FILED

- FILED SUPREME COURT
Court of Appeals STATE OF WASHINGTON
State of Washington , 8/7/12025
© 08/06/2025 10:20 AM BY SARAH R. PENDLETON
L ' L CLERK

Case #: 1044348
.ot 1

| o L0130
_ Afi)e J&E"& COUP{( -Dl\f m COURT

OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

\i’éb”é d{'/ &{)nsz V) q}cﬂg\/spondenf,
Z.& nNée 14 jﬂé’ms Petltioner,

MOTION FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

.Treated as a PETITION FOR REVIEW

| Lﬁufi\C& A 53("04"\@, 1
[Name of petitionet] :

DL wiocoz semw HsAds L
. ﬂw%'a Cek. Cm—reéﬂm d‘r : :

[Address]

Court Cos, F 2210005120
AWLm\s Cese ¥ YOUH 30

MOTION FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
Page 1 of 3




A. - Identity of Petitioner ‘
Lance A, Steo €% [Namo] asks this court to accept review: of the decisxon

designated in Part B of this motion,

B. Demsmq ‘
[Staternent of the decision or parts of decision petitioner wants reviewed, the court entering or filing

" the deocision, the date entered or filed, and the date and a description of any order granting ot denymg
motions made after the decision such as a motjon for reconsideration.] :
in Nw "Fsm*‘i" 4"1‘&&' A ﬁ('IVa- ¢ o eormw {"iwk Mq case. Yo
: I QA rin
o a{'ﬁw{’ Yo ¢ efend e '1:. £t
) o _Hu  second gfdocrney and he

TJzed pene gb T%aa copvleted on @%@ABJ
Eirst dreial date 23 ﬁmz 20%B, 1 ANQM‘Q Awnmediatel.),
sk e o copy ot + vmdg.l FHhat
¢ Y / 'Fﬁer/ "F;'w (J 'l‘l(ma(

o) ot pand
jgi()yvs > Yo Cevieuwl, X co?w _ew m;zTéJ.i_Lya“fwM

(2 ¢ Presew 4‘4/& A, M/
attoraed _ond y to P ru‘me else T had
(44 A ] Juneb
of 2029 I . Jued 4 / /ef?:ﬂ“' for_all of +
(easons. They. ) i1 I_my AGCE
f ma-/wnﬁr/ "ﬁ)r et ons id 5 f st 'hfw WAS miec{
“A ) & n P AAY, ol has M T/‘»‘C_

cision [and triaI gourt memorandum opmlon] is in the Appende

R A = A 9 &V _'v' ‘,vl‘ J‘M IAS l:.._, )¢ ("L UF /VN ﬁﬂ d!/
Q- O 5 E e +he en o ; Acopyofthe '

e
C. Issues Presented for Review ' - .

[Define the jsues whwhth com'tlsaskedtodecldelf ewxsgt*anted] “
T ooy 7}' V\W N a, Q‘M);mg;g i@ OO NG

R4 ' A § L€, I £ T £ Oy - f. M:E

4 it 4o 'M,w : /Lma;ﬂf____és torpes . Mr! Davnvs My

/A ﬂ"‘“"“’ T repd ! Yo el ¢ ,m»-F t6__ae éar w%li o

I"F AW AD “"’ \A}l\.(bl’ t .ﬂ.‘ + I 'Arc" e n I ﬁ n (Ve?. P aY
y N ] rare) =4 O N : . %/ C
 ¢f “rHSS

He

lieberie&,

oY, HL
6‘3 o

YAY/1

ael 1 P Aen Aropls Theose. bt on
onial letter only as H&d® a.n_d’_ net M—gdf
( f’.e,a,':‘é‘e, W-“(J | enc] oced (e’;/”krb

MOTION FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
Page 2 of 3




D.

F‘

Statement of the Case .

‘ [The statement should be bfxef and ¢ ntam only matgrial relevant to the motion,]

_ 4’1\/ - Qase. /S o OPT Ae,mc; %6&(}‘.’;&( a‘{ /}’)l?/€5il7/’161 A.,
lylf»"mw ool ‘?/r/ '/’/w:t“if m'/:/ wite a
a I"egu7(ir /az.:u-sfs wii / /(xu» \[ﬁ\l%qe?_r‘ S'L:ﬂ‘e/‘ tﬁ. d pm:;e.

] cuA//ﬂ o her a/z/ew-’ /.m‘/%(e,r—, Dy clefense Al
1, Ahe a&i

f;‘nw‘m/‘ ”’f'rw/i,/ M’“ cyg*f;m:;mn I'W/,, //ur/'/(

"/‘I’}/“/m& Acz’p‘i" J«,w g €. : . s
igm e _burden ot pro o€, That ti’m/n'-'/“ 40 50 We,/ﬂ

LY ad- Gty s did ot vt _my” &
lﬁ?’*@f"”f‘ TS PPV AR i e ol ide; e

f/ﬂst/(Mfs:ﬁ:/w /‘777 p

ety /&ue
a/wa’ js /é‘/mm

kﬁ' er ) Y 1 covet gs BRS

Argument Why Review Should Be Accepted

. [The argument, should be short and cise and supported by auﬂj:ority J .
g7m Wr\ i 14 N fricgps lw

/Cf’k:W nJ) .:rumn& o A\

-ﬁﬂf‘ Z“/I/ R
4 lf /a»'

b cpae - ». 4 ‘ L5/ ‘
EMV\ ‘%\awa A ‘I 'ﬂ/‘“l\lc”, 7’?} J‘é?«}” r/; ;7”" AYer lz“h N\; 7)l
. ' , '4 Y. 2L

Carrecte

[State the relief's ught if review is granted J
; 2 //f) /AJ my <.'¢‘s’¢ S/{mu /J

WCN’* Nlo hrc{ "-/

yith A :uﬁérarf%” v-uwg,' WA can.,

- alford  _an @sz“a NOURENE

DATED this 2, J“day of /4 %arus”f“, 20 Jﬁ’.’

