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A. ISSUES 

1. Should this Court dismiss Pang's personal restraint 
petition claiming that the trial court failed to adequately consider his 
future ability to pay legal financial obligations where Pang has 
supplied no evidence that the trial judge failed to consider his ability 
to pay? 

2. Should this Court reject Pang's argument that the 
judgment and sentence is rendered invalid on it face for purposes 
of RCW 10.73.090 simply because the judgment contains language 
saying that the court concludes that the defendant has the present 
or future ability to pay, where no case has held that use of such 
language renders a judgment invalid? 

3. Should this Cout reject Pang's argument that State v. 
Blazina is a significant change in the law? 

4. Should this Court dismiss the petition instead of 
"construing" it as a different type of motion that Pang has never 
filed? 



B. FACTS 

In addition to the facts outlined in the State's initial response, 

the following facts are included here for the Court's convenience. 

The judgment and sentence in this case provided as follows: 

IT IS ORDERED that the defendant serve the 
determinate sentence and abide by the other terms set forth 
below .... 4.2 OTHER FINANCIAL OBLIGATIONS: Having 
considered the defendant's present and likely future 
financial resources, the Court concludes that the 
defendant has the present or likely future ability to pay 
the financial obligations imposed . ... Defendant shall pay 
the following to the Clerk of this Court: (a) $257.10 Court 
costs ... (g) Other cost for extradition. 

Appendix A at 2 (emphasis added). A separate hearing was held 

on July 28, 1998 where the trial court considered whether to 

impose restitution and extradition costs. Appendix A. 

Pang asserts in his pleadings that the record does not 

establish whether the sentencing court actually considered his 

ability to pay. He does not assert by declaration of his lawyers or by 

himself that the sentencing judge, in fact, did not consider his ability 

to pay costs. Pang also says that he "began" making payments in 

prison but that he has only been "able" to pay $3,660 to date. Pang 

was sentenced in 1998; he has been in prison for 18 years. He 

began making payments only 5 years ago, in 2011. He has 
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provided no documentation or declarations showing that he was 

unable to pay anything before 2011. it appears that in 2001 he 

offered to pay the amount owed in full or by installment payments. 

Appendix B. 

C. ARGUMENT 

Pang presents three arguments in support of his claim: 1) 

there is no evidence the court considered ability to pay beyond 

language in the judgment suggesting the court considered ability to 

pay, so remand for a factual hearing is required; 2) a judgment that 

says on its face that ability to pay was considered, without further 

elaboration, is invalid on its face and, thus, subject to collateral 

attack at any time; 3) this court should restyle Pang's motion as a 

motion to remit costs. For the reasons set forth below, those 

arguments should be rejected. 

1. IT IS PANG'S BURDEN TO PROVE THERE WAS 
NO INQUIRY INTO ABILITY TO PAY AND HE HAS 
FAILED TO MEET THAT BURDEN. 

Pang first argues that he should prevail because the State 

did not produce facts to show that there was an inquiry as to costs 

upon sentencing. This argument inverts the burden of proof. An 

appellate court will grant substantive review of a personal restraint 

petition only when the petitioner makes a threshold showing of 
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constitutional error from which he has suffered actual prejudice or 

non-constitutional error that constitutes a fundamental defect that 

inherently resulted in a complete miscarriage of justice. In re Pers. 

Restraint of Cook, 114 Wn.2d 802, 813, 792 P.2d 506 (1990). The 

petitioner bears the burden of showing prejudicial error. State v. 

Brune, 45 Wn. App. 354, 363, 725 P.2d 454 (1986). A petitioner 

who asserts a constitutional error as grounds for relief must 

establish by a preponderance of the evidence that he was actually 

and substantially prejudiced by the claimed error. In re Pers. 

Restraint of St. Pierre, 118 Wn.2d 321, 823 P .2d 492 (1992). 

