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The following summaries are drawn from briefs and lower court judgments.  The summaries have not been reviewed for accuracy by the judges and are intended to provide a general idea of facts and issues presented in the cases.  The summaries should not be considered official court documents.  Facts and issues presented in these summaries should be checked for accuracy against records and briefs, available from the Court, which provide more specific information.
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9:00 a.m.
1)
No.: 350410

Case Name: State of Washington v. Craig Frederick Clark

County:  Spokane

Case Summary:  Sallye M. Clark claimed that her step-son, Craig Fredrick Clark, raped her in January 2015.   Mr. Clark voluntarily met with detectives and admitted to having sexual intercourse with Sallye, but he claimed it was a consensual encounter.  The State charged Mr. Clark with third degree rape.  Prior to a bench trial, Mr. Clark moved to suppress the statements he made to detectives on the grounds they were coerced, involuntary, and inadmissible.  The trial court ruled Mr. Clark made the statements voluntarily and admitted the recorded confession.  The court found Mr. Clark guilty of third degree rape.  Mr. Clark appeals, challenging the trial court’s decision to admit his confession.

View briefs in Acrobat format by clicking the link below and entering the case number.  
Division Three Briefs
2) 
No.: 333566
Consolidated: 333574, 333582, 333591, 333604, 333621, 333639, 333647, 333655, 333663, 333671, 333680, 333698, 333701, 333710, 333728, 333736, 333744, 333752, 333761, 333779, 333787, 333795, 333809, 333817, 333825, 333833, 333841, 333850, 333868, 333876, 333884, 333892, 333906, 333914, 333922, 333931, 333949, 333957, 333965, 333973, 333981, 333990, 334007, 334015, 334023, 334031, 334040, 334058, 334066, 334074, 334082, 334091, 334104, 334112, 334147, 334449, 334457, 334465, 334473, 334481, 334490, 334503, 334511, 334520, 334538, 334546, 334554, 334562, 334571, 334589, 334597, 334601, 334619, 334627, 334635, 334643, 334651, 334660, 334678, 334686, 334694, 334708, 334716, 334724, 334732, 334741, 334759, 334767, 334775, 334783, 334791, 334805, 334813, 334821, 334830, 334848, 334856, 334864, 334872, 334881, 334899, 334902, 334911, 334929, 334937, 334945, 334953, 334961, 334970, 334988, 334996, 335003, 335011, 335020, 335038, 335046, 335054, 335062, 335071, 335089.

Case Name: In re the Guardianship of: Judith Diane Holcomb

County:  Spokane 
Case Summary:  After the Washington Supreme Court upheld Lori Petersen’s suspension as a Certified Professional Guardian (CPG), the Spokane County Superior Court appointed a Special Master to oversee the appointment of successor guardians in all cases where Ms. Petersen was the CPG or a standby CPG, as well as all cases where the CPG was Castlemark Guardianship & Trusts, Hallmark Care and Services, or Eagle Guardianship (collectively “Hallmark”). On the Special Master’s recommendation, the Superior Court appointed a GAL in each of the consolidated guardianships to investigate and recommend a successor guardian.  The court ordered that: (1) Spokane County would initially be liable for the GAL fees, (2) the fees would be limited to $500, unless the GAL sought permission from the court to exceed that amount, and (3) upon the hearing to appoint a successor guardian, the Court may assess all GAL fees as costs against Ms. Petersen.  The court held a review hearing in each case at which the GAL presented his or her report and recommended a successor guardian.  The Superior Court entered orders appointing Successor Guardians at each review hearing, but reserved the issue of reimbursement of the GAL fees.  Following the review hearings, the court subsequently entered an ex parte judgment in each of the cases at issue ordering the Appellants to reimburse Spokane County for the GAL fees awarded.
Ms. Petersen and Hallmark appeal, contending: (i) several Spokane County Superior Court judges and commissioners engaged in improper ex parte communications with Ms. Petersen and improperly commenced a sua sponte action to remove Ms. Petersen and Hallmark in all of the consolidated cases, and (ii) the superior court exceeded its statutory authority and violated Ms. Petersen’s and Hallmark’s due process rights by entering the ex parte judgments in each case.
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3)
No.:  347613

Case Name:  State of Washington v. Jose Abilio Aguilar Aguilar

County:  Grant

Case Summary:  A jury found Jose Abilio Aguilar Aguilar guilty of first degree murder with the aggravating factor of deliberate cruelty.  He appeals his conviction, contending: (i) the State presented insufficient evidence of premeditation, (ii) the State’s mismanagement of the case forced him to choose between his right to a speedy trial and the right to effective assistance of counsel, (iii) the Prosecutor committed prosecutorial misconduct, and (iv) the jury instructions pertaining to the aggravating circumstances violated his constitutional rights.
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4) 
No.:  347681


Case Name:  State of Washington v. Lashawn Douxshae Jameison


County:  Spokane


Case Summary: As Lashawn Jameison and Kwame Bates were leaving the Palomino Club in Spokane on January 18, 2016, Mr. Bates became involved in an altercation with another club patron, Anthony Williams.  Mr. Bates agreed to fight Mr. Williams.  Knowing that Mr. Williams had a firearm, both Mr. Bates and Mr. Jamieson retrieved firearms from Mr. Bates’ vehicle.  Mr. Jameison retreated and separated himself from Mr. Bates and Mr. Williams by hiding behind a vehicle.  Mr. Williams shot in the direction of Mr. Bates, who ducked and ran to join Mr. Jameison behind the vehicle.  Mr. Williams’ bullet did not hit Mr. Bates but did hit a bystander who fell into the street and was subsequently run over by a car.  Mr. Bates and Mr. Jameison returned fire as Mr. Williams fired more shots in their direction.  The State charged Mr. Jameison with murder in the first degree by extreme indifference and the alternative charge of first degree manslaughter on a theory of accomplice liability, contending Mr. Jameison was Williams’ accomplice.  The State also charged Mr. Jameison with 14 counts of drive-by-shooting based on the various bystanders who were in the area at the time of the altercation. 