Respactﬁxl[y submitted,

APPENDIX

MOTION FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
Page 30f3



L ance A, 5«}'&(&5
D.0.¢.* uyopor
S""m%n‘& Cre,e\& Co((e,c{’;tﬂ’h C\‘(
4y Constantine Way
M:»e..rAm,n \Mmk\?ng.)jrm 935 10
Couct sose. ® 2915005120

Appeads case®™ UoLH 3O

To: Court of pkeqi)ﬂau\‘s of 4he
Stede of Wash :ng'l‘ow
Dinsion TIL

Aﬁnf T.em‘;\!e. of Avﬁ'ﬁ‘\m& ?.0. +06929
(_Weu:;lmqnﬁ""wn Slgemme, C\"b
O\yrpia, Wash, 48504-0929

Qe: Per\“% “Fa( ‘D\\Sdm{"mmu*y Rﬂev\e@ 157 “H\L
\/k)ma(f\mf“\‘m Suevewve, Co’vc‘*' cﬁ‘{ o C@UH‘

@"‘(; p\ﬂ,\«&&b’ élﬁ(;t\j\'efvu—y




| D'C«CM'“ ‘STM'S’\

I W&n","“’\'"w Baf_g\m (371 Q‘x‘pmss\\v\cj h—.\/
a‘)?b\ac:j've.s "For “er vlh'Fém\/\mlHy of my “E.‘H’C(‘
ancl “\‘\«e, lac;.L. o“ﬁ \~eﬁmltzse as I— am
w;"H/lO\)JT Cioun‘f;"ci\, &"7 "’ans "l‘?m\Q, I w((l
”\‘r’Y to ba \Qrie*ﬁs however fa the dewmal
\«@."H‘ar d“\c vy &()Q@.oz‘/} ‘ ié— akggne-ar—s 'H/\a* I
was not .S‘fl—Q—C{'F(E'a c’:nouﬁ\n, -T‘)’\C'W\Lk, yeou
foc you e time .

T have nrever been 1w Trovble hofore
ond T like to believe in the Criminel
k)uﬁ-L\”ce 5:75%%& \6072 ., W\y case. lf\as
@wlMO'S'\‘ ﬁ‘@ff W "l'\q\mlcn‘w\cl 6‘%‘5 aJ)o\f\“ "\'\V\‘ﬂ— _
\Y\c‘)hé-7l "“"\qovﬁ'\c\,‘ I JU‘5+ c:lm\""*‘ Uuamj(‘ J(’(a
\Oa\\'ew& ’t+. ‘For w\.\/ "Fl\:"ﬁ{’ "‘T‘l’ﬁ.‘) Vv\)l W:'_h’-«
&uw& I w&w‘k c.l»ec’—.uP IV\"(To c(e‘o{‘ ama\ m\/ |
\B:ﬂ (‘,:«‘71 ‘a.wy@(“,"\’oc)\{ \’V\\/ couse '62*5 O~ %VMX
j\/l‘\/, o o ’/v\{j'{,-("\ml,,. H\v‘ Name (v a% Jef:F
R'\‘oa&l’g, H‘e “’C’o‘!» e H/m’i' ‘\c l«new T
(L.@U‘A no(f a,FFas\ct "\’b ?a.7 \/\\“wx '6;5'" o hew
Fried  ond he was P:ﬂift{?.' He *ald e
’\'\/\w{‘ \\e, wo\)u\ '*‘vr‘tx\ e RVRIY 'H,\:‘hﬂ %e,
\N,\,A o™ ny C O-5¢ d.vxé& ‘\’La+ \w?, wodka)



Qoo@amf\“e o3 ﬁeQAGA w({‘% oy new atto PAey.
t‘: wWas (’).555’&\90@& a ?UM\{"Q,_ ck@'@?w\(le(‘ \:»-\/
’“‘l«e, Covﬂl‘\/ u\a,m,e_A C\'\N\ﬁ‘l'dp\'\,d“ Lomzp W\«/
teial wos set for Vs, months il
The seceond week |, T wet with Mr Lanz
6:‘“ ‘:\ 9 0‘{:€\\\Cf*— ’ He, ‘nacl (‘\c,@j \)Q,c\ a.“ c}‘F"
“H\.L 'POL‘ML«("KJ@J*L( Frgm MF. Q’\\{)mc,\( ,(/W\A -]',e_
&65\}1‘6’,& e ’(‘\\m(' t+ ww‘&l ﬂy m\\ T
o\,sL'ce,(& L\:m F\"(“ l‘\e, wwu L)L c;&u\;)ﬂ m\/
W'\’\?vx-esse.:ﬁ a,va ke, 503541 \/(‘LS", T)\Nt we,el(g
(w\‘ef I Cull_&o\ '/\}s af-ﬁce 4nd "‘H\e.\/
\So.“tc-l. \fw; was o Vacation €ar ‘Hw vw.f)“
(‘,0\/()\/&. 0"’6\ Uu{f;l(S, I Cov”e.c) %‘“’W \%LCLLZ
2. w-ee,ks kﬂ:‘(@m '\TLL ‘E‘rﬂa] ﬁkno{ 0.:3[4&01
)‘v\lW\ w&\y \Te, L\w&n"‘&' Cc*n’b‘\”ccai”eﬁ ™ W}Fé
oy oHar witness\Clyde gl He
satd he was @@omg o  call Hmavm Hhis
\;u‘ectk, T_)U’L <’>c3-7' \A»zﬂcc)re, ‘\‘)u_, ’\'Na,l, 1
3@4’ ‘autw\c& of \am , jf'kfg +o\¢l me. *\“\mﬁ'
wHe wauu ym{‘ neec\ C‘)’A‘L and "H/m,"' ((w_
Wod\cl &‘0\“4\ to M\/‘ W}FE at 'H\L ‘h‘\&\f