Pang must establish in this petition that there was no inquiry 

into his ability to pay beyond the language in the judgment which 

suggests there was such an inquiry. Even on direct appeal, an 

appellate court should presume any state of facts that support 

affirmance; the appellate court may not presume that the trial court 

neglected its duties. State v. Jasper, 174 Wn.2d 96, 123-24, 271 

P.3d 876 (2012) ("[o]n a partial or incomplete record, the appellate 

court will presume any conceivable state of facts within the scope 

of the pleadings and not inconsistent with the record which will 

sustain and support the ruling or decision complained of; but it will 

not, for the purpose of finding reversible error, presume the 
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existence of facts as to which the record is silent.", quoting Barker 

v. Weeks, 182 Wash. 384, 391, 47 P.2d 1 (1935)). 

Pang has failed to meet his burden to show that the 

sentencing judge did not consider his ability to pay before ordering 

legal financial obligations. 

2. A JUDGMENT IS NOT INVALID ON ITS FACE 
SIMPLY BECAUSE IT DOES NOT CONTAIN 
EVIDENCE OF INQUIRIES THE COURT MAY HAVE 
MADE ON THE RECORD. 

Pang argues that his claim is not time-barred because all 

judgments must contain some additional (but unspecified) assertion 

that an inquiry was made into his ability to pay discretionary legal 

financial obligations, and the lack of such assertion renders the 

judgment "invalid on its face." There is no authority for such a 

claim. The Washington Supreme Court has held that a trial court 

need not enter findings of fact and conclusions of law when it 

imposes costs. State v. Curry, 118 Wn.2d 911, 916, 829 P.2d 166 

(1992). The court has also held in a direct appeal that trial court 

judgment imposing discretionary costs is insufficient if it simply 

includes boilerplate language for a cost award. State v. Blazina, 

182 Wn.2d 827, 344 P.3d 680 (2015). But the court has never held 

that a judgment is subject to collateral attack beyond the statutory 
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time limit of one year from finality, nor has the court indicated that 

boilerplate language renders the judgment "invalid on its face" for 

purposes of the time bar for collateral attacks. Blazina did not 

silently overrule Curry. 

Nor is Blazina a significant change in the law. The court in 

Blazina simply interpreted longstanding statutory language. There 

has been no change. In re Personal Rest. of Flippo, 191 Wn. App. 

405, 362 P.3d 1011 (2015). 

3. THIS COURT CANNOT CHANGE PANG'S FILING 
INTO SOMETHING IT IS NOT; HE MAY FILE A 
PETITION TO REMIT COSTS IN THE TRIAL 
COURT. 

Pang asks this court to "construe" his original motion as a 

motion to remit costs under RCW 10.01.1660(4). This request 

should be denied. RAP 16.11 (b) provides that the appellate court 

considering a personal restraint petition has the authority to dismiss 

it, decide it on its merits, or transfer the petition to the superior court 

for a decision on the merits, or for a reference hearing. The rules of 

appellate procedure do not give appellate courts the authority to 

"construe" a motion as something it plainly was not. 

Pang can pursue a motion to remit costs on his own. But, he 

must meet the demands of RCW 10.01.160(4), which provides: 
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(4) A defendant who has been ordered to pay costs and who 
is not in contumacious default in the payment thereof may at 
any time petition the sentencing court for remission of the 
payment of costs or of any unpaid portion thereof. If it 
appears to the satisfaction of the court that payment of the 
amount due will impose manifest hardship on the defendant 
or the defendant's immediate family, the court may remit all 
or part of the amount due in costs ... 

Pang has provided no financial records whatsoever to support his 

claims that he is not in default or that he cannot pay. Without proof 

of his financial situation, supported by declarations signed under 

penalty of perjury, he cannot establish that his failure to pay 

anything towards his legal financial obligations for 13 years was not 

contumacious default. Moreover, without proof that he does not 

have sources of income, he cannot show that payment of the 

amount due will impose manifest hardship on him or his family. 

DATED this 3;>~ay of August, 2016. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

DANIEL T. SATTERBERG 
King County Prosecuting Attorney 

( 

By:\ ~2"~ ;?J'l &'/J~--
.,, .. James M. Whisman, WSBA # 19109 

Senior Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Attorneys for Respondent 
Office WSBA #91002 
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. J .. J.: ...... ······ . -· · ..... .L ............. ·-· ... . 

i. 

