's Day and Fathc{Daywill begin the day prior at 6pm and will last ul1ti16 
pm the day of. OHvia's Birthday will begin the morning of at lOam and will 
continue until the following day at 8 pm until the child starts school. Once school 
schedu1t: begins, the parent who has tbe child for the holiday will take the child to 
school the day after, the receiving parent will be responsible for picking the child 
up from school. 

PRIORITlES UNDER THE RESIDENTIAL SCHEDULE. 

Parenting Plnn (PPP; PPT, PP)· Poge 5 of 14 
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If the residential schedule, paragraphs 3-.1 .3.8, results in a conflict where the children 
are scheduled to be with both parents at the saltle time, the conflict shaH be resolved by 

priority being givell as follows: 

Rank the order ofpriority, with 1 being given the highest priol'ity: 

7 school schedule (3.1, 3.2) 
4 winter vi,lcation (3.3) 
3 school breaks (3.4) 
6 slimmer schedule (3.5) 
5 vacation with parents (3.6) 
1 holidays (3..7) 
2 special occasions (3.8) 

3.1 0 RESTRICTIONS. 

The fathershalll10t carry a firearm during residential exchanges. 

3.1} TRANSPORTATION ARRANGEMENTS. 

Transportation costs ar~ included in the Child Support Worksheets andlor the Order of 
Child Support and should not be included here. 

Transportation arrangements for the chUd,between parents shaH be as follows: 

The receiving parent will pick up the ohild from the other parent's reSidence or 
when the school schedule begins the receiving parent will pick up the child from 
the child's school on days where the exchange is made during a school day and 
will pick up the ohild from the other parent's residence on non-school days, Ira 
person other than the parent is to pick up the child there must be prior notification 
and agreement. On1y individuals with a valid driver's license, insurance and 
propel' age appropriate child restraint systems may transport Olivia, 
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3.12 DESIGNATION OF CUSTODIAN. 

As of the time when OlivIa begins school. she is scheduled to reside the majority ofthe 
time with the father. From the date of this Order, the father is designated the custodian 0 

the child solelyfol' purposes of all other state and federaJstatutes which require a 
designation or detenninution of custody. This designatfotl shall t10t affect either parent's 
rights and responsibilities under this parenting plan. 

13 3.13 OTHER. 
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Both the mother and the fatherwiUattend a minimum of 10 counseling sessions per year 
for the next two years and will be required to provide proof of compliance upon request. 
Both parties will supply a copy of the Court's Memorandulll of Opinion to the therapist 
for hlsfher reference. 

3.14 SUMMARY OF RCW26.09.430 - .480, REGARDING RELOCATION OF A CHILD. 

This is a summary only. For the full text, please see RCW 26.09,430 through 26.09.480. 

If the person with Whom thechHd resides a majority of the time plans to move. that 
person shall give notIce to every person entitled to court ordered time with the child. 

If the move is outside thechHd's Bchool district, the relocatlngpersonmust give notice b 
porsonal service or by mail requiring aretUl'll receipt. This notice must be at least 60 
days before the intended move. If the relocating person could not have known about the 
move in time to give 60 days' notice, that person must give notice within 5 days after 
learning of the move. The notice ml.lst contain the information required in RCW 
26.09.440. See also form DRPSCU 07.0500, (Notice ofInten:ded Relocation of A Child). 

If the move is within the same school district, the relocating person must provide actual 
notice by any reasonable means. A person entitled to time with the child may not object 
to the move but may ask for modification llnder RCW 26.09.260. 

Notice may be delayed for 21 clays.jf the relocating person is entering a domestic 
violence shelter or is moving to a.void a clear, immediate and unreasonable tisk to health 
and safety. 
If information is protected under a court order or the address confidentiality program, it 
may be withheld from the notice. 
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4.1 

4.2 

A relocating person may ask the COllTt to waive any notice requirements that may put the 
health and safety of a person or a child at risk. 

Failure to give the required notice may be gtbunds for sanctions) including contempt. 

If DO objection is filed within 30 days after SCI'Vice of the notice of intended 
l'elocntion, th(l relocation will be permitted and the proposed revised residential 
schedule may be confirmed. 

A person entitled to time with a child under a court order can fi Ie an objection to the 
ohild's relocation whether or not he or she received proper notice. 

An objection may be filed by using the mandatory pattern form WPFDRPSCU 07.0700, 
(Objection to Relocation/Petition for Modification of Custody DecreelParenting 
Plan/Residential Schedule). The obJection must be served on 0.11 persons entitled to time 
with the child. 
The relocating person shall not move the child during the time for objection unless: (a) 
the delayed notice pl'ovisjons apply; or (b) a court orderaHows the move. 

If the objecting persOh schedules a hearing for a date within 15 days of timely service of 
the objection, the relocating person shall not move the child before the hearing unless 
there is a clear, immediate ilnd unreasonable risk to the health or safety ofa person or a 

child. 

IV. DECISION MAKING 

DAY-TO~DAY DECISIONS. 

Each patent shall make decisions regarding the day~to-day care and control of each child 
while the child is residing with that parent. Regardless oftheaUocation of decision 
making in this parenting plan, either parent may make emergency decisions affe'Cting the 
health 01' safety ofthe ch.i1d. 

MAJOR DECISIONS. 
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Education decisions 
Non-emergency health care 
Extracun·icul!l.rMtivlties 
Day care/Day camps 

Father 
Father 
joint 
joint 

4.3 RESTRICTIONS IN DECISION MAKING. 

Does not apply because there are no limiting factors in paragraphs 2.1 and 2.2 above. 

V. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

The purpose ojthis dispute resoltttionprocess Is to l'esolvedlsagl'f!ements about carrying out thij 
parenting plan. 

Disputes between the partie~, 6the1' than child support disPtltes, shall be submitted to 
arbitration with an agreed l.lpon famBy law arbitrator. The parties OOllllOtreach.an 
agreement ona mediator, t,hl}father shall select three family law mediators and the 
mother shall select a mediator from the list provided. 

The cost of this process shall be paid in full by the moving/petitioning party. 

The mediation process shall be commenced by noti fying the other party by written 
request with delivery confirmation. 

In the dispute resolution process: 

(a) 
(b) 

(0) 

Preference shall be given to cart'ying out this Parenting Plan. 
Unless an emergency exists, the parents shall use the designated process to 
resolve disputes relating to implementation of the plan, except those I'elated to 
financial support. 
A written record shall be prepared of any agreement reached in counseling or 
mediation and of each arbitration award and shall be provided to each purty. 
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(d) 

(e) 

Ifthe court finds that a parent has used or fj'ustl'ated the dispute resolution process 
without good reason, the court shall award attorneys' fees and financial sanctions 
to the other parent. 
The parties have the right of review from the dispute resolution process to the 
sLlpet'ior court. . 

VI. OTHER PROVISIONS 

1. Neither party shall post photographs OJ' personal information of the child on any public 
forums or social media sites without the written consent of the othet· parent. 

2. Both parents should use a notebook durhlg exchanges which detaiisOJivia's nap schedule, 
diet routine changes, appointments, \)oolth,etc. It is each parent's responsibHity to bring the 
notebookto each exchange. If Olivia has shy medications {including over tlw countel' 
medications and/or things like diaper rash cream), eachpal-ent should detailthe exact 
medication brand. amount, times arid dosages given. The parents shall speak to each other 
only regardillg issues relating to the child's health, welfare. educati'onand the parenting 
plan issues and consider Olivia reading the notebook (now or in the future) when they are 
writing in it. 

3. Each parent shall notify the other parent by text as soon as reasonably possible of when 
there is an issue related to the chil<fs medical care. Texts should be respectful with no nam 
calling and factualinfonnation only. 

3S 4. The parents will give the child all medication when and as prescribed by a doctor. 
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5. It is expected that the parenting plan residential prOVisions will be flexible and adaptable il1 
accordance with the child's changi.ng needs. As the child increases il1 age and maturity the 
child's needs and desires will become increasingly important and will be considered by both 
parents in scheduling residential time. 