L hen he 434 9&23.141.\4 wr\H\ sy wi fe




he Yred Yo '\'&lk \r‘wr‘ out of +€.9’¥\‘¥7;vxﬂ
\mﬂ‘ SM wam‘*"e,& +<9 . \% e NeVEr fuen
S-Qol(x». \,oerx CQVA«QQ m l\’!‘:&l was S\x@r*}"
and T was declard ﬂu\ll47‘

T . led o0 the covads  of
\ne'('Fec’Hif:w Rssistance 3‘6 Counsel. N\\/
Qn'k(\e c\@wcwﬁe wo-§ H% -HNL &\r\aohgjcas
jm(’a, a&l o \le., Mr Lanz 414 not
O cx,«m'&-\:;«v 0 argVve wy . dasSe . W\m\-
W\@W“‘kjs(’& a}'{’“&r k.a,(ifiﬁ lcv\ \/PP(:SCW\. J lI 1
recerned o Copy of ey a as |
Cwes ko e sl o B et of Ry,
: .l T~ -rw‘l’ | SUNe w\w{_ \)\mp(wv\ﬂo( Yo m«\/
@r;{:j \‘f\m\ A‘gf-u»\ 1 mcef\\;e.c& N Q@g)‘a-eﬁ
‘DU‘\’ W FP‘;W\&;\ - Maseon’ _Far 0«@ —cbl (‘“r\
e e r\¢9+ HS"’@C& on Hm Ca’w % ﬂ@"l;
"‘]{‘“rz')m' M\/ A@@Majﬁ &{"’("of"!\ﬁ7 ) .De(\vmfj’ W\é’/ﬁaﬂ»
T cot,\“eg\ W\r, W\o,rﬂ&m awv& eL\S"C\/SS’CJA H"-i
?Pé&b\ew\ w\c"H\ ‘:\\um aw»(l [\F\ ;nS'"}WC;{“Qc(
me To  add them Yo the * Adddone)
G\“(\ou-'ng\,s "F)CW_“’ Comsic‘em{ﬂzm\,/ ch ”}0!@\
e '\"’0 w\c(( “(‘(T A,\r@c‘\'[y "1’0 ‘\"\rkg, Ceur’h

e

LAl %M'\'Lj s :nws*(:rvcﬂ‘ﬂ(g, A Ffew



M onThs \a,’\‘e,r) 1 recelved o |eter of
e\van‘{aﬂ\ *‘erbn\ M cou P'S” . l_b Was cLen‘léA
“F’a(" Ceaseny "ku“\‘ l'\cml v\e)’("\\\:/\g“ ‘\"0 c‘t’-‘l
wH\/\ M7/ Q‘P (’—MJ -

The Ywe mam reasons was
c\/Qw\\re_z(‘; Wege one ‘lle:mc‘/& 'HMJ7 Gtmm&c,(. L
l/\a,oL aun ;5"5'\»& wwl H/» "’\"a,\a»:w] - \;e (Lﬁjve,(:l' o
"‘“e.s“{“, .TL\‘iS wWos ho"(" on issde “Far me, 1—
even told Debective Blanchi that T
would ﬁ\mcl [\/ tolee H\& test Lot
newus "'[‘&'c)lg Pta,c?_.. TLL Sr-e,c\cm&l W\GL‘\W ,
e c3on 13 'H/\oj' ’H/wa C_,(a:\mﬁJ T L\&A a.
pp@to Lg,y‘\{\_. W:Hr\ M\/ ‘H‘oh\r\ﬂw/‘ Mr', Lcm'z..
ha"{" e os3 Q%‘amc«nfnﬂ BRS. Md’é’ {‘NJ'Q
U.)L\«:u\ Le, ’{”olo\t me ‘H\aJV Le/ ISR (h0+
9o Tl/k:l ‘+o cross ERO- I NE \’te\’ I +01<:é

)\FW\ ’Hmw% 1L waosd e Wt‘\"l‘[\ "H'\aftl

I agl.‘}ci) ja%‘ e \54"712:(* ‘Fﬁ‘)m W\Yl- l&w*y-er,
Me, Mo in 5‘&72% ke, c‘\!hq” Lnovu i
lf\Q/ o anted "l‘o f\/‘om;“\— o motion Foc
(ﬂe,@,ov\ﬁ(iem«ha\,\ UM/"(' l\»e,» J/tcl Some ™Mo e

e seasch . Tlx\»er\e, was oo shot  time (ine

"Far 'H’\JL, Mo""lM Jo T WVa’i‘e_ o« maotlion

()



&

r\r\yj"e,}'wc and S“e(/\'{' ljr‘ iy A feu elo»VS
'cﬂ‘er‘\ T (\e.ce,?w’,é\ o~ ‘Q‘H‘er --;Cmn\ M,
N\ﬂr:javx (‘QS’(\ﬁhljnﬂ "Fr*cywx W\7’ Case . f
3\)-&5‘5’ j? QUW\PJZ_AI +[’\L gun. W\y m()‘\‘\bn
WS Aem‘t&j
Wl/w%c['\ W e 54‘:”
e Co r\ﬁttc&e,.mc!g - '

M@w ‘+o m as:\j:mo( Ap@mak ()JLL“CL\ \:>
Nnot w\—wu{’ was3 5‘"u‘lom\\""+éc\ "“‘o +|/\L mFgmm(S"

df/\aq Mx/ Main MNegsons

AGC'" were not

Cour‘&",

) Lexi Stafford, Yhe Mothe oF BRS
Lo«; O \i‘ef‘j jc)ocL MNlason +C9 l:e/&ngr\

UL)\'H/\ me awm\ JL"@ Waw"l’ ')f'a Lul\’{f me,.zf
\r\o\,A h\hﬁ“ﬂr#e(& mx/es.e,[“(’ ‘ih'{'é "\Qf'ﬁ am;,\
‘\]\th W\LCO,\QLIS N&a‘bt‘m\ﬁl/\\v) )I)\/ '16\\“’“3
}\);cjs ‘+[/\a,+ L«&x; ‘ﬁ’@%‘ o Lapj of Lﬂmfw
ot v house. WL/ 'F:r:ﬂlf &Hd““@7jw\ﬁ
R\‘:)u_c’& cZU-'QS'{'(Zﬁv’VﬁJ A L‘&ﬂ.‘ 0\/!067\/"'%' ;H\-Q clrv?s
Lot 1t was shot down ky :Pms.zcu'hén
as mm‘evm‘k‘, ‘Hf,- aﬁk&cl hee € she
‘ﬂ&acl OU\?/ freos on "}“o ‘(»L AN j 4*“7? w :H/\ e
boh Y "o was shot down for Hhe
Same,  reasen, H"'H/\ovjl\ ’H\;@S& ciow'%lc;hs