Martin-Sbav: Pang (254392) 
c/o -=aeil Island Corrections Center 
P.O. Box 881000 · 

· Steilacoo.m, Wasbi ngton [ 98388-1000 J 

Augu.St 1 ·6, AD1999 

\, ___ ~.J. 

11. Janice -Michaels, ling County Clerk · 
. B-609 _eoUrthouse 

·p--· ri·· ~-E:D · .. 
' ~ . ·. 
. . It;! ........ : • ' 

· 99 ~~P ~a AH i6: 36 
. i '"~ .Klftg COUNTY · : . · 
SurtRIOk COURT t:LERl"i" 

.. SEA f 1tE, WA ' I 

. . 
•, 

1 · 516 3rd Avenue 
Seattle, w~hingtoD 98104-238.6 

RE: ·King County Cause.Bo. 95-1-00473..:.osn 
l'!'rac::kiDIJ Bo~·o2~01 

Certified Rail '-------

. BOnCE AllD. Orrd OP PERFORIWic£ 'lO PAY ALT."BGED_ Lll.Bnrn·: 
D POLL OR J}GQED DIS!'II.UIEft PllllEl'J'S .. 

It has come to my attention .that IN.THE SUPERIOR· COURT 
OF .THE STATE OF" WASHINGTON rN· . A.NP FOR TBE: COUNTY. OF KING, 
under King Comity Cause. No. 95-1-00473-0SEA', may have imposed 
an invol~tary tax or assessment .against me. , · 

I do not believe there to . be any la,wf ul and · 
constitutional way for, · me to pay said involuntary tax or 
assessment. · · 

It is certai"iiTf possi·ble -that IN .THE. SUPERIOR COURT 
OF . THE STATE OF WASBING'l'QN IN AND FOR THE. COUNTY· OF· KING, 
under King County cause Noo. · 95-1-00473:..0$EA, ·has ~de a 
mista,ke and_ a~sessed this liability erroneously and .. witl:lout 
lawful constitutional authority• However, I do not '4want 
:to go· to the extra tiiae, trouble, and expense of -~iri~9 
an· Attorney or other professiona1s to dispute this ."Diatter 
with IN THE SUPERIOR ·.COURT OF "'!'BE S'tATE. or- WASHINGTON . IN 
AND .FOR THE COUNTY OF KING.' It is my intent to ;;:.esolve 
this question with as little hassle as po$sible. -

If King <:aunty is J:lot .tpe ·proper part':Y ·to ~.ich thi~ 
Notice· and Offer can be.presented for acceptance, then please 
forward this document to the appropriate party. 

Therefore, this constitutes my good faith effort to 
· pay the al-le9ed obligation, in full or in. a~eed instalJ..ments 

if· Kinq County can show the Law Cons~utioeal ·Authority 
for its claim. 

[~acking Bo. 0200) - Page 1 of 8 
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' . 
. OPPBR !O PAY· TBB ALLBGBD .LDBn.rrY 

!his· ·. is an offer.· of performance to pay · the alleged 
liability· ·.and . extinguish . the · obligation and King County ·. 
may eit~~r ·accept this offer, reject this offer, or .o)?ject 
to ·the mode of thi's .offer. · 

. !'his ·offer to pay ~. cer:~in sum which :di·'.!'~ ·SUPERIOR 
CoDRT OP TUE STAB OP WASHINGTON IR AND .FO:ri 'l'BE . COtnf'l'Y OF 
KXNG,. under . King ·-coun~y Cau_se. ·Ro. !15-t:-00.,73-0SEA·,. asserts 

·as a liability in full, or. in agr~&d installments, including 
interest and·· penalties, is made dependent upon pe+formance 
of condition precedent to which I . am entitled . by . the 
funaamental principles ·of American Ju~isprildence · and Law, 
namely presentation· of· documentary . evidence shov·ing the 
Lawful .and constitutional· Authority 0£ the ·alleged· 1iabili.ty ,_ 
to w~t: · · 