6. Both parents may participate in school and extra-curricular activities for the child regardless 
oftbe residential schedule. Both parents shall be cordial and friendly during any such 
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7. Both parents ~hall have fuUaccess to school, day care, medical and other records of the 
chUd. Both parents will advise the other parent in advance ofthechUd's doctor, dentist and 
counseling appointments. Both parents shall have equal alld independent authority to confer 
with school, child care and other programs with regard to the chUd's educational, emotIonal, 
and social progress. 

8. Neither parenrshall ask the child to make decisions or requests involving the residential 
schedule. Neither parent shall discuss the residential schedule with thechlld except for 
plans that hnvealready been agreed to by both parents in advance. 

9. Neither parent shall encourage the child to change theirprimary residence or encourage the 
child to believe it is their choice to do so. It isa decision that will be made by the parents, 
or ifthey cannot agree, by the courts. 

1 t. Each parent shaH provide the other with the address and telephone number ofhislher 
l'esicienceand workplace and update such information promptly whenever it changes. 

33 12. Neither parents will or permit others to speak negatively, slander, or engage in other forms 
of defamation of the other parent or the other parent's friends; relatives ot associates to the 

35 child or in presence of the child. 
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13. When a child of the parties is not residing with a given parent, that parent shaft be permitted 
unimpeded nnd unmonitored telephone access with the child of not less than two calls pel' 
week at reasonable times arid for reasonable duration. Phone messages left will be shared 

with the child. 

14. Each parent shall exert every reasonable effort to maintainfi:ee access and unhampered 
contact and comlllunication between the ohild and the other parent, arid promote the emotions 

Parenting Plan (PPP, PPT, PP) - Page II of 14 
WPF DR 01.0400 Mandatory (6/2008)­
RCW 26.09.016, .lSI; .187; .194 

CP 223 



1 

3 

5 

7 

9 

11 

13 

15 

17 

of affection. love and respect between the child and the other parent . .Each parent agreeS to 
refrain from words or conduct, and further agrees to discourage other persons ft'om uttering 
words or engaging in conduct, whicb would have a tendency to esttange the child from the 
other parent, to damage the opinion of the child as to the other parent. or to impalrthenatural 
deveJopment of the child's love and respect fol' the other parent. 

15. Each parent shall honor the other parent's parenting style, privacy and authority. Neither 
parent shall interfere in the parenting style of the other nor shall either parent make plalls or 
arrangeme:nts that would impinge upon the other parent's authority or time with lhechild, 
without the express agreement 6fthe Qtherparent. Eadl parent shall ellcouragethe child to 
discuss his or her grievance against a parellt directly with the parent in question, It is the 
intent of both parents to encourage a direct parent .. child bond and communication. 

19 16, Neither parent shall advise the chi1dt'en of any child support or other legal matters. 

21 

25 

27 

29 

31 

17. Neither parent shall use the child, directly or indirectly. to gather information about the other 
parent or take verbal messages to the other parent. 

18. Neither parent shall schedule activities that interfere with the other parent's residential time 
with the child or impose a financial burden on the other parent without that parent's 
consent. 

33 19. The parents may revise the parenting plan by mutual consent in writing at any time, 
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20. Neither parent shaH use any physical or corporal pllnishroent or discipline on the child or 
threaten to do so. 

21. The parents undcl'standthat this residential schedule represents a minimum amountoftlme 
that the child will reside with the patents and that the child may reside with them at any 
other agreed to times. . 
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22. Both parents should keep any fireanns out of sight and reach of Olivia .and should have prope 
storage and locking mechanisms at all times. The father should not can'y any firearms on him 
to child exchanges. 

23. Neither parent should consume alcohol ornon-pres?ription drugs in Olivia's presence. 

24. Neither parent will be permitted in taking the child to a cOllntry which is not an ally with the 
United States in the Hague Trea.ty/Col'lVention. All overseas travels must be agreed upon by 
both parents. . 

25. This GAL should be dismissed. 

VII. DECLARATION FOR PROPOSED PARENTING PLAN 

Does notapply. 

VItI. ORDER BY THE COURT 

It Is ordered, adjudged and decreed that the parenting plan set forth above is adopted and 
approved as al1 order ofthiscourt. 

W ARNlNG: Violation of residential provisions .of this order with actual knowledge of its terms 
is plmishable by contempt of court and may be a criminal offense under RCW 9A.04Q.060(2) or 
9AAO.070(2). Violation ofthis order may subject a violator to arrest. 

When mutual decision making is designated but cannot be achieved! the parties s.hall make a 
good faith effort to resolve the issue through the dispute resolution process. 

Ifa parent fails to comply with a proYisioJ'lofthis plan, the other parent's obligations under the 
plan are not affected. 

Before signing the Final Parenting Plan) the Court consulted the judicial information system and 
databases, jf available, to determine the existence of any information and proceedings that are 
relevant to the placement to the child. 
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Todd R. DeValIance, 'WSBA #32286 
AU-orney for PetitionerlMother 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON 
COUNTY OF KING 

[n re the parehting and support of: 

OLIVIA ESTELLA DANHOF, 

Child, 

EVELINA BARHUDARIAN, 

'petitiol1er, 
and 

ANDREW BERNARD DANHOF, 

. Respondent. 

NO. 13-3-07923-6 SEA 

FINDJNGS· OPFACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW ON 
PETITION FOR.PARENTlNGPLAN 
AND ORDER OF GHILD SUPPORT 
(FNFCL) 

1. BASIS FOR FINDINGS 

The findings are based upon a trial thatwas·held on March 17-19,2014. The following people 

attended; 
Mother 
Moiher's Attorney 
Acknowledged Father 
Guardian ad Litem 
Anya Barhudarian 
Kevin S11crry 
Angelina Bakhchinyan 
YullyaBarhudarian 
Georgina Luiqult1 
Svetlana Pristupa 
Frank Rorie 
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Karen Blenz 
Jessica Woods 
Natasha Rakish 

n. FINDINGS OF FACT 

Upon the basis of the court record, the court Find~; 

11 2.1 Notieeand Basis ofPel'sonal Jurisdiction Over thPartles 
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2.2 

2.3 

An parties necess!i.ry to adjudicate. the. issues were served with a copy of the summons and 
petition and are subject to the Jurisdiction ofthts court, The facts below establish personal 
jurisdIction over the parties; . 

The mother and acknowledged father engaged In sexual intercourse in the. state of · 
Washington as a result of which the child was conceived; 

Respondent was personally served with summons and petition within this slate; 

Respondent submits to jurisdiction of this state by consent; and 

The child resides in this state as a result ofthe acts or directives of respondent. 

Period for Challenge to the Aeknt>wlcdgementor Denial ofPatel'nlty 

Andrew Danhof~ the chlld'sacknowledged falherand EveBna Barhudarian, the child's mother 
signed the Acknowledgment of Paternity, which was filed with the Washington State Registrar of 
Vital Statistics on March 17, 2011. 

This proceeding was begun more than 60 days from the effective date of the Acknow)edgemel1t 
of Paternity and a period oftwo years or more has passed since the date the acknowledgment was 
filed with the Washington State Registrar of Vital Statistics. 

TheChlid Affected in This Action 

Thls action affects: 

Olivia Estella Danh!)f, age 3. 
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2.4 

2.5 

Basis for Jurisdiction OVer the Child 

This court has jurisdiction over the child fol' thereasMs set forth below: 

This state is the home state of the child because the chUd lived in Washington with a 
parent or person actil)g as a parent for at leastsixconsecutive months immediately 
preceding the commencement of this proceeding. 

Child Support 

The chiJdis in need of support and child support should be set pursuant to the Washington State 
Child Support Schedule. The orderof childsupportsigncd by the CQurt Qn this date and the chHd 
support worksheet which has been approved by the c(,)urt are inco11'orated by reference in these 
tlndlngs. 

2.6 Residential ScltedulelParenting Plan 

The residential schedule/parenting plan signed by the court on this date 15 approved and 
incorporated as part ofthese findIngs. 

