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EXH. A1

WASHINGTON STATE SUPERIOR COURT
IN AND FOR CLARK COUNTY

in re: Case No. 13-1-01035-6

JOHN GARRETT SMITH, Plaintiff v. ANTHONY GOLIK, Defendant

MOTION FOR DE JURE DISCLOSURE
(RCW 42.56.550)
IN FORM OF

NOTIFICATION OF FELONIES
(18 USCS §§ 3 & 4)

1. INTRODUCTION

Comes Now Plaintiff, John Garrett Smith, having been denied an opportunity
to inspect a Public Record by Defendant, Anthony Golik, and his agency, the Office of
Prosecuting Attorney, timely and duly filing this Motion per RCW 42.56.550 and, as
directed by the Court of Appeals on 5.17.22 (reference Appendix A).

This call for Judicial Review specifically challenges Defendant’s dubious
disregard of RCW 42.56.080, -.120, -.510, and -.010(3)(4).

Succincetly, Mr. Smith seeks reasonable injunction by the State Superior Court
regarding his multi-year long attempts for (1) lawful compulsory disclosure of a
simple Public Record that is well-defined by RCW 42.56.010(3)(4), and (2) lawful
response from the State Judiciary to his Notices of Felony Acts (falsification of a
Public Record, RCW 9A.72.020, 40.16.010, -.020, -.030) that axiomatically trigger 18
USCS §§ 3 & 4 responsibilities and duties.
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in re: Case No. 13-1-01035-6

2. IDENTIFICATION OF MOVER

Smith hereby files, seeking injunction by the Court.
Per RCW 42.56.550(3), this action is de novo.
3. STATEMENT OF CASE

For nine (9) years, the Defendant has continually ignored or suppressed dozens
of proper request for compulsory disclosure of a simple Public Record.

Appendices BI and BII contain uncontested and therefore averred (per CR
37(a)(3)) proof of criminal (felony) fabrication of Defendant’s solitary evidence
sustaining Smith’s incarceration under J&S #13-1-01035-6: ‘State v. Smith’, 196
Wn.App 238-39 (2016). This fact triggers both prongs of ER 1003.

Appendix C shows an original Petition for Writ of Mandamus intervention
against Defendant’s legerdemain. This Writ has been deferred to this Motion — again,
reference Appendix A.

Appendix D cites 18 USCS §§ 3 & 4 duties pursuant to Notices (including this
instant one to the Superior Court of Washington) of felony acts in violation of RCW
9A.72.020 and 40.16.010, -.020, -.030 / Falsification of a Public Record.

Appendix E cites 18 USCS §§ 3 & 4 duties pursuant to Notices (including this
instant one) of felony acts in violation of RCW 9A.72.020 and 40.16.010, -.020, .030 /
Falsification of a Public Record.

Appendix F contains recent examples of Smith’'s reasonable attempts to
achieve lawful response from Defendant / Clark County Prosecutor’s Office, to no
avail but the banal ignoring and obfuscation of a simple, reasonable, and well-crafted
Request.

4. ISSUE FOR REVIEW

i. Is it lawful for public officials to ignore ubiquitous laws for mandatory
disclosure (‘Brady v. Maryland’ (1963), Public Records Act (RCW 42.56), Freedom of
Information Act)?

ii. Is it lawful to use fabricated fake Public Records as evidence (RCW 9A.72
and 40.16) to purchase and sustain a criminal conviction (‘State v. Smith’, 196
Wn.App 238-39 (2016))?

i1. Is it lawful for State courts to enable and sustain the proven criminal acts
of (i) and (i) (18 USCS §§ 3 & 4)?
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in re: Case No. 13-1-01035-6

5. ARGUMENT

This cause remains axiomatic — it is self-evident that Defendant is
disregarding simple law because the State judiciary is allowing him to.

Do 18 USCS §§ 3 & 4 include exemptions whenever diversionary protocols
exist? Of course not.

Defendant continues to purposefully break ubiquitous disclosure laws, and
State courts continue to purposefully violate 18 USCS §§ 3 & 4. The result not only
enables Defendant’s aiding and abetting of felonies, but also sustains the denial of
Smith’s highly protected personal substantive Due Process right to security against
fabricated evidence (US Constitution, Amend. 14 for States, §1).

Citing RCW 42.56.550(3):

“Courts shall take into account the policy of this Chapter that free
and open examination of Public Records is in the public interest,
even though such examination may cause inconvenience or
embarrassment to public officials or to others.”

6. CONCLUSION

This State Court should finally stop the buck here.

Lawful Resolution remains extraordinarily efficient, simple and compulsory:
“Play The Real Voice Mail — It's The Law”.

Respectfully submitted under penalty of perjury on this 6'h Day of June, 2022 by:

7

\ \ Tr
Tl
J. Garrett Smith, PE
Movant
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EXAZ.