1. Documentation of facts .. necessary to ·.establish that 
:t,. . the undersigned, am specific~ly :and· unequ.ivc:>cally made 
liable by law . to pay the involu,ntary tax. · ,or. a•sessment 
imposed by Z~ . TBS SUPD,IOR . COURT O~ THE SD'.l'E OF WASHINGTON 
m . AND POR . THE COtJlll'l'Y 9P KING, under King County Cause . No • 

. . 95::.1-&0,73.-0SEA, when: · 

(a.) 

(b.) 

(~.) 

ht • .) 

the Attorney General .for. ~e -~state of . Washington· has 
determined that · Artie!~ · I; $ection · 1 ·o, · · of the ·. 
Constitution ... for The u~ited staees of America, AD-1791., 
remains binding upon the state of Wa.shington·- and: all 
political subdi•lsions hereof; and, .... .. ' 

Article I, Section 1.o,. of the . Constitution· fox: The. 
united . States of Ame~ica, AD1791, ·expressly man~tes'; 
"Ro· State shall ••.• - make any Thing but gold and silver 
Coin a 'l'e~er in Payment of . D~ts; and., 

Congress has no co11;stitutional · authori~y ·. t~authorize 
or require the Sta~e of . 'ashington ·'to do ·somet;hing 
that the Cons.titut:f:on for The united· States"- of-· America, 
AD·1791, expressly forbids it from doing;· i;Lnd.,. 

. . I . 

in ·the Coinage. Act. of AD1792·, Congress declared and 
defined •ia~ful money• as consis~ing ?.~gold an~:si~ver, 
and Congress bas not since declared p,erwiiJ!i ~· 

•... 
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(e.) 

' . 
\: .. _ .•. ·· 

,_" ··-----·. ··········-~-1 ·.·• - ·-~---·· '.· ..... , .. ·-···· ·-···~--·." . i ··- ·- - -·· -··---·· ... 

a . misbeh"-ving Congress has· removed gold and silver 
coin, lawful money dollars, f;rom free circulation within 
the State of Washington contra~ to constitutional 
des.ign; arid, 

•(f.). of the many . judicial . iU;tinqs · of conflicting opinion . 
upon the subject of "tender• "~cts · of Congress mak,ing 
notes of the United States legal tender do not apply 
to involuntary eontributions .. in the. .nature of taxes 
or assessments exacted under. State· Laws, 91 Hagar v. 
Land Reclamation District 1o·a, 111 u .• s. 70~ ·(s.ct. 
AD1884) ,· is controlling; and, · 

(g.) Article XII, Sect.ion 11 ~ of . · the Constitution : of the 
State of Washington,· being par; materia to all ·other 
state Constit~tions, expressly prohibits the circulation 
of private bank . paper (i.e'. federal . reserVe notes) 
as money; and, . 

(h.) I do not have any~· l~wful money dollars· and a.a. estopped 
from.obtaining any at par.value;:and, 

(i.) it is a long. and. well. established maxim.. of Law that 
the Law cannot require the impossible; and, 

(j.) Government, at every. l,evel, ·is const,i.tutionally 
restrained from ta.king priv~te property.without "making" 
just compensation (i.e. la~ul J!Oney dollars); _ctlnd, __ ·-:-'· 

(k.) all · elected, appointed and· hi~ea. agent~ of the.·, State 
of Washington inciudin9 the ·. offictu;fs} of." lN THE 
SUPERIOR. ·COURT .. OP '!'BE · STATE OF WASHINGTON J:N .AND ·FOR 
THE couN-rY OF RING . have given promissory. oath iin~er 
Seal of the State of Washington to observe and . obey . 
the constitutional and lawful· restraints and mah&tes 
enumerated above; and, · 