2.7 Reimbursement 

Does 110t apply. 

2.8 Continuing Restraining Order 

Does not apply. 

2.9 Protection Order 

Does not apply. 

2.10 Other 

Both parties have requested attorney'sfees and costs. The court has denied both requests. 
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m. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

3.1 Jurisdiction 

Thecourthasjuri~dicti9n to enter an order in this matter. 

3.2 ~1$posltJon 

The court shall enter an order that; 

Declares this proceeding was properly begun; 

Makesprovi&ion for a parenting plan, or past and current support,and health insurance 
coverage fot the cht1d; and 

3.3 Other 

See· Memorandum of Opinion filed herewith. 

Dated: 

Tod R. DeVallance, WSBA#32286 
Attorney for:Petitioner 
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The court has jurisdiction to cntel'an order in this matter. 

3.2 Disposition 

The court shall enter an order that: 

Declares this proceeding was pl'opel'ly begun; 

Makes provision for a parenting plan. or past and current support\und health insurance 
coverage for the child; and 

3.3 Otber 

See Mel'norandum of Opinion filed herewith. 

Dated: . __ ._ --.-----

Presented by: 

Todd R. DeVal1ance, WSBA #32286 
Attorney for Petitioner 
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, . ", , :,.,·O~~ ESmLA:DANH~F 
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'!BVEtINA BARHl)DARIAN;: 

Child, , 
No. 13-3-()7923-6 SEA 

, ,MEMORANDUM OF oPJNtON 
i,," ' , ", 0 ," 

J " ,,' : 1,;' ,;' 

',: ' " ,._,; '"," , ':.':' 
',and",: , ,', 

Petitioner" ' 

, ,i, ANDREw B~ARn DANHOF ' 
:' 0 : '1' 

, • ~"'" 0 ' ," , 

"" ,",' " 'R ,ondent. 
, , ',' , , I' , , , " ' :' !': 

, " 
, ' 

, , . " 
, ,':' . ' ." . 

. ' This matter ~in~, on for'trial on the Mother's Petition for Permanent Parenting Plan. , 

::. ' T.~iaJ was'~eld on ~a~~~: 17th:th'~ough March 19, 2014. The piirties met In 2009 and se'parated 
• 0 , : , . " 

iri'Octobe~ 2011. Th~V ·hav~onechild. Olivia. who is three years old. The Respond.ent is the 

,: ~'~k~0~'~~~e4'; fatber.:,;: Oli~a ;'app~~rs t~' .~e ; d~lng well d~Pite the d~ep confJi~ '~xistfng 
': " : ~:' ~~tw~eh )i'er ,:pateots.:'ie~lm~~v ~o'rri:, witne~s~s ' on :beh~/f of :b~~h ,p'arties ' re~ealed thiu Oiivia 

~.J,' ' • . , ,r' ,. :,' 1 ,:' . :::", ' ' ; . ' . ", " • .,J' 0 , ' , ' • , " 

.; '. ' i~ ver) ... bolldeq to ;both parents as well. as, extended:f;;lmlly (grandpa'fents),on both, sides. ,The 

, , ~~t'he~, H~es ~th 'her'~~rent5: and Olivia ';s dose;to them. Addil;ibnafly, Olivia is very bonded 
, , ' .. . 

, .. , 

, ' , Wi,thher fiVe :(5) y~a.r oldbrO~he'r. A!Jen, who is the mothers son from a prior marriage. "The 

" , re~ponq~nt I~ cl,Irreni!v ,"vJ~g with nls girlfriel"!~; N~tasha Rakish, with whom he ,has a one , 
. :. J, ,: " ,: ' ,of:, ' ', , :!' ',: .' , " : :'" : . ' 0 • 

: m<;>nth: 'old dau~hter, ~Isfe.:. The, ~ourt 'considered these Important sibling relationships in 

'" ," ': fcishio:nl~g a 'reSident,a:i ~chedulefor ~;ivf~. 
• ' , ' : 0. , . ,: ' I,', 
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App.C 

J:udge Suzanne )?arisien 
King County Superior Court 
401 4 ~h Avenue North 
Kent, WA 98032 ' 
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. ';':: '. the moth~rt~Stifjed't~at the(e wa~ 'a his.torY of domestic violence perpetrated by.the 

.:. f~~h~:r. ·. s~Ei ~esj:in~d to 'being:struck 'on ~h~'face 'on on'e'occasj~nal"!d feeling Intimidated ~nd ' 
.' .' :::~O.~t~bli~~(bYttt~'~th~~.' rh~re :wqs'vague testimony from some of the. petitioner's witnesses 

. '; ':. ':"b~ut :~~~~e ~lIegatlo~S; . M'~st rep~rt~d onl~ what t~e' mother told ·.them. Th~ 'court did not , . . 

. . ' . .fjn4·a.~C:I.ible·evid~nce of domE!stlc vtolen~~~' The 'evidence indicates that the domestic violence 
I .. , .. . . . : . , 

. '.' ~I~im·.~s:~,~csni.p~~mo.p~iion. Addition~IIVi.the therapist, Unda'James, who saw.the partie's' 
. ' ... :'.: ' . I .' ..; . . . 

::: :::: :' . .:fO("c9.ur~~lling: ~o~ry.er · i~ ::~ebru~:ry.20~~ ~;r9Vlded a statement Indicating tha~ the mother 

". never; mE!ntitiri~d' ;dome.stlcViol~·nce (luring. any.: sessions .. Most determinatiVe to the court~s 
',' " , ... ": ': . ., • .-: . .: • • .. • f • 

" ~. 

".' . . o'pinio~ .On. this Is~ue 'wa~ the ·.mothef's cOritr~dlctory testimony regardl~g the· presence of, 

:. dd.nie·stlc Violence ·in h~r prior marriage.' Other witnesses testified. that the mother alleged that 

. ~'h~ ~as ' abused ~Y her prl~r busba.nd. When directly questioned rega-rding this, mother 

o · ... 

. :. . :that'$he n.ow re~ai.ied:t~o.:P~st I"stances of d.~mestlc vio'lencelnvolvlng her prlo(husband. Tqe' 
.' • ,_'. I .j. " :,: ', " . . 

courrd.id·~ot find . it cr~dibJe th,at the mother (or anyone) would "forget" being the victim' of 
", <' 

.. ~~rt1estic.::vIOlerice. Su'ch' te~Jmony demonstrates that. the mother was willing to e~her 
• i.. 

" .: fab~jc;:ate'~omeStlt vIQ,e~Ce or'that her· memory is such that it cannot be trusted on this pOint .. 

: ; 

. -.:. 

" ... Wlth regar~ tQ the petitioner, there wa.s substantlal .evidence regarding the. tbre.atenlns 

.and ope~ly ho~lIe behaVior ~ti'lbited toward the respondent. The cotJrt found' the testimony 
, . .... . . . . . . 

: :' .~:' o.f F'ran~ R:Orie to 'be £tedible. with resard to specifically hearing th~. petitioner tell respondent ,"I 
• . : :. • • • • ~ :. I . .' , • " • 

. :': • wUi.'but:a 'bullet to.your ·head" pn December 9, 201~. On AprJl14, 2013. the m.otheryelled "I 
" " . . . 

~ .: '.. I . '. 

: :' ~m going ~o ·murde.r ,yC?uN tti th~ father.' On March 28,: 2013, the petitioner threatened to tie 

" ; . ~~~p~n.d:~Ptto a tr~ei~nd 'force feed hlm·.fish(to which he is a"~rgic). · 
. '. . 

MEMORANDuM ·Of.· Op;rNION 
. , . . . '. . - . 

. . :. 
, :' . . ; . . 

Judge Suzapne Parisien 
"King County Superi"or Court 

401'4th Avenue North 
Kent, WA 98032 
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, , 

., 

,j, 

. , ', 

. '. ' .. :-. : Evl~~~nc~iJt" ~rlal i~c1uded a ' s~bstantfal quantity' of. troubling,text messag~s written by , '. , .. . : . . . . ' . : . .. ' . 