Wre e o\lee,maé\ ‘i\rrﬂe,\/cbm‘l-‘ —\’\,\_,\ )\)\"‘7 )r\mi



’)\4‘%‘”‘{ “H’“U"\ , Me, Lw/\z J\c\z not~ euven
meation Fhom. These ques Hews  ere
\en/\,(a&r“&‘cz;y\\‘ “%‘9 M cl‘le*tce,n.;za—, '
D My €icet attorney Mr, Ribacle
F\mcacl A {04’» ot {Mf)ﬂ?’éar\aﬁ’_ on Y
(,U"Mv(“ hess , C [77()%2/ @e:“e(’\:mr\ - C \7c&€, waes
o \?c@é)(& -’F'r:e.»mi ond .he:\ﬁ(r\]o@p of M‘\Jg
ond  Lexi. He was 3\;—5)\” e caseal
ac_ci.\)afwv'\'o\v\c,a 04 g Wr"éé OZY\A' I, P‘
few 45,,3;,7, s after i‘ alleged mesdent
'lf”@c?)k P(Mﬂ,) JUL\/ (ésf CQ Jj’& &f‘((\@wﬁg"ﬁﬁ\‘
o b ) T He Rl md
l\e/ Sawy ;Smn@‘*‘l':w HwJV WS d‘hﬁeH’) x}(/\j
&u/’w_l \’167/ “[’L@v\?\/\'{f f( 5\/\0&!(& Lénau) O“L(Qa\f(*
T’i’“, N;CLL \N&Cl {"cbtcea» ]’L?? ?]\owf_ oL 3&9
é&&/c:kelﬁ ‘/\003& &mcl ‘5”%@@&4 ‘/\bm« (8 \f'\(le,@
ot \..Q}(‘\ and BRS in 'H\Q, hotel ¢ 0 O~
’H\OC{T Lex} was uv‘;mi m\V\ at ’H\L %:Me,
Ih “"’“J«L V]cl»eo 4K\ WeS rel,\mﬁ‘:,mc‘}
wTH\ BRS wihat o A aboot e

mole,f:sv)r(vhé& f\cp,r, (/L))\a)’\‘ C[;/c)e. Hﬁ ovﬁ)\“l" T
5%0\/\(& 14naw P\f;‘ ’H/\cu’@ 1/\2/ Saw 'H/w ijﬁe,
on The U’{Aea ond  poticed Tt wes a

weak | \:«F@m JU27 l“d: L&%(( moved avi™

a‘é H\e, A(f\f/‘”{“e\ &m/cﬁ &ch(c L)ome, Maw; :
@



U)uly \3{:, m(‘ %{)m,alf; L)mu\?;)«‘\f U ”Hug_,
\f&g\&o '%o \M\Q(‘,L‘ and )”\A e‘é‘\‘ﬂA oot
Gk Fnally Nick admithed 4o o
\/‘féve_@, '):)u‘{’ du':(j\}Qc& ‘\JV\L c;ovx“i”ec/\%, 'N\!‘,
Lanz not &n[Y did not call Clyde
+c9 HW/ 3';)‘acv\ok Ld‘%‘ 0\ tg;f\ﬁ” AN ) C,cu“
"\?@ l\”a,& l( ’{" o L;m ’, C(\/d)e.;S %‘ﬁﬁ“"’lr;'\c)n\/
&\m(\{j (N\\‘H\ LQDJ)B N\O’HM Nlﬁ ’I’L\a_,
\:&\c]\) any x\ng( o€ y defense of all
L:ﬁr(‘mg( O ‘)‘Qv \j\)ff{/ “}‘o ‘*\wv{' e,

53 TM Toren s a \ih'}_em/\//\ ew of BRS
Was conducoked Ly Breade. Borders, Mg,
72‘“\90‘-«‘;‘4 Crosdss 9;%&#1}3\1'\&41» Fe—r 'ﬁar c('v;’tl‘e,
a UJL\“\&VQ,» H& as"kegg \ng S.FLLE‘FI'QCJ/(V
l( %\'J‘” Was I?c»:szs?He, o a ]camv’\”t +0
Pu'\' O— 'f‘}\axﬁg‘llvk o~ S"(T‘&\\'y ?n‘{”o o 1
y&cw (p(cx c,('\\{cis \«ewl ond (&\'LQM"SQ_ H‘
oNne 'ow\& oN-es ‘+<:9 ‘Hm._, \oaM’Jr "(;'Lfd— “Hm
BWAQCS ahj‘nrere(;v \\yaS‘ ;’)" \5 ?cfsif; Le,/:
Lax? \—w\A dbovt 3 weeks go over
M{(D S'l‘zéry with BRS Lm%m ’b@fam har
tnrarviews with Branda Bocdees.  Mr,
R:)Uu(’-l% ou\‘§0 giv&:}‘l’c‘on&cl, M‘S‘f 'BCS'SAQ.TS



@)Q&JZ’ L&(‘ {Uaji'e':am%‘m-ﬁ ana Jﬁ“mjv\n”ﬂ(/l, |
SM Séz‘;&dk ]’1@-r'“ -er&{y\.\nvq Coand :sl"ec& of
o *'t’ww w-»e,e)% Coufde_ ‘(:aua»mi l’.)\ g
| 4&7 refreshar coupse o e letrac.
Me. " Lanz c:‘,\;mcqﬁzsec({ Ms, Borders
é‘aﬁ/w}ﬁ l'»e.ﬂ l/\&z,(l Vw\ cZUﬁﬁ'?‘s?bﬂs ﬁ‘g'w "}‘lmm\:s
witness. L {uﬁs‘Jr;omgcb hien  bot Lm, |
sad H’ WS hw’t’ nec QSS’éury, TL‘ts
combiond  with tHe Mohve “and ovnbrad
wZ‘H« HML V@Lac‘) o\,\l 5’£”<‘c>x/\3(\y \)‘t’-cuL o
Hhe P@S_S%\:?l(‘“‘y a’é a (»c—z e, Lc:ufvz
did  noT  effectuate oy Foson of a
cle-.‘ge,f/\ﬁ,e_, w‘/\a:\‘ 50 evey ., T)\Qﬁ& we y"e.
M7' N Fr?m'a arﬁwmd\”s *for A I\‘\Q"F“FQC’}?;\/&
A5 stance of Counzel .