(1. > it .. is th!! letwful .·.responsibility of the. ~overmnt of 
the State of Washington to insure thaj: . Co~i{:~s .mint 
and freely circulate· lawful money dol1ars . w · • n said 
state in order that the State . and its: Citizens and 
Inhabitants are abie to extinguish .. debt$. in accordance 
with .Article . I, Section 10, of the Constitution for· 
'rbe united States 0£. America, A01791.; and, 

(a.) neither the ·state of.· ~ashinqton, ~r .iJ's political 
subdivisions, nor the off 1cers or agents thereof possess 

[!Tacki.Dg NO. 0200] - Page 3 of 8 · 
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or. Inhabitant for, or as a result of, said negligence, 
15, supra; and, 

(n. ) Article· I, Section .8, provides ·~ess shall,. . coin 
Money, regulat~ the value thereof , it. does n9t say 
•congress sh~ll ·rent the Nation's money sup~ly at 
interest from a privat~ forei9Jl-ow~ed_ corporat_ion". 

2. Documentation of facts necessary to .. estat?lish what 
·the substance i~ of a lawful money dollar. 

3. Documentation of facts necessary to. establish that 
King County w~ll accept a non-redeemable note drawn OJ;l a · 
Pr~vate ~ank in payment of the debt. 

4.. Documentation of facts necessary to establish· how I 
can.~sa federal reserve notes to pay.this debt and not· merely 

· ·discharge the debt with lim.i ted liability. 

t-• note, that if the above four . ( 4) elements cannat 
·be met,· then th~e . is no liability to pay, which ·I believe 
to be the case. · 

' . ' If in fact, the liability . alleged ·by IR THE · SQPBRZOR 
COuRT OF -~· ST~'l'E OF ·WASHINGTON IR AND . F~ THE. comlft. o-r 
KDtG, ~er ling County cause No. 95-1-004.73-0SEA, is a 
liab~lity for wh~ch I,. the undersigned am· ~e liable . by 
law I and I ·am .subjecf to tlie j_urisdiction, regulation, .d 
eontrol of.the legislative entity which·enacted t;.he statutes, 
or. I have· a liability by way of .an alleged st.atute stap1e, 
then :t ~ertainly am entitled . to· pre&entati~n. of evidence 

. sufficient to dtem0nstrate ~h~ v:ali~ity ·o! ~ese_ claims •..• 
. . 
1'tESCMP!'XOllS OP· GOOD P~-- AllD .PAD DPLTRG ,_11. 

'l'he law pres1imes me:n- act fairly an~ honestly, that 
-their dealings -are in goOd faith and with . intentjpn not 
ta cbeat, '.hinder, delay, or defraud ano~her, ~d ·tf. ~y 
transaction called in ~estion is equally/. ea:PabJte of two 
constructions, one ·that._ is· fair. a,nd honest aiid.""""t.he .. other 
dishonest, then,· in that case, the law· presumes the 
t~ansaction to be fair · and honest. .'rberefore, . I . am not · 
90.i,rig to· j·um.p to the conclusion tha-t .IR THE ··suPERIOR COURT 
OP· ':l'BE S_TATE OF WASHlNGmN IR AND . FOR ~ COUlft'Y OF KDlG 1 

under King Co'anty Cause No. 95-1-'00473-0SEA is manifestly 
~ d· . 

['!'racking Ro.-0200) Page .t of 8 
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attempting to· "put one over" on. me by asserting a liability 
where none ex.ists. and attempting to ·collect a . liability 
which I do not ~we by fraudulent or · deceitful means. 
'?herefore, I make this good faith offer of performance . with 
intent to extinguish the obligation. 

Although ·the priQ.ciple is wel~- established .that · if 
King County has any objection to my offer, its terms-, or 
its mode, i.t has a duty in good · faith to ·express · such 
objections to_me_immedia.tely and not harbor hidden objections 
with w~ich to surprise me at some later date~ · 

:rf, .. then King County has any objection -·to this offer 
of. perfo_rmance, it has · the opportunity to state. that 
objection and also the obligation. impo~ed by the principles 
of good faith to do so. If· no.objection is· made, ·King County 
waives its right to any objections at a later date. 