. , ' : ; ;:.i "t~e: , 'm~tJi~r to the>father 'evidencing open h~stility, naf!le calling and ~reme profanity 
;' :/" i' ~ ;: . <, (~hil);ts '~49; : 122; 13~; : arid :in). i MoSt .Importantly. the text ~essages between the partie,s 

. ;' .::;, ' sh:o'~e~, : ~b~ , fath:~( :e'p~~tediY", trylrig tQ' b~ ;In'vofved in ~hechild',s he~lth and we"~belnk 
'. ;:: . ' (Ir:i~'u~i~g!e~6ris' io g~,; to ~~Ct6~ appointrri~nt~:;and eXchange medica; information ' rega(di~g 

. • ~livl~J ' and,~ the P'~titloner refuSi~g: such r~que~ts.' Again. the texts were laced with, '~~rrie 
. " , ; ..... : .. :'. ':." . " .... :,' .; .. ' . . . : . 

.. " : ;'; ' '." ~alli~~, pr~f~nlty a.nd .hostilitY. ,The court was troubled by the petitioner's ,action in blocking 

," . '" ":'. the r~5po~de!1t :'~~m haVing'a~¢ess:t~ any ofOllviet/s medi~al,rec~rds and/Or history. Petitioner 

.' ".- ~,so ,a"dvr~ed respo'nd~~t that lie was'prohiblted from ~ng the,lnsurance that she proviqed for' . ' 

:, . ' QJiVia~ :, SYfh ,bet1~..iior, ~it~ regard t~ ' thechj/~h health i5 inexcusable and could potentially put . 

:; : : ' }hech:ild;ihe~lth'"~~ ~i~k'~er~ ~he tb exPerience~ medicaiemergenCvWhile ~th the fathe"r.· 
.... . :" . , 

, ' 
" •• • " I 

" . 
\', :,;' ' :. :.: . The GAL repor1~d that Olivia's ped;a~rjcian, Dr. Benci, F.rankHn, .reported thatthe mother' 

.,' . . :., . . ', . f ,::; . : I. ' , : . :', " ;.' "0..'· ,'. . : . " '. . . ',' . .' . 
'-,:' .: : , :.' has af'li~any of negative ' thln~s~ }3gainst the father ~nd that mother can be "'extreme" in 

.:, " ; • . t~i~k'n'g, the fath~/is :a 'h,(mible p~tson and responsible for any of OJivia's'lfInesses. Dr. Franklin 

'. : 'repo~~d ~hatlth~ mother is obsesslve :with 'r~gards to the child's'h~alth :making frequent visits 

, ' ;! : :~.' . "ftir; t~i~'~I:;ronai,ters: , pr~ , Franklin ~ated that he ~ad arou~d 1$ visits with the moth~r and she . 

''; " ~: .re:p,ortF~o:ver the tOJt, h~a!th ': conce~ns about ,Olivia but, he ha,s, never ~een any abuse or 

: 'ri:~g;~,a"::b'~ ~ither par~rit. -Dr.' Franklin ' iridicated the' mother bera~~s the father incessantly in 
. :;" . . ~ ': . .; . . '. ' : ..' :. . . . . . ' .. . 

'front 0f0"Jivla and State:d' tha~ sJ1e"abu5~d the systt;!iTJ", by running'to the em~rgency room to 

. repo'rt co:ncerns of ~buse c;lnd/or neglect bY ,thefathe~. The mother :testified that in Septemb~r 
" . ' . . . . 

ioi2~' sheilook 6n~a 'to the emergency roombecau~e of a brulse: 'on her arm. She testified ' 

~~at a, nof$e had)~'tia~ed ' a CPS referral of the fath~r f~r that injury. In reality, it was ,the 

, ' ~': .. ': '~oth~r'~ho.' lnitiat~d' th~ r~ie;i'~ " ~hlCh wa~ later determined to be "unfounded." 
" . : .• " .. : '. I • ,'; . ' : .' : • 

, .~ .. , ' 

. . ' . '" 
, ' 

: ~ . . 
. .. :? . I,"" 

.: th~ mother a/so: alleged that the father Is sufferl~g from PTSD (Post Traumatic Stress , 

, ;' : : : . : ,.: qi~ordef); ; ' There was:no ~vidence of this. In fact, the eVidence wa's to the contrary. The GAL ,' 

:ME&ORAknqM O~ OPINION 

'. I 
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.' . " 

" . ': " ,: .: .;': . ,:'" ..... " ,'" .. '," ,' . . ' . 

" ': j.'::, ,' , .testifJec;l,thaf her.rec::()mmen'datlonthatfather .. ~ttend' 30 individual cO,unseling sessions for 
. . : . .. - • :. : " . ';.' . , . " ,.: .: " ~ : I . ~.; '. , ,'. .:' .~. . . .' 

,',: ":, ~TSDvf,aS}lotbased on any evidfmce', that father was ,experiencing PTSD sympt~ms. VA record§ 

',::, " ~s'~~pn~d by th'e' fathei'c~~fi~~ ~tiai'he is ~ot: experiencing any s}'mptoms 'of.PTSD. Th~ court 

:' :',;, n(,ie5~h;~ in r~~pon~e to ,the GAL's reColTI~endatlon that both parties pa'rtlcipate In 

", c;o~nS~I:~~~ the 'f~~he( 'Iin~~~iatejy ,bega~ t~ c~tnpl.Y with the recommendation {despite ,the 
. .." "/! '.' .. ' ' ,' .. '. ',.... '>. . .' . . ,.' . . '.' :, 

, :fa(:t that hels not entlt,led 'to paid therapy frOm the VA) and yet, ,the mother has yet to attend a 
:;'." :' 5'in~~,~ s~~;io?~ :: , ::';. ,, ' "',' " , , ' 

, " 

; " 

>~ >.~:'~ . 
, , " ',,: "G~~n the sped,fics of this' case, and th'~ court's ruling with regard to the ,father 

',:': a~urrii'ngthe priirf~rytuStodlal role onc~ OiMa starts school, the father mavpetitlon the'court 

;. : ,,:, ~~ f~~)J,cba~g~ ,i~~'h~~~h.i'~:suPP~rt '~al~lati~~ ~~ce m~ther obtains e,li1ployment and/or'O;ivia 

': "" ' :,:~~~I~S ~r~~sdiOQI. ~~ Ktn~er~~ri~h ~Itho~t aS~OWing' of'ade~uate cause. Both parties are to 
.. ~: .' . .. .' :". : ::. I . 1: z '. '. '. ~. : : • '.' , ." , 

", ,::: notify' one another' within Ti. hours if there are changes to their employment status :or place of 
, ' • . ' ; .. ,-' ', ' , : • : ' , I : ', ' • • • 

'::~mplovment . 
. <:: . '. 

_,: 1'.',· .: •• ', 

:;' "i" ,.:~a~~; ':!~l.~'l~' , 
, ; . :,': I,: I '; • :i:' ." .:' :,', . : . 

, ' . ~, . 
. ,' .. 

. ,.:'. 

~ .' 
" 
" , . . . . 

. I' . ' ,I' . -;-. • • 

,-~, ':MEMORANDUM OF OPINION ' 
',' ., ",: . 
, ' 

' ,' .' 

, 
" " 

'. ,' , " 

!" , : , ' 

.. ' 

Judge Suzanne Parisien 
King CoUnty Superior Court 
401 4th, Avenue 'North 
Ken~, WA 98032 
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Superior Court of Washington 
County of King 

In re parenting and support of; 

OLIVIA ESTELLA DANBOF, 
Child, 

EVELINA BARHUDARIAN, 
PetitIoner, 

and 

ANDREW BERNARD DANHOF, 
Respondent. 

No. 13.;3-07923-6 SEA 

JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
ESTABLISHING PARENTING 
PLAN AND ORER OF CHILD 
SUPPORT (JDORS) 

Clerks action requ;redpara 
3.4,3.7 

I. JUDGMENT/ORDER SUMMARIES 

1.1 Restraining Order Summary 

Does not apply. 

1..2 Money Judgment Summary 

Does not apply. 