«

1t wes Ase s Me E\IWLL\’S hotes
'Hr\ow{’ LQ,%‘({ 5%2&:66952& L\a«é; not \@rui
M‘Famﬁ,' '\orw\?l& djz\cwg’,ts on e Gahr
of BRS of molesting BRI® oldec
brO’k\’\QPQ 377/ 1 YQG“Pj ér&y::'@n, n’\\/ WI"{&,
cmwﬁ I\ ‘\‘/\ e (Da,‘sy Sap’e ‘fa(‘ G’j{“&,ysah ce
‘F&ud ‘4"‘H’Vh&:5“ KRS w\l, mez. ab\&ng,s on
ﬁ\p, ‘G&CH\E{“ Wee u—r\"([&uwAe,ch ow’rc\ m
chld cewmains  with his Tather

®



I L&(\;w& 'H'w.& Me. Lcu.\Z.. ‘Fm&)\h“‘{_
fo hoild any defense at all s qood
couse. Loy fﬂe{;&d{“m@ AS.‘.’D'(S“'L&WC& g
Cﬂ@\’f\f\‘;&\ /‘, _L'F )\é L‘L«Al OJ# a W\,:n\;v\,uw\)
Eollowed WMo Ribacks a:?@m@va\,\, Fhe
OV—&‘<"M VU@V(KL {/Qmuﬂ, )fscav\, a(\/'p;“‘e-"\_\‘e TL‘~
U 1\9..0\»(22, d)nl Mt’/ cle.rs l\v\’ "H\o_,
yury 7 Me derying
< 6&:3,@5 and W\7/ wwfe Say Ing ‘H\L Se-n,
. L L':i W g f"\y orr\; 'W\cb (/’b‘?'(l&w( \D\)+
1 was not &Jmmw(—u& Fvs L. T Heo
Q"n.ci, "H\.m.‘ HP@-@CJ:’ Cd(.%“*“ CVN-I t’\@"&f @ve.~
Consider my ng?(a,«;m: | e -

N
SUW\WL(}LA\‘\/ g

H mf\ Lﬂma was very é/ea;“— "/‘/{a% /{& W Sh i’f
\7@,:«4(7 +» c/c‘? 44}1'H|/::;;c? becavse 7L/w\
Sthite had He bordn of proot.
* /ﬂm Lopnz Aid ot 7(}&%‘1&/% lex: od ot
7’”;(/; c/ﬂws‘ o o mmé/tm .
* e, Lan CZ:/ not- agntuet C/)/Je_‘ an
f;»WaJ*/Lwn“f' ij,qy_ﬁ 7Lo #ry A efense,
}«a“f‘ a./am& £cL// /w;» +o '“/‘Lg 5'//01%[,
% le‘c Lam'& 4/142 /’)a’{" Cross Q)(égm/:’lﬁ "/‘/l&

(D



‘(;D e nSLC ;n'}‘e,rv \;_vJe,(‘, B e cla., B@‘;»Ae,rs | w%o
Q@ULA cawﬁrm 'ﬂwen{’ ‘H’ Wao WJ‘7 Pcsstue.
"Hf\cb‘(‘ \\’("’ Was WH jus{”’ a [t“é: . |
T om not Hie First person Hhat
Lex'i \r\cw sccused of the some crime
3 ost  becauvse s }uz, W5 Gung: ot Hwewm,
5“ E:M\e. 1 5: nCe m7 F\ rs t 'Zr‘w-t | I
&\M not L&J c‘("’.c,@,n“(' 12, 3OVL Cepresentedion
bx/ K &)vc;\c E{‘cz:(‘ Caouwl’\/ of ’l’ L\,a. ﬂ?f e f&‘ Cou N[T,

O( Covrse T Locmu W« ”(;0 Ld«\}ﬂ -
T‘Nf Cose, @\)‘dt’k’() NAQA] O~y ‘i‘t‘ S‘keu\c& &)—2._
bu"’ T czf \ea\,ﬁ“\’ Aeﬁu'\ré., o Pe;#rﬂ\a»( W\‘”\
NN cu""(”orma7/ UJL\@ wta“ A‘Q‘F&V\c\ ™me '(‘0 “HW.
best of s c,L)o'\li‘wLyg A faic Feoial,

TL\{M(\L \/od ‘\Kor your Cc)nﬁ"lcgevm ron
o s matter,

Zvﬂlﬂ(&ﬁ_ /’?’5 S7L&!‘€c§¢



E-Filing
August 06, 2025 - 10:20 AM

Transmittal Information

Filed With Court: Court of Appeals Division III

Appellate Court Case Number: 401430

Appellate Court Case Title: State of Washington v. Lance Andrew Stores
Trial Court Case Number: 22-1-00051-3

DOC filing on behalf of stores - DOC Number 440602

The following documents have been uploaded:
20250806 102059.pdf

The DOC Facility Name is Stafford Creek Corrections Center
The E-Filer's Last Name is stores

The E-Filer's DOC Number is 440602

The Case Number is 401430

The entire original email subject is 12,stores,440602,401430,10f1

The following email addresses also received a copy of this email and filed
document(s):

paappeals@Klickitatcounty.org,rebeccac@klickitatcounty.org



FILED

JUNE 10, 2025
In the Office of the Clerk of Court
WA State Court of Appeals, Division III

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

DIVISION THREE
STATE OF WASHINGTON, )
) No. 40143-0-I1I
Respondent, )
)
V. )
)
LANCE ANDREW STORES, ) UNPUBLISHED OPINION
)
Appellant. )

COONEY, J. — Lance Stores was charged with child molestation in the first degree
and invoked his right to a jury trial. The jury was deadlocked after 2 hours and 18
minutes of deliberations at the conclusion of his first trial, resulting in the court ordering
a mistrial. Mr. Stores was later convicted in a second trial.