·nuit&r TO mIJIGOISB .'l'BE OBLIGAUOll 
. . 
Furthermore, it should be noted. that I m,n making this 

offer of. perform;:i.nce with the ·intent of extinguishing ·the· 
.obligation, be it a simple contract . or a . statute staple, 
and . it is . well ~~tablished in American Jurisprti.dence that 
an oblig~tion i~ ertinquished by an offer of performance •. 

OFFER. STOPS TBB-- Ruail:i&G" or ·J:ir.rBaBsT · . - --~~-

;rt should be n:oted that this. of.fer- of performance ·has 
the e_ffe-ct of stopping .the running . ot' intere~t · ~nd a1:1 ,pther 
incidents of the. obli9ation. · It .f~ermore. cancel~ ~Y 
underlying- conditions to a simple contract or ·a·. s~tu-te 
staple 'including but not limited to, ... any .condit.i'.'t:>n of 
confessions.of judgment or recognizan~e. 

. ... 
It should be· possible for King County, to immediately 

produce· for my consideration the ground~ uPc>~which ·it 
asserts its claim,.. if such exists. If .I ·receive "no answer 
from King County., s~ch. lack of an answer · is a · r~j ection 
of this offer. Of courf:te, the . only plausible explanatioll. 
·of su~h lack of ·an answer and rejection of this offer.· is 
that King County has made an. error and , invalid · assessment 
for which there is no factual or reasonable/basis. · · 

,,.,,_ d 

. ' 
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In the absence o~ acceptance (or objection to) ·this offer. 
by King County, any further attempt by King County or the 
Washington Department of Corrections to co1lect the ·alleged 

. liability ·will obviously be nothing but nia1icious _ ha.rassnient 
with ~be intent to defraud. · 

(If there are any questions regarding this te_nder, put. 
them- in writing.for my consideration 'and I will be pleased to· 
answer 'ail correspondence, ·addressing any unre.solved issue. 

·As _always·, my serious intent is to conclude this matter 
according t:o truth and the law. ) 

- State courts have con-sistently affirmed and upheld the 
nature;- meaning and- effect of an offer.such as this,- according 
to -the common law and has been codified py State l_egislatutes: 
"A te_ncier is an offer of- performance vith the inten·t to · 
extinguish the obligation.- When prop~rly made it bas t~e­
effect of _putting the- other ·party in default if he r:efuses _to 
a_ccept i·t.n {Wesisenbercj v. Hlrschorri,97_ Cal. App. 532, 275_ 
P. 99.7; Lovetro v. Steers, 234 _Cal.- _App. 461, 44 ca 1. Rptr. 
604; Holland-.v .. Paddock, 142 Cal. App.-2d 53.4, 298 P.2d :s-s1.') 

-"Any tenc;ier of_-performance, including -t-he exerci1se_ of an 
option is ineffective if- it imposes_ conditions upon its 
acceptance which the offeror is not- _intitI:ed to- demand •. -
(Schiffner v.· Papps, 223· Cal. App.2d-52:6,- _35 Cal. Rptr. 817.) 
However,_ the_ imposition of suc:h conditions .is waived by· the 
off ere~; if- he' does- -no_t. specif-ically_. point- out -'-tb.e all"eged- - -- -
defects in the tend-er .. · (Hohener -v:.-. Gauss,--(-.1963)_-_221--·Gal----~-~-
App·. 2d 797, 34 cal.. Rptr. 656. ) _ ·The -rationa1-e of the _ 

. requirement of specific obj ec;t"ion is that the offerer ·should 
be permitted to reme_dy any defec:ts in his tend_!!r;- the offeree .. 
is therefore not allowed_ to remain -silen·t -at the time of the 
tender a~d-'later suprise the :offeror with hidden objections.-~~ -, 
(Thomassen v. :Carr, (1967) 250 Cal. App.2d .341, 350, -_58- Ca1_ •. 
Rptr. 297. ) 0 {Riverside ·Fence -c0:. · v ·- Novak, ( 1969) · -7 8 :-cal. 
Rptr • -536 • ) ..-

"A ten"der need not- be kept.good.when:it appeaps·tha~-it 
will not -be accept:ed~" ·(Bosson- v. City .of Long Beach, {-1948) 
i"89 P.2d 787, 83 C.A.~2d'7_45.) 