Judgment Summary is set forth below 

A. Judgment creditor 
B. Judgment debtor 
C. Total judgment amount 
D. Principle judgment amount (back SUppOlt) 

Pi'om to ____ _ 
E. Interest to date of Judgment 
Judgment/Ord Parenting Pian/Child Support (JDORS).- Page 1 of 4 
WPF DR 15.0500 Mandatory (6/2008)· RCW26.26.130(7)(b), .375 

a .. '''''' ..... llJ.!I. t I' /. , :. '1' ,; ~ ,If" !! i ~ 
/. ' . .if'~ " '" . r . . 
'f .: j cJt 5"0 .,.J 
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F. Attorney Fees 
G. Costs 
H. Other recovery alnount 
1. Principal Judgment shall bear interest at _ . __ % per annum 
J. Attorney fees, costs and other recovery amounts shall bear interest at ___ % per annum 
K. Attomey fQr judgment creditor . 
L. Attorney for judgment debtor 

II. Basis 

This matter has come before this court, the cOllrtconsidered the case record and has previously 
entered its findings of fact and conolusions of law. 

m. ORDER 

Itls Ordered: 

3.1 Jurisdiction Over the Child 

The court has jurisdiction over the ohild as tlle child was born and both parties reside in 
King County, ofthe state of Washington. 

3;2 Order of Child Support 

When the child begins school, Evelina Barhudarian shall pay child support as set fortb in 
the order of child support which was signed by tIle court on this date. 

3.3 Parenting Plan 

The primary residence of the child shall be with Andrew Danhof, who is designated 
custodian solely for the purpose of other state and federal statutes. The parenting plan 
signed by the court on this date is adopted and incorporated by reference. 

3.4 Judgment for Back Child Support 

Back Child Support that may be owed Is not affected by this order. 

3.5 Judgment 
JudgtnentlOrd Parenting Plan/Child Suppori (JDORS) - Page 2 of 4 
WPF DR 15.0500 Mandatory (6/2008) ~ RCW26.26.130(7)(b), .375 
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Does not apply. . 

3.6 County Costs 

Doesllot apply 

3.7 Guardian ad Litem 

Any guardian ad litem appointed by the court :is discharged. 

3.8 Continuing RestraIning Order 

Does not apply. 

3.9 Protection Order 

Both parties are restrained from disturbing the peace of the otberparty. 

3.10 Other 

Does not apply. 

Dated: __ 1-1;.....1 Y--:,}_J ~-'--. _~ __ 

Presented by: 

Andrew DanhoflPro Se 

JudgmentiOrd ParentIng PIan/Child Support (JDORS) - Psge 3 of 4 
WPF DR 15.0500 Mandatory (612008) - RCW 26.26. 130(7)(b) • . 375 
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Any guardian ad litemappoillted by the court is d'ischarged. 

3.8 Continuing Restraining Order 

Does not apply. 

3.'9 Protection 0 rdar 

Both parties are restrained from disturbing the peace of the other party. 

3.10 Other 

~Does not apply. 

Dated: ____________ _ 

JudgelCommissioner 

Approved for entry:: 

Todd R. DeVanance~ WSBA #3228( 
Attornev fol' Petitioner " . 

JudgmentiOrd Parenting PIan/Child Support (JDORS) - Page 3 of 4 
WPF OR 15.0500 Mandatory (6/2008) ~ RCW 26.28. 130(7J(b)J .375 
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Melanie English. PhD. MSW 
Ouardlan Ad Litem Print Name 

Approval required In Public Assistance cases. The DSHS' Division of Child received Noticer(lquired by 
RCW 26.23.130. This order has been reviewed and approved to: 
~ . 

[ 1 '!uok el lild g, 'Ppeli.. -
Med~~al Support e>K~ . 

JudgmentlOtd Parenting PIan/Child Support (JDORS) • Pags 4 ol4 
WPF DR 15.0500 Mandatory (612008) - RCW 26:26. 130(7)(b), .375 
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1 

:3 

5 

7 

9 

11 SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON 
COUNTY OF KING 

13 

lS 
In re the parenting and support of: 

17 OLIVIA ESTELLA DANHOF, 

19 Child, 

21 
EVELlNA BARHUDARIANj 

23 
Petitioner, 

25 and 
27 

ANDREW BERNARD DANHOF, 
29 

Respondent. 
31 

NO. 13·3-07923~6 SEA 

FINAL ORDER OF CHILD 
SUPPORT (ORS) 

Clerk's Action Required 

33 
I. JUDGMENT SUMMARY 

35 

37 1.1 Judgment Summary for Non-Medical Ex.penses 

39 Back child support and interest that may be owed is not affected by this order. 

41 

43 1.2 Judgment Summary for Medical Support 

45 

47 

Unpaid medical support and interest thatmay be owed is not affected by this order. 

Order of Ohild Support - Page I of 13 
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1 

3 

5 

7 

9 

11 

13 

15 

17 

19 

21 

23 

25 

2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

n. BASIS 

Type of Proceeding 

This order is entered pursuant to a Judgment and Order EstablishingPm'enting Plan and 
Order of Child Support. 

Child Support Worksheet 

The child support worksheet whIch has beenappcoved by the court is attached to this · order 
and is incorporated by referencebr has been initialed and filed separately and is 
incorporated by reference. 

Other 

Does not apply. 

Ill. FINDINGS AND ORDER 

27 Ids Ordered: 

29 3.1 Child for WllOffi Support is Required 

31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

41 

43 

45 

47 

3.2 

Olivia Estella Dwef 

~ 

3 

Person Paying Support (Obligor) 

Name (first/last): Evelina A. Barhudariall 
Birth date: 10/24/86 
Service Address: 4704 NE ill PL,Renton WA 98059 

THE OBLIGEE MUST IMMEDIATELY FlLE W1TH THE COURT AND rHE 
WASHINGTON STATE CHILD SUPPORT REGISTRY AND UPDATE AS 
NECESSARY THE CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION FORM REQUIRED BY RCW 

26.23.050. 

Order of Child Support - Page 2 of 13 
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11 

13 

15 

17 

19 

21 

23 

25 

27 

29 

31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

41 

43 

45 

47 

3.3 

THE OBLIGEE SHALL UPDATE THE INFORMATION REQUlRBD BY 
PARAGRAPH 3.3 PROMPTLY AFTER ANY CHANGE IN THE INFORMATION. 
THE DUTY TO UPDATE THE INFORMATION CONTINUES AS LONG AS ANY 
MONTHLY SUPPORTREMAINS DUE OR ANY UNPAlD SUPPORT DEBT 
REMAINS DUE UNDER THIS ORDER. 

For purposes of this Order of Child Support, the support obligation is based upon the 
following income: 

The net income of the obligee is imputed at $2,446,00 because the obligee is 
voluntarHyunemployed. 

Person Receiving Support (Obligee) 

Name (first/last): Andrew B. Danhof 
Birth date: 10/ l1l82 
Service Address: 18907 SE 26Slb St:, Covington WA 98042 

THE OBLIGOR PARENT MUST UvlMEDIATELY FILE WITH THE COURT AND 
THE WASHINGTON STATE CHILD SUPPORT REGISTRY, AND UPDATE AS 
NECESSARY, THE CONFIDENTLALINFQRMA TION FORM REQUIRED BY RCW 

26.23.050. 

THE OBUGOR PARENT SHALL UPDATE THE INFORMATION REQUIRED BY 
PARAGRAPH 3.2 PROMPTLY AFTER ANY CHANOE IN THE INFORMATION. 
TfIE DUTY TO UPDATE TfIE INFORMA TlON CONTINUES AS LONG AS ANY 
SUPPORT DEBT REMAINS DUE UNDER THIS ORDER. 