Mr. Stores appeals, arguing the trial court abused its discretion when it
prematurely ordered a mistrial and admitted certain evidence. He further claims his trial
attorney was ineffective in not cross-examining the victim and in failing to object to
certain evidence. Lastly, Mr. Stores raises three issues in a statement of additional
grounds for review (SAQG).

Finding no error, we affirm.
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BACKGROUND

In 2021, cohabitants Tammie and Lance Stores met Lexi and Nick.! Lexi and
Nick had recently moved into the neighborhood with their two children, one of whom
was their seven-year-old daughter, B.R.S.? Shortly thereafter, Tammie began providing
childcare for the children.

Tammie babysat both children on July 1, 2022. Mr. Stores returned home from
work that evening at approximately 8:00 p.m. He spent much of the evening drinking
beer on a bench in front of their residence. B.R.S. and Mr. Stores sat on the bench,
covered with a blanket.

Mr. Stores testified that B.R.S. was clinging to him and “just wouldn’t leave [him]
alone” that evening. Rep. of Proc. (RP) at 830, 832. B.R.S. asked Mr. Stores to tickle
her. Mr. Stores responded by poking her in the ribs. B.R.S. showed Mr. Stores what she
meant by tickling by running her fingers up his hand. B.R.S. then whispered to Mr.
Stores that she wanted to be tickled all over. B.R.S. claimed Mr. Stores tickled her all
over, including her “private part.” RP at 686, 886. Mr. Stores denied tickling B.R.S.

anywhere other than her hand.

I'We refer to witnesses by their last names only unless necessary for disposition of
the issue.

2B.R.S. is Lexi’s biological child only.
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Lexi and Nick retrieved the children from Mr. Stores’ residence between 10:00
and 11:00 p.m. At Mr. Stores’ request, B.R.S. asked her parents if she could stay the
night at Mr. Stores’ residence. Mr. Stores told B.R.S. to ask her parents because he did
not want to appear as the “bad guy” by saying no. RP at 709, 837.

Lexi and Nick questioned B.R.S. when they arrived home. B.R.S. told Lexi that
Mr. Stores had touched her “private part.” RP at 686. Lexi and Nick reported the
incident to law enforcement two days later. Brenda Borders conducted a forensic
interview of B.R.S. on July 11, 2022.

Detective Robert Bianchi later questioned Mr. Stores about B.R.S.’s allegation.
Mr. Stores reported that B.R.S. was abnormally clingy that evening and characterized her
behavior as “promiscuous.” RP at 704. Mr. Stores later testified that he did not
understand “promiscuous” implied a desire for sexual gratification and thought it simply
meant flirtatious. RP at 845. Mr. Stores told the detective that B.R.S. had asked him to
tickle her all over, which he believed meant in inappropriate ways. Mr. Stores told
Detective Bianchi that B.R.S. said if he refused to tickle her like she wanted, she would
tell her parents that he did tickle her. Mr. Stores agreed with Detective Bianchi’s
characterization of B.R.S.’s conduct that evening as blackmail.

The State charged Mr. Stores with child molestation in the first degree on
October 7, 2022. Mr. Stores’ first trial began on August 23, 2023. The trial concluded

on August 24, 2023, with a question from the jury after 2 hours and 18 minutes of
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deliberations, asking, “What should we do if we cannot come to a unanimous decision?”’
Clerk’s Papers (CP) at 130. The court polled the jury in response to the question. Each
juror agreed there was not a reasonable probability of reaching a verdict within a
reasonable time frame. The court then consulted with the attorneys who agreed the jury
was deadlocked. The court ordered a mistrial.

A second trial was held in November 2023. B.R.S. testified for the State, but Mr.
Stores’ attorney chose not to cross-examine her. Nick testified, in part, that he had
offered to pay for Mr. Stores to take a lie detector test and that he “never thought [Mr.
Stores] would do something like that.” RP at 756. Detective Bianchi testified that Mr.
Stores stated B.R.S. was acting promiscuously and characterized Mr. Stores’ description
of B.R.S.’s behavior toward him as blackmail.

The jury ultimately found Mr. Stores guilty of child molestation in the first degree.

Mr. Stores timely appeals.

ANALYSIS

MISTRIAL AND EVIDENTIARY RULINGS

Mr. Stores argues the trial court abused its discretion when it prematurely ordered
a mistrial, admitted into evidence a recording of B.R.S.’s forensic interview, and

overruled his objection to testimony of a polygraph test.
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Mistrial

We review a trial court’s ruling on a mistrial for abuse of discretion. State v.
Emery, 174 Wn.2d 741, 765, 278 P.3d 653 (2012).

A court “abuses its discretion when it acts on untenable grounds or its ruling is
manifestly unreasonable.” State v. Gaines, 194 Wn. App. 892, 896, 380 P.3d 540 (2016).
A “decision is based ‘on untenable grounds’ or made ‘for untenable reasons’ if it rests on
facts unsupported in the record or was reached by applying the wrong legal standard.”
State v. Rohrich, 149 Wn.2d 647, 654, 71 P.3d 638 (2003) (quoting State v. Rundquist, 79
Wn. App. 786, 793, 905 P.2d 922 (1995)). A “decision is ‘manifestly unreasonable’ if
the court, despite applying the correct legal standard to the supported facts, adopts a view
‘that no reasonable person would take,” and arrives at a decision ‘outside the range of
acceptable choices.”” Rohrich, 149 Wn.2d at 654 (citation omitted) (quoting State v.
Lewis, 115 Wn.2d 294, 298-99, 797 P.2d 1141 (1990); Rundquist, 79 Wn. App. at 793).