"By failure to object to a tender as to the mode o-f the 
offer, the party to_ whom the t~nder_ is ~ade wa-i ves the ~rounds 
of the objections which he had an c;>pport-unity to-state at the 
time -and -which coul.d then have been obviated. "y' i;J 

.• 

·-
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by the tenderer." ( Smith v. Central · & Pacific Imp •. Corp. , 
(1919} 187 P. 456, 45 C.A. 384.) 

I .expect an answer ·to this offer within a· reasonable 
period of time, which under the cir~tances should be 
within ten ( 1 o) days of receipt thereof. If · additional 
·time is needed by Kinq Cow+ty to consider this off.er, ·such 
additional time shoul(l be requested · in wri tinq be£-c;>re_ the 
expiration thereof, and the reasoriS ·_as to_ why an extension 
of- time is required· should be given in writing .• 

. ROTICE TO DB AGBRT XS aonCE. '.l'O '!RE . PltDCJ:PAL 
. llOTICB 'l'O TllE PRDICIP.U. rs RCrnCE TO . TQ .GBlft 

This offer is made in good faith. by: 

Martin-Shaw: Pang 

·-
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PROMISSORY ROD 

"''"­
i 

PlE~ase accept thi·s promissory note as my· good faith effort 
and firm offer· to pay the alleged liability ~laimed by King County 
in, IN THE SUPERroa COURT OF 'l'BE STATE OF WASHINGTON IN AND FOR 
THE COUNTY OF KING, under King County Ca.use NO;. 95·-·1-00·473-0SEA. 
This note can be endor:sed pursuant to answers to the. Conditions 
Precedent listed previously in this instrument •. 

C£ll'!'IFDD PROMISSORY llOllEY·BOTE 
~ ..... 

UP011. PRESBl!lfiJBli'f'' 
TSE PBJ>BRS:IGliED ; . 
wn.L PAY TO'... i .... 
'!'JIE._OJU>Ell or:.. ~9 _County ·superior Court 

Bo. 0200 

Date: Auqast 16, AD1999 

$1.,003, 41'6. 62 
I ' . ' 

918 sail ·of: ·()18-MfIUm tiee ""'uSiild-Poar Bmihed Sixta!" and-62/100--n>llan · 
. . . ,·. ! ... 

mIS m IS A:.u.c.c.· ws::a«•Ml[,B . .,.; 
1N$tet;eli . .m:> is. kiji •>1 B]f: AT .'.PULL ms:_. ._.._H£&W•a• ·iu,-.a Him 
.-. BIS 11•MSS.'"SIB-.llUlRS21mr Cll 
Cll 1UM!RsB 'SD:& . . : 

r~A.-~ 

--· 

. !he urXfersigned_ cectl.fies . that· an ari¢nal of -the-~ inst:u:iment was served 
uPai .. the paity of recxO:d to the above cause by mai 1 i ri.J. the same to them at their ·· 
resPective business address with postage fully pcepaid .t:hereoa ai. the ;?;.<!J day 

... of August, AD1999~ ._ 't. 

,..._'ii. 

,/ ·"'4 < . 
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Certificate of Service by Electronic Mail 

Today I directed electronic mail addressed to Lila Silverstein, the 

attorney for the petitioner, at Lila@washapp.org, containing a copy 

of the STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO PERSONAL 

RESTRAINT PETITION, in Re Personal Restraint of Martin Shaw 

Pang, Cause No. 73994-8, in the Court of Appeals, Division I, for the 

State of Washington. 

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

Washington that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Dated this 31 5T day of August, 2016 . 

..,,-----~~~~======----= :-:- ce:: ;;; -=- =====--= ===:::_____ 
Name: 
Done in Seattle, Washington 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY EMAIL 