For purposes of this Order of Child Support, the support obligation is based upon the 

following income: 

Actual Monthly Net Income: $4,681.42 

Order of Child Support - Page 3 of 13 
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17 

19 

21 

23 

25 

27 

29 

31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

41 

4.3 

45 

47 

3.4 

3.5 

3.6 

Service of Process 

SERVICE OF PROCESS ON THE OSLlGOR AT THE ADDRESS REQUIRED BY 
P ARAORAPH 3.2 OR ANY UPDATED ADDRESS.,OR ON THE OBLIGEE AT THE 
ADDRESS REQUIRED BY PARAGRAPH 3..3 OR ANY UPDATED ADDRESS, MAY 
BE ALLOWED OR ACCEPTED AS ADEQUATE IN ANY PROCEEDING TO 
ESTABLISH, EN:FORCE OIt MODIFY A CHILD SUPPORT ORDER BETWEEN 
THE PARTIES BY DELIVERY OF WRlTTEN NOTICE TO THE OBLIGOR OR 
OBLIGEE AT THE LAST ADDRESS PROVIDED. . 

Transfer Payment 

The obligor parent shall pay the following amounts per month forthe following chUd: 

Olivia Estella Danhof 

Total Monthly Transfer Amount 

Amount 

$Q 

$.Q 

THE OBLIGOR PARENT'S PRIVILEGES TO OBTAIN OR MAINTAIN A LICENSE, 
CERTIFICATE,REGISTRATION. PERMIT. APPROVAL, OR OTHER SIMILAR 
DOCUMENT ISSUED BY A LICENSING ENTITY EVIDENCING ADMISSION TO 
OR GRANTING AUTHORITY TO ENGAGE IN A PROFESSION, OCCUPATION, 
BUSlNESS, INDUSTRY, RECREATIONALPURStJIT, OR THE OPERATION OF A 
MOTOR VEHICLE MAY BEDBNlED ORMAY BE SUSPENDED IF TIlE 
OBLIGOR PARENTIS NOT IN COMPLIANCE WITH THIS SUPPORT ORDBR AS 
PROVIDED IN CHAPTER 74.20A REVISED CODE OF WASHINGTON. 

Standard Calculat:ion 

$342.50 per month. (See Worksheet Ii.ne 17.) 

Until the child reaches school age, the residential schedulejs split 50/50 and neitber party 
will be responsible for any transfer payment. As for extra curricular activities, 
educatiomil expenses, day care and unpaid .111edical expenses., the parties are responsible 
for their proportional share per line 6 orthe Child Support Schedule Worksheet. 

Order of Child Support- Page 4 of J 3 
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9 

11 

13 

15 

17 

19 

21 

23 

2S 

27 

29 

31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

41 

43 

45 

47 

Once, Olivia reaches school age, the mother will be responsible as of September 2016 for 
a ll'lonthly transfer amount of$342.50. 

3.7 Reasons for Deviation From Standard Calculation 

3.8 

3.9 

3.10 

3.11 

Until the child reaches sc110bl age, the residential schedule is spHt50/S0 and neither party 
will be responsible for any transfer payment. As for extra curricular activities, 
educational expenses, day care and unpaid medical expenses, the parties are responsible 
for their proportional share per line 6 of the Child SuppoitSohedule Worksheet. 

.once, Olivia reaches school age, the mother will be responsible as ofSepte.mber 2016 for 
a monthly transfer amount of$342.50. 

Reasons why Request for Deviation Was Denied 

N/A 

Starting Date nnd Day to Be Paid 

Starting Date: S~tenlber, 2016 
Day(s) of the month support is due: 5th 

Incremental Payments 

Does not apply. 

Malting SllpportPayments 

Select Enf6rcement and Collection, Payment Services Only. or Direct Pa.yment: 

Enforcement nnd collection: The Division of Child Support (DCS) provides 
support enforcement services for this case because: this is a public assistance 
case in the parent has requested services from DCS and has signed the application 
for serVices from DeS on the last page oftbissupport order. Support 
payme.nts shall be made to: 

Washington State Support Registry 

Order of Cbild Support - Page 5 of 13 
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5 
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11 

13 

15 

17 

19 

P. O. Box 45868 
Olympia, W A 98504 
Phone: 1 ~800"922-4306 or 

1·800-442-.5437 

A party required to make payments to tbe Washington State Support Registry will not 
receive credit for a payment made to any other party or entity. The obligor parent shall 
keep the registry informed whether he or she has access to health insurance coverage at 
reasonable eostand, ifso, to provide the health insurance policy information. 

Any time the Divlsioll of Child Support is providing support enforcement services under 
RCW 26.23.045, or if a partyis applying for support enforcement services by signing the 
application foml on the bottom of thesupp()rt order,the receiving parent might be 
required to submit an accounting of how the support, including any cash medical support, 
is being spent to benefit the chBd. 

21 3.12Wllge Witbbolding Action 

23 

25 

27 

29 

31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

41 

43 

45 

47 

3.13 

Withholding action may be taken against wages, eru.nings, assets, or benefits, and liens 
enforced against real and personal property lmder the child support statutes of this or any 
other state, without further notic~ to the obligor parent atanytime after entry of this orde 
unless an alternative provision is made below: 

[If the oourtorders immediate wage withholding in a case where Division of Child 
Support does not provide support enforcement services, a mandatorywage assignment 
under Chapter 26.18 RCW must be entered and support payments must be made to the 
Support Registry.] 

Termination of Support 

Support shall be paid until the child reaches the age of 18 or as long as the child remains 
enrolled in high school, whichever occuts last,except as otherwise provided below in 

Paragraph 3.14. 

3.14 Post Secondary Educational Support 

The right to petition for post secondary support is reserved, provided that the right is 
exercised before support terniinates as set fOl1h in paragrl:!.ph 3.13. 

Order of Child Support - Page 6 of 13 
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i 3.1S Payment for Expenses not Included in the Transfer Payment 

3 

5 

7 

9 

11 

13 

15 

17 

19 

21 

23 

The petitionersbaUpay 34.3% undthe respondent 65.7% (each parent's proportional 
share ofincome from the Child Support Schedule Worksheet, line 6) of the following 
expenses incurred on behalf of the child listed in Paragraph 3.1: 

day care; 
educational expenses; and 
extraourricularactivities. 

Payments shall be made to the parent. receiving the transfer payment. 

3.16 Periodic Adjustment 

Does not apply. 

3.17 Income Tax Exemptions 
25 
27 The father shall be a warded the tax exemption for the child for odd years and the mother 

shall be awarded the tax exemption forevcn years. 
29 

31 
3.18 Medical Support - Health Insurance 

33 Each parent shall provide health insurance coverage for the child listed in paragraph 3.1, 
as follows: 

35 

37 

39 

43 

45 

47 

3.18.1 Health Insurance (either check box A(1), or check box A(2) f,lnd complete 
sections B and C. Sect/Oft D applies illltll cases.) 

A. Evidence 
(1) [x] There is insufficient evidence for the court to determine which parent1l1us 

provide coverage and which patent must contribute Ii sum C6!tain. 
Therefore, the court is not specifYing how insurance coverage shall be 
provided. The petitioner's aJldrespondent's medical support obligations 
may be enforped by the Division of Child Support or the other parent 
under RCW 26.18.170 as described in paragraph 3.18.2, below. 

Order of Child Support - Page 7 of 13 
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17 

B. 

OR 

(2) [] There is sufficient evidence for the court to cletermine which parent must 
provide coverage and which parent must contribute a sum certain. Fill in 
B arid C below. 

Findings about insurance: 

[x] Does not apply becal1se A (l)is checked~ above. 
[J The court makes the following findings: Andrew Danhof 

RespondentIFather 

19 rH---:An--:'dr-e-w-=-.-:;;---r-.B;::"v;-e7;"lin-a-:· ;g,;;rl;:;-J;"~ii-;;I;-r-------------------h 
RespondenfIFllther Petitioue1'lMo1her Cbecknt lea~t one of th~ foliowing findings 

21 {Ol' each parent. 

Order of Child Suppod - Page 8 Clf 13 
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1 the child, the cost and exte.llt of each parent's coverage, 
and the acoessibilitY bfthe cover~ge. 3 "+---------------r--------------+~O~tI~le~r:~. ~~~~~~~~~~----------_H 

5 
[ ] [ ] 

7 

9 H-----------~~-----------L------------------____________ ~ 
11 

13 

15 

17 

c. Parties' obligations: 

[ J 
[x] 

Does not appJybecause A (I) is checked above. 
The court makes the following orders: . 