Mr. Stores argues the trial court abused its discretion when it prematurely ordered
a mistrial. We decline review of the claimed error.

This court may refuse to review a claim of error that was not raised at the trial
court level. RAP 2.5. The purpose of this rule is to give the trial court an opportunity to
correct any errors before the case is presented on appeal. State v. Strine, 176 Wn.2d 742,
749,293 P.3d 1177 (2013). “[T]here is great potential for abuse when a party does not

object because ‘[a] party so situated could simply lie back, not allowing the trial court to
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avoid the potential prejudice, gamble on the verdict, and then seek a new trial on
appeal.”” State v. Weber, 159 Wn.2d 252, 271-72, 149 P.3d 646 (2006) (quoting State v.
Sullivan, 69 Wn. App. 167, 172, 847 P.2d 953 (1993)).

After 2 hours and 18 minutes of deliberations, the first jury sent a question to the
court, inquiring, “What should we do if we cannot come to a unanimous decision?” RP
at 619; CP at 130. The court polled the jury, and each juror agreed there was not a
reasonable probability of reaching a verdict within a reasonable amount of time. The
court then excused the jury from the courtroom and asked defense counsel, “anything you
want to add or position on how to deal with this or—regarding or any motions to make?”
RP at 628. Defense counsel responded, “No, Your Honor. I think it’s obvious.” RP at
628. The court ordered a mistrial and then asked defense counsel, “anything else to add
to that?” RP at 631. Defense counsel responded, “Nothing, Your Honor.” RP at 631.

Defense counsel’s acquiescence to the trial court ordering a mistrial deprived the
court of an opportunity to recognize or correct any errors in its ruling. It further allowed
Mr. Stores to gamble on the verdict in the second trial and then, if convicted, seek a new
trial on appeal. Based on Mr. Stores’ failure to object to the court ordering a mistrial, we

decline review of his alleged error.
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Forensic Interview of B.R.S.

Mr. Stores claims the trial court abused its discretion when it admitted a recording
of B.R.S.’s forensic interview into evidence. We decline review of the claimed error.

Fatal to Mr. Stores’ claimed error is his failure to object to the admission of the
recording. After the State moved to admit the recording into evidence, the court looked
to defense counsel for a response. Defense counsel responded, “No objection.” RP at
762. The court inquired of defense counsel, “No objection?” RP at 762. Defense
counsel responded, “Correct.” RP at 762.

A failure to object that evidence is inadmissible waives any claimed error on
appeal. Statev. Burns, 193 Wn.2d 190, 211, 438 P.3d 1183 (2019). Because Mr. Stores
failed to object to admission of the recorded forensic interview into evidence, we decline
review.

Evidentiary Rulings

Mr. Stores next argues the trial court twice abused its discretion in overruling
objections made to Nick’s testimony. We disagree.

Generally, we review a trial court’s evidentiary rulings for abuse of discretion.
State v. Duarte Vela, 200 Wn. App. 306, 317, 402 P.3d 281 (2017). Trial courts have
“wide discretion in balancing the probative value of evidence against its potential
prejudicial impact.” State v. Coe, 101 Wn.2d 772, 782, 684 P.2d 668 (1984).

“Evidentiary error is grounds for reversal only if it results in prejudice.” City of Seattle v.
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Pearson, 192 Wn. App. 802, 817, 369 P.3d 194 (2016). An evidentiary error is
prejudicial if ““within reasonable probabilities, had the error not occurred, the outcome
of the trial would have been materially affected.”” State v. Smith, 106 Wn.2d 772, 780,
725 P.2d 951 (1986) (quoting State v. Cunningham, 93 Wn.2d 823, 831, 613 P.2d 1139
(1980)).

The first evidentiary ruling Mr. Stores challenges occurred during his cross-
examination of Nick:

[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Right. So, you thought you could resolve
this with words, and that’s why you didn’t call the police?

[Nick]: Well, we—we originally—yeabh, like I said, I didn’t want to
believe it, so we originally offered him that we would pay for a lie detector
test if he would take it.

[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection Your Honor. Nonresponsive.
THE COURT: Overruled.

RP at 753 (emphasis added). Although the objection was to the testimony being
nonresponsive to the question, Mr. Stores argues on appeal that evidence of polygraph
testing is generally inadmissible.

The facts before us are analogous to those in State v. Terrovona, 105 Wn.2d 632,
716 P.2d 295 (1986). In Terrovona, a witness made a single comment, speculating that a
certain individual was the polygraph examiner. /d. at 652-53. On review, the Supreme

Court held that “[t]he fact that a jury is merely apprised of a lie detector test is not
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necessarily prejudicial if no inference as to the result is raised or if an inference to the
result is not prejudicial.” Id. at 652.

Here, no evidence was admitted of a polygraph examination being administered or
of Mr. Stores’ acceptance or declination of Nick’s offer to submit to a test. Rather, Nick
simply commented that he offered to “pay for a lie detector test.” RP at 753. Nick’s lone
remark was insufficient for the jury to infer a polygraph test had been administered or
that Mr. Stores refused to take one. Mr. Stores was not prejudiced by Nick’s statement.

The second evidentiary ruling Mr. Stores challenges occurred during the State’s
redirect examination of Nick:

[STATE]: Describe the feeling. Was it a specific concern that you
had?

[NICK]: Not at the moment. It was just—just something wasn’t—
something—something was up, you know?

[STATE]: But could you put your finger on it?

[NICK]: Not at that time. Like I said, / never thought that he would
do something like that.

