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I. IDENTITY OF MOVING PARTY 

Petitioners Howard and Petria Woollett, the 

Defendants/Third Party Plaintiff in the underlying action, are the 

moving parties. 

II. RELIEF SOUGHT 

Petitioners Woollett request the consolidated appeals be 

separated to allow a final mandate as to the Neis Appeal.  

Respondent Neis has exhausted her legal remedies, and it is 

appropriate to issue a mandate as to Respondent Neis under 

Court of Appeals Cause No. 388778.  

III. ARGUMENT 

Neis does not address or explain how any remaining issues 

involving Fraser changes the facts that a mandate should be 

issued as to the decision relating to Neis.  The Final Judgment 

Petitioners Woollett obtained is against Neis and in no way 

relates to Frasers and would not impact any issues remaining as 

to the Frasers.  There is a pending Supersedeas Bond that Neis 

has in place and the delay of the Mandate is increasing interest 
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on the Judgment which actually harms Neis.  Therefore, the 

request for further needless delay is illogical.  It appears Neis’ 

counsel is arguing the interests of Fraser should be placed above 

his own clients’ interests.  The Judgment which has been 

affirmed is solely against Neis and has no direct relation to the 

Frasers.  

Respondent Neis exhausted her legal remedies on appeal 

while the Fraser appeal remains subject to further action. In the 

April 2, 2024 Unpublished Opinion, the Appellate Court found 

that the Trial Court did not err in its findings or abuse its 

discretion, and that Neis was not the prevailing party. A Motion 

for Reconsideration was filed on April 22, 2024 and this Court 

denied Neis’ reconsideration. See July 18, 2024 Order. Pursuant 

to RAP 13.3 and 13.4 Appellant Neis had thirty (30) days to seek 

discretionary review by the Supreme Court. Appellant Neis did 

not file a Petition for Review by August 17, 2024 as required by 

RAP 13.3, 13.4, and 18.5. To date, Neis has not filed a Petition 

for Review.  
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As a result, there remains no appellate issue with regard to 

the Judgment against Neis. Therefore, whether the Fraser appeal, 

which is subject to remand for the Trial Court to issue additional 

findings on the Fraser Order, results in additional appeals or not 

does not change the fact that Neis has exhausted all of her 

remedies, and a mandate should be issued.  

It would be prejudicial to Neis and the Woolletts if the 

mandate is delayed pending the Fraser remand and potential 

appeal. A supersedeas bond is currently in place. The longer a 

mandate is delayed, the more interest accrues. The Woolletts 

respectfully request the matters be separated and a mandate 

issued so the Woolletts can recover on the Bond and pursue any 

unpaid amounts under the Judgment which is final and has been 

affirmed.  

IV. CONCLUSION 

Petitioners request the Court separate the cases and issue 

a mandate as it pertains to Respondent Neis in the underlying 

cause no. 388778. 
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This document contains 480 number of words, excluding 

the parts of the document exempted from the word count by RAP 

18.17. 

 DATED this 31st day of March 2025. 
 

/s/ Kevin Roberts     
Kevin W. Roberts, WSBA# 29473 
Attorney for Petitioners Woollett  
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