19 1~~~~~~~~--~~~--~~~----~------~--~--------~----_4 8veliull Barhudarlan Andrew Danllof Check at least one of tbe CoUowitlg options for each 
21 

23 

25 

PetitionerlMothet RespondentIFatllerpllroot. 

[x] [x] 
This parent shaH provide heaJth insurance coverage fur 
the child that is available through employment or is 
union-related as long as the cost of suoh coverage 
does not exceed 25% of this parertt's basic support 

27 1~ ______________ r-____________ ~~o~b~l~~;ati~·~O~h,~~ __ ~~~~~~~ __ · __ ~~~ 
This parentshaU ptovidehealth irunininee coverage for 
the child that is available through entployment or 1s 
union-related even tbough the cost of such coverage 
exceeds 25% of this parent's basic: support obligation. 31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

41 

43 

45 

47 

[ ] [ 1 

[ ] [ J 

[ ] [ ] 

Order of Child Support -Page 9 of 13 

It is in the best interests ofthechtld to provide such 
coverage despite the cost becilllse: 

This parent shall provide private health insurance 
coverage for the child as long aathe cost of suoh 
coverage does not exceed 25% of this pal'ent}s basic 
support obligation. 
This parelltshalIptovide prlvatehealth insurllnc~ 
coverngeforthe child even though the cost bIsuch 
coverage exceeds 25% ofthls patent's basic Stlpport 
obl1gation. It is in the best interests oftbe child to 
provide such coverage despite the cost because: 
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9 

1 1 

1 3 

1 5 

1 7 

1 9 

2 1 

23 

2? 

27 

29 

31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

41 

43 

45 

47 

[ J [ J 

[ ] [ ] 

[ ] l ] 

This patent shall pay $ to,vards the health 
insurance pren1iwn being paid by the other parent. 
Thlsamountis thlsparent)s proportionate share of the 
premium or 25% ofthis parent's basic support 
obligation, whichever is less. This payment is only 
required if this parent is nolproviding insurance as 
described above. 

This parent's contdbution to the health insurance 
premium is calculated in tIle Worksheet and iu<:luded 
in the transferpayment. 

This parent shalJ be excused from the responsiblHty to 
provideheaJth insurance coverage and from the 
responsibility to provide monthly payment towards the 
premium becallse: 

(Only one parent may be excused. ) 

D. Both parties' obligation: 

If the child is receiving state financed medical coverage, theDivision of Child 
Support may enforce tberesponsible parent's monthly premium. 

The parent(s) shall maintain health insurance coverage, if available for the child 
listed in paragroph 3.1. until ftlrtherorder of the court or until health insut'anee is 
no longer available through the parents) employer or union and no conversion 
privilegesexlst to continue ~()verage following termination ofemploymeot. 

A parent who is required under this order to provide health insurance coverage is 
liable for any covered health care costs for which that parent receives direCt 
payment from an insurer. 

A parent who is required under this ()rder to provide health insurancecovenlge 
shall provide proof that such coverage is available or not available within 20 days 
oftheentry of this order to the other parent or the Washington State Support 
Registry if the parent has been notified or ordered to make payments to the 
Washington State Support Registry. 

OIder of Child Support - Page to of 13 
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17 

19 

21 

23 

25 

27 

29 

31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

43 

If proof that health insurance coverage is avaUable or not available is notprovide 
within 20 days, the parent seeking enforcement or the Department of Social and 
Health Services may seek direct enforcement of the coverage thtough the other 
parent's employer or union without further notice to the other patent a~ provided 
under Chapter 26.18 RCW. 

3.18.2 Chalige Of Ch'cumstancesand Enforcement 

A parent required to provide health insurance coverage must notify both ~~e Division of' 
Child Support and the other parent when coverage tenninate~. 

If the parents' circumstances change. orifthec.ourt has not sp~cifiedhowtnedical 
support shall be provided, the parents'rriedlcal support obllgations will be enforced as 
provided in 
RCW 26.18.170. If n parent does not provide ·proof of accessible covera.ge for the . child 
through pri vate insurance, n parent may he required to satisfy his or her medical support 
obligation by doing one of the following) lisfed in order ofpriotity~ 

1) Providing or maintaining health insurance coverage through the parent's 
employment or union at a cost not to exceed 25% of that parent's basic support 
obligation; . 

2) ContrlbutiJlg the parent's proportionate share of a monthly premium being paid b 
the other parent for health. insurance coverage for the child listed in paragraph 3.1 
oftliis order, not to exceed 25% oCthe obligated parent's bllsic support obligationj 
or 

3) Contributing the parent's proportionate share of a monthly premium paid by the 
stat~ if the child receives state-financed medical coverage through DSHS under 
ncw 74,09 for wbich there is an assignment. 

A parent seeking to enforce the obligation to provide health insuraDcecoverage lllay 
apply for support enforcement services from the Division of Child Support; file a motion 
for contempt (use form WPF DRPSCU 05.0100, MotionIDec1aration for an Order to 
Show Cause re Contempt); or file a petition. 

3.19 Uninsured Medical Expenses 

45 Both parents have an obligation to pay their share of uninsured medical expenses. 

47 

Order of Child Support - .Page 11 of 13 
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The petitioner shall pay 34.3% ofumnsured medical expellses (unless stated 
otherwise. the petitioner's proportionaishare bfincome from the Worksheet, line 
6) and the respondent shall pay 65.7% ofunins)lred medlcalexpenses (unless 
stated otherwise, the respondent's proportional share ofincomefrom the 
Worksheet, line 6). 

11 3.20 Back Child Support 

13 

15 

17 
3.21 

19 

21 

Back child supportthatmay be owed is not affected by this order. 

Back interest that may be owed is not affected by this order. 

Past Due Unpaid Medical Support 

Unpaid medical Sllpportthat may be owed is not affected by this order. 

23 Back interest that may be owed 1s not affected by this order~ 

25 3.22 Other Unpaid Obligations 

27 Other obligations that may be owed are not affected by this order. 
29 

Back interest that may be owed is not affected by this order. 
31 

33 3.23 Other 

35 Does not apply. 

37 

39 

41 
Dated: _Y..;J../.-JY 1~1 y-'--___ _ 

JUDGE SUZANNE PARISIEN 

43 

45 Presented by: 
Approved for entry: 
Notice of presentation waived: 

47 

Order of Child Support. Page 12 of] 3 
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1 

Andrew Danho£ 
3 Respondent 

. R.DeVallance, WS 
Attorney forl'etifioner 

·86--

5 

7 

9 

U 

13 

15 

17 

19 

21 

23 

25 

27 

29 

31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

41 

43 

45 

47 

[] 

[] 

I apply for full support enforoement services from the DSHS' Division of Child Support. 

Signature of Party 

Approval required in Public Assistance cases. The DSHS' Division of ChildSupport 
received notice required by RCW 26.23.130. This order has been reviewed and approved 
as to: 

[] Current Child Support 
[J Back Child Support 
[] Medical Support 
[] Other: 

Deputy J>rosecuting AttomeylWSBA No. 

Order of Child Support -Page 13 of 13 
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9 

1.1 

t3 

15 

l7 

L9 

n 

23 

15 

Z7 

a ~ 

H 

S3 

~5 

n 

~9 

11 

, .~ 
I~ 

15 

, ' ) 

Andrew Dauhor 
ReSpOIldent 

Todd R. DeVallance, WSBA #32286 
Attomey for Petitioner 

[ ] 

[] 

T apply for fuJI support enforcement services fi'om the DSHS' Division of Child Support:. 

Signature of Party 

Approval required In Public Assistance cases. The DSHS' Dlvision of Child Support 
received notice required by RCW 26.23.130. This ordel'has been reviewed and approved 
as to: 

[] CU1Tent Child Support 
{] Back Chi Id Support 
[] Medical Support 
[] Other: 

Deputy PI'osecuting Attorney/WSBA No. 