The trial court dismissed all but two of the drive-by-shooting charges after finding that Mr. Jameison only fired two shots.  The court also found the facts of the case did not warrant accomplice liability, and dismissed the murder and manslaughter charge.  This Court granted the State’s motion for discretionary review.  The State contends on appeal that: (i) the trial court erred by determining Mr. Jameison was not legally responsible for the death of the victim where he was charged as an accomplice to first degree murder by extreme indifference, and (ii) the trial court erred by determining the unit of prosecution for the crime of drive-by shooting is determined by the number of bullets fired.
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5) 
No.:  351777

Case Name:  Personal Restraint Petition of Ethan Noble Burlingame

County:  Klickitat

Case Summary:  In late 2015, Ethan Burlingame called 911 and reported that he needed to be arrested because he had raped a girl.  He told officers that after consuming alcohol, he inserted his fingers, tongue, and possibly his penis into the victim’s vagina while she was sleeping.  The State charged Mr. Burlingame with third degree rape.  At arraignment, Mr. Burlingame wanted to plead guilty, but his attorney advised against this because the prosecutor had made comments about amending the charge down to fourth degree assault.  Since Mr. Burlingame was not willing to plead not guilty, the trial court entered a not guilty plea on his behalf to “preserve his rights.”  The State later amended the charge to second degree rape.  Mr. Burlingame pleaded guilty to the new charge and was sentenced to an indeterminate sentence with a maximum term of life in prison.  Mr. Burlingame filed a timely personal restraint petition in which he argues he received ineffective assistance of counsel based on his trial counsel’s failure to inform him of the right to plead guilty at arraignment.
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No.:  351637

Case Name:  Steve Miller et ux v. Drew Dalton, et al

County:  Spokane

Case Summary:  In 2006, Steve and Leticia Miller began building their “dream home” and substantially completed it in 2008.  The Millers experienced difficulty paying their construction loan, and tried to negotiate a refinance of the loan from SunTrust Mortgage, the holder of the loan.  In the spring of 2012, SunTrust threatened to foreclose on the home based on the Miller’s failure to pay the full monthly mortgage amount.  The Millers retained attorney Drew Dalton of Ford Law offices, P.S. to try to avoid foreclosure.  Shortly after Mr. Dalton sent a demand letter to SunTrust, SunTrust made an offer to refinance the mortgage.  Mr. Dalton did not advise the Millers of the offer he received from SunTrust.  SunTrust subsequently filed suit against the Millers seeking a judgment and order of foreclosure and sale of the home.  SunTrust ultimately obtained a judgment against the Millers for $566,000 and an order of foreclosure.  In order to avoid foreclosure, the Millers filed for bankruptcy.

The Millers subsequently brought a lawsuit against Mr. Dalton for malpractice based on his failure to relay SunTrust’s 2012 offer and the resulting judgment against the Millers.  Mr. Dalton claimed that he did relay SunTrust’s offer by telephone, and that in any event, the offer contained the same terms as a previous refinance offer the Millers had rejected prior to Mr. Dalton’s representation of the Millers.  A jury awarded the Millers $503,500 in damages, including $7,000 on the breach of fiduciary claim and $496,000 on the negligence claim.  

Mr. Dalton appeals, contending the trial court: (i) erred in refusing to grant a new trial or remittitur based on Mr. Dalton’s argument that the jury’s verdict was a legal impossibility, (ii) erred in admitting the testimony of the Millers’ children, and (iii) erred by refusing to instruct the jury on contributory negligence and mitigation, and by excluding mitigation testimony as irrelevant.  The Millers cross-appeal, contending the trial court: (i) erred by granting Mr. Dalton’s summary judgment motion to dismiss the Millers’ claim for emotional distress damages and failing to instruct the jury that the Millers were entitled to recover emotional distress damages, and (ii) erred by dismissing the Millers’ Consumer Protection Act claim.
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7) 
No.:  351653


Case Name:  Stadelman Fruit, LLC v. Jim D. Voorhies, et al


County:  Yakima


Case Summary: Jim Voorhies, an orchardist, entered into a Fruit Handler Agreement with Stadelman Fruit for the 2008, 2009, and 2010 crop seasons.  Per the agreement, Stadelman advanced $550,000.00 as an operating loan to Voorhies.  This loan was secured by a mortgage covering Mr. Voorhies’ real property.  Mr. Voorhies failed to pay back the full amount of the loan, and Stadelman filed suit to foreclose on the mortgage.  The trial court granted Stadelman’s motion for summary judgment and entered a decree of foreclosure.  Mr. Voorhies appeals, contending the trial court erred by granting Stadelman’s motion for summary judgment and by denying his motion for summary judgment.
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