WASHINGTON STATE SUPERIOR COURT
IN AND FOR CLARK COUNTY

in re: Case No. 13-1-01035-6

JOHN GARRETT SMITH, Plaintiff
V.
VANCOUVER POLICE DEPARTMENT, Defendant

MOTION FOR DE JURE DISCLOSURE
(RCW 42.56.550)
IN FORM OF

NOTIFICATION OF FELONIES
(18 USCS §§ 3 & 4)

1. INTRODUCTION

Comes Now Plaintiff, John Garrett Smith, having been denied an opportunity
to inspect a Public Record by multiple members of the Vancouver Police Department,
an agency of the City of Vancouver under the State of Washington, timely and duly
filing this Motion per RCW 42.56.550.

This call for Judicial Review specifically challenges Defendant’s dubious
interpretations of RCW 42.56.080, -.120, -.510, and -.010(3)(4).

Succinctly, Mr. Smith seeks reasonable injunction by the State Superior Court
regarding his multi-year long attempts for (1) lawful compulsory disclosure of a
simple Public Record well-defined by RCW 42.56.010(3)(4), and (2) lawful response
from the State Judiciary to his Notices of Felony Acts (falsification of a Public Record,
RCW 9A.72.020, 40.16.010, -.020, -.030) that axiomatically trigger 18 USCS §§ 3 & 4
responsibilities and duties.
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in re: Case No. 13-1-01035-6

2. IDENTIFICATION OF MOVER

Smith hereby files, seeking injunction by the Court.
Per RCW 42.56.550(3), this action is de novo.
3. STATEMENT OF CASE

For nine (9) years, the Defendant has continually ignored or suppressed dozens
of proper request for compulsory disclosure of a simple Public Record.

Appendices BI and BII contain uncontested and therefore averred (per CR
37(a)(3)) proof of Defendant’s criminal (felony) fabrication of State’s solitary evidence
sustaining Smith’s incarceration under J&S #13-1-01035-6: ‘State v. Smith’, 196
Wn.App 238-39 (2016). This fact triggers both prongs of ER 1003.

Appendix C contains recent examples of Smith’s reasonable attempts to
achieve lawful response from Defendant / City of Vancouver-VPD, to no avail but the
banal ignoring and obfuscation of a simple, reasonable, and well-crafted Request.

IN FACT, THE VPD’S ELUSIVE ASSESSMENT THAT THE VOICE RECORDING IS NOT AN
IDENTIFIABLE PUBLIC RECORD IS NUGATORY, ABSURD AND UNLAWFULLY WRONG AS THEY
SITE THE VERY CODE (RCW 42.56.010(3)(4)) THAT REFUTES THEIR WILLFUL
MISREPRESENTATION OF IT. THIS LEGERDEMAIN IS PATENT.

4. ISSUE FOR REVIEW

i. Is it lawful for public officials to ignore ubiquitous laws for mandatory
disclosure (‘Brady v. Maryland’ (1963), Public Records Act (RCW 42.56), Freedom of
Information Act)?

ii. Is it lawful to fabricate a fake Public Record as evidence (RCW 9A.72 and
40.16) to purchase and sustain a criminal conviction (‘State v. Smith’, 196 Wn.App
238-39 (2016))?

iii. Is it lawful for State courts to enable and sustain the proven criminal acts
of () and (i1) (18 USCS §§ 3 & 4)?

5. ARGUMENT

This cause remains axiomatic — it is self-evident that the VPD is disregarding
simple law because the State judiciary is allowing the agency to.

Do 18 USCS §§ 3 & 4 include exemptions whenever diversionary protocols
exist? Of course not.
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in re: Case No. 13-1-01035-6

VPD officer Sandra Aldridge, the key perpetrator of the acoustic fabrication,
has been found to have a rather extensive history of professional misconduct in more
than one State, including acts of audio evidence fabrication and dishonesty.

Defendant continues to purposefully break ubiquitous disclosure laws, and
State courts continue to purposefully violate 18 USCS §§ 3 & 4. The result not only
conceals Defendant’s felony acts, but also sustains the denial of Smith’s highly
protected personal substantive Due Process right to security against fabricated
evidence (US Constitution, Amend. 14 for States, §1).

Citing RCW 42.56.550(3):

“Courts shall take into account the policy of this Chapter that free
and open examination of Public Records is in the public interest,
even though such examination may cause inconvenience or
embarrassment to public officials or to others.”

6. CONCLUSION
This State Court should finally stop the buck here.

Lawful Resolution remains extraordinarily efficient, simple and compulsory:
“Play The Real Voice Mail — It's The Law”.

Respectfully submitted under penalty of perjury on this 6t Day of June, 2022 by:

~=

\ J. Garrett Smith, PE
Movant
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