Order of Child S\'Pport • Pago 13 of13 
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3 

5 

Andrew Danhof 
Respondent 

Todd R. DeVallance. WSBA #32286 
Attorney for Petitioner 

7 [] I apply for full support enforcement services from the DSHS' Division of Child Support. 

9 

11 Signature of Party 

13 ~ 
15 

17 

19 

21 

23 

2S 

27 

29 

31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

41 

43 

45 

47 

Approval required in Pub1l<l Assistance cases. The DSHS' DivisIon of Child Support 
received noticerequlredbyRCW 26.23.130. This order has been reviewed and approved 
as to: 

H-CUllentCf'llIdSappl'Jt( 
rJ'"8tttk Child Suppnrl 
[11 Medical Support (M~ 
[1 Olln!f: 

Order of Child Suppor! • Page 13 of 13, 
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Washington State Child Support Schedule Worksheets 
[ ] Proposed by f ] PetItioner [ 1 State of WA [1 Other (CSWPJ 
Or. IXI Signed by the JudiClallRevlewlng Officer. (CSW) 

Mother Evelina Barhudat/an 
County KING 

$998.00 

Father Andrew Oanhof 
Case No. 13-:H7923-6 SEA 
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after 
applicable limitations. For each parent, enter the Jowest amount 
from line 7, 8a - 80, but not less than the presumptive $50 per $655.69 

Part III~ Health Care, Day Care, and $peclaJChfid Rearing Expenses (see Instructions, page 8) 

07/2013 Page 2 of 5 
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c. Other Ordinary Expenses Credit (describe) 

· · · · · · 
d. Tolal Support Credits (add lines 16athrough 16c) . . 

Part VI: Standard CalculatIon/Presumptive Transfer Payment . (see Instructions, page 9) 

17. Standard Caloulation (Une 15 minus Iine16d or $50 per child 
whichever i~greater) $655.69 $342.31 

Part VII: AddItional InformatIonal CalcuJatlons 

18. 45% of each parent's net Income from line 3 (.45 x amount from 
line 3 for each parent) $.2106.64 $1100.70 

19. 25% of each parent's basic support obligation from line 9 (~25 x 
amount from line 9 for each osrent) $163.92 $85.58 

Part VIIJ: Additional Faetors for Conslderallon (see InstructIons, page 9) 
20. Household Assets Fafher's Mother's 

(LIst the eStimated value of all major household assets.) Household HouS'ehold 
a.Real Estate · · 
b.lnvastments · · 
c. Vehicle$and Boats · · 
d.Sank Accounts and Cash · · e. Retirement Aocounts · · -f. Other: (de$orlbe) · · 

· · · · 
~ · 

21. Household Debt 
(LIst flfifns against household assets, extraordinary debt) 
a. - · 
b. · · 
o. ~ · 
d. · · 
e. - · 
f. · · 

22. Other Household Income 
a.lncome Of Curre.nt Spou$sor Domestic Partner 

(If not the other l?arent of this action) 
Name · · 
Name · · 

b.lncome Of Other Adults In Household 
Name · · 
Nama · · 

o. Gross Income from overtime or from second jobs the party 
is asking the court to exclude per Instructions, page 8 . . 

d.lncome ·Of Chlld(rsn) (if considered extraordlnarv) 
Name · · --- -
Name · · 

WSCSS·Worksheets • Mandatory (GSWICSWP) 0712013 Page 3 of 5 
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e.lncome From Child SUDPort 
Name · · Name .. · 

f. Income From Assistance Programs 
Prooram · · 
Program - ---'='-

1--9. Other Income (describe) 

· · · · 
23. Non-Recul'rinQ Income (describe) 

· -
· · 

24. Chll~)SUPport Owed. Monthly •. for Biological or Legal Father's Mother's 
Chlld(ten . Household Household 

Name/age: Paid Yes No · . 
Name/age: Paid Yes No · .. 
Name/age: Paid YeS' No · . 

25. Other ChUd{ren) LIving In Each Household Elsie Danhof Allen 
(First name(s) and age(s» 4weeks Gashkayan 

1 years 

26. Other Factors For Consideration 

Until the child reaches school age, the residential schedule Is split 50/50 and neither party 
will be responslbfefor sny transfer p~yment. As for exira curricular actiVitlas, educational 
expenses. day care and unpaid medical expenses, the parties are responsible for their 
proportIonal share per line IS of the Child Support Schedule Worksheet. 

Once, Olivia reaches school age, the mother will bEl responsible as of September 2016 for a monthly 
transfer amount of $342.50 

Given the specifics of this eaSEl, and the court's ruling with re.gard to the father assuming the primary 
custodial role once Olivia starts school, the father may petition the oourt for a change in the child 
support calculation . onCe mother . obtaIns employment andlor OlIVIa . begins pre-SChool or 
Kindergarten without a showing ofadaquate cause. Both parties are to notJfyone another within 72 
hours If there are changes to their employment status or pJace of employment. 

WSCSS-Worksheets • Mandatory (CSW/CSWP) 07/2013 Page 4 of I) 
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Other Factors For Gonslderation(contlnuad') (a~tach additional pages as necessary) 

Signature ~lldPates 
I declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws ofthe State of WashIngton, the information 
contaIned In these Worksheets is complete, true, and corre<:t. 

Mother's Signature Father's Signature 

Date Date City City 
.~ .. , 

Jud19la nut. r 
SUZanne ·~arl$len 

Date 

Worksheet certIfied by the State of Washington Administrative Office of the Courts. 
Photocopying afthe workshe$t Is permitted. 

WSCSS-Worksheets • Mandatory (CSWICSWPj .07120131'"g9 5 of5 . . .. SupportCa/c 4P 2014 
c: .. \sll\le templatoS\WDWOrk&hooLdit c:\progrDm ftlo6IJegalpluslbnrhlldarlan::!\baihudarlan2.scp 01/13/2014 02:41) pm 
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Other Factors For Consideration (continued) (attach additional pages 8.S necessary) 

Sf nature and Dates 
I declare, 'under penalty of perjury under the laws of the Sts.te of W . 
contained in these Worksheets is complete, true, and c~ .,,/ --.......... 

atton 

.D#'";;"~/ 

Mother's Signature . Father's Signature 

,,1t1t~ 
Date City City 

'.":5 . . r . t 

JudicialfReviewing Officer Date 

Worksheet certified by the State of Washington Administrative Office of the Courts. 
Photocopying of the worksheet is permitted. 

WSCSS .. Worksheets .. Mandatory (CSWICSWP)0712D13 Page 5 of 5 SupportCalc® 2014 
\slale templatsS\WawOIksneel.dtf c:lDrOQram ftles\l«lalollls\bl@9:iriMft'lbarhudatlen2.sco 01/1312014 0'2;49 om 
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15 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASmNGTON 
IN AND FOR KING COUNTY 

In re the Parenting and Support of: 

OLIVIA ESTELLA DANHOF, 

Child, 

EVELINA BA.RHUDARlAN, 

Petitioner, 

and 

ANDREW DANHqF, 

Respondent. 

NO. 13·3 .. 07923~6 SEA 

ORDER DENYINGPETITIONER'S 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

(Clerk's Action Required) 

16 THIS MATTER CAME ON REGULARLY FOR 1ME HEARING UPON THE 

17 PETITIONER'S Motion for reconsideration ofilie final parenting plan entered on April 4., 

18 
2014 pursuant to CR 59 (a)(9). The court having reviewed the motion and aU submissions 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

therewith: 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that petitioners Motion is denied .. 

DATED this 23 rd day of April, 2014. 

ORDERDENYLNG PETITIONER'S MOTION 
FOR RECONSIDERATION - Page 1 of I 

Judge Suzanne Parisien 

CP 249 
App.F 

Judae SIIZ8IlIlC Parisien 
Xing County Superior Court 
MDllmgRegional Justice Center 
401 POlltlh Ave N 
Kent, WA 98032 