[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Objection. Non-responsive.
THE COURT: Overruled.
RP at 756 (emphasis added).
Courts generally will not permit testimony that takes the form of an opinion

regarding the guilt of the defendant. State v. Demery, 144 Wn.2d 753, 759, 30 P.3d 1278

(2001). Notably, Mr. Stores objected to Nick’s nonresponsive testimony, not to it being
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an opinion of guilt. Notwithstanding this deficiency, determining whether testimony is
an impermissible opinion on guilt depends on the specifics of the case, the type of
witness, the nature of the testimony, the nature of the charges, the type of defense being
presented, and the other evidence put before the fact finder. City of Seattle v. Heatley, 70
Wn. App. 573, 579, 854 P.2d 658 (1993).

Here, Nick’s statement was not an expression of his opinion of guilt. As a lay
witness, Nick was testifying about interactions between B.R.S. and Mr. Stores. Nick
testified that he felt something was off based on his observations but was unable to
determine what was causing the feelings because “[he] never thought [Mr. Stores] would
do something like that.” RP at 756. The challenged statement did not convey Nick’s
impression of guilt.

Moreover, Mr. Stores placed similar testimony before the finder of fact prior to the
statements he now challenges:

[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Alright. So, you didn’t have those
concerns before this incident, is that correct?

[NICK]: No, I had it—I had—a week or two prior I had some weird
kind of feeling, but I kind of just brushed it off, you know? [ didn’t think
that—I’d never thought something like that would happen.

[DEFENSE COUNSEL]: Right. So, a week or so before the
incident you had these feelings?

[NICK] A little bit. Yeah.

RP at 754 (emphasis added).

10
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It was not manifestly unreasonable for the court to overrule Mr. Stores’ objection
given the context in which the challenged statement was presented and Mr. Stores’
introduction of similar evidence. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in overruling
Mr. Stores’ objection. Further, Mr. Stores is unable to demonstrate that the outcome of
the trial would have been materially affected had the alleged error not occurred.

INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL

Mr. Stores claims he was provided ineffective assistance by his trial attorney when
his attorney failed to cross-examine B.R.S. and failed to object to aspects of Detective
Bianchi’s testimony. We disagree.

Criminal defendants have a constitutionally guaranteed right to effective
assistance of counsel. U.S. CONST. amend. VI; WASH. CONST. art. I, § 22; State v.
Lopez, 190 Wn.2d 104, 115,410 P.3d 1117 (2018). A claim of ineffective assistance of
counsel is an issue of constitutional magnitude that may be considered for the first time
on appeal. State v. Nichols, 161 Wn.2d 1,9, 162 P.3d 1122 (2007). Claims of ineffective
assistance of counsel are reviewed de novo. State v. White, 80 Wn. App. 406, 410, 907
P.2d 310 (1995).

A defendant bears the burden of showing (1) that his counsel’s performance fell
below an objective standard of reasonableness based on consideration of all the
circumstances and, if so, (2) there is a reasonable probability that but for counsel’s poor

performance the outcome of the proceedings would have been different. State v.

11
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McFarland, 127 Wn.2d 322, 334-35, 899 P.2d 1251 (1995). If either element is not
satisfied, the inquiry ends. State v. Kyllo, 166 Wn.2d 856, 862, 215 P.3d 177 (2009).

In reviewing the record for deficiencies, there is a strong presumption that
counsel’s performance was reasonable. McFarland, 127 Wn.2d at 335. The
reasonableness of counsel’s performance is to be evaluated from counsel’s perspective at
the time of the alleged error and in light of all the circumstances. Kimmelman v.
Morrison, 477 U.S. 365, 384, 106 S. Ct. 2574, 91 L. Ed. 2d 305 (1986). When counsel’s
conduct can be characterized as legitimate trial strategy or tactics, performance is not
deficient. Kyllo, 166 Wn.2d at 863. A sufficient basis to rebut legitimate trial strategy
exists when the defendant demonstrates there is “no conceivable legitimate tactic
explaining counsel’s performance.” State v. Reichenbach, 153 Wn.2d 126, 130, 101
P.3d 80 (2004).

Failure to Cross-Examine B.R.S.

Mr. Stores argues that he was denied his right to confront a witness against him
when his trial attorney failed to cross-examine B.R.S. Specifically, Mr. Stores contends
his trial attorney had no reasonable justification for not questioning B.R.S. because her
testimony contradicted statements made in the forensic interview and during the first
trial.

Fatal to Mr. Stores’ claimed error is his failure to demonstrate B.R.S.’s statements

differed between the two trials or between the forensic interview and the second trial.

12
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Mr. Stores does not point to where B.R.S.’s alleged inconsistent statements are located in
the record but instead, presumes B.R.S.’s credibility would have been impeached merely
by his trial counsel engaging in cross-examination. It is not the appellate court’s
obligation to search through the record to find evidence supporting the appellant’s legal
argument. See Cowiche Canyon Conservancy v. Bosley, 118 Wn.2d 801, 819, 828 P.2d
549 (1992). Mr. Stores has not demonstrated that his trial attorney was ineffective in not
cross-examining B.R.S.

Notwithstanding this deficiency, it was objectively reasonable for defense counsel
to decline cross-examining B.R.S. B.R.S. testified to understanding the difference
between good and bad touches. Nevertheless, B.R.S. was unable to state where she had
been “bad touched” and failed to definitively identify Mr. Stores as the person who had
“bad touched” her. Instead, B.R.S. testified that Mr. Stores was sitting next to her when
she was touched. B.R.S. did not name Mr. Stores nor expressly identify him as the
person who had “bad touched” her.

Mr. Stores’ attorney grasped onto these deficiencies during summation. Defense
counsel argued that B.R.S. never revealed “what she means by her privates” or where on
her body she had been tickled. RP at 896. He highlighted B.R.S.’s numerous responses
of “I don’t know” to the State’s questions and her “hard time identifying the person who

supposedly did this.” RP at 896.

13
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In light of all the circumstances, it was a legitimate trial strategy for trial counsel
to refrain from cross-examining B.R.S. Mr. Stores’ trial attorney was not deficient in
declining to cross-examine B.R.S.

Failure to Object

Mr. Stores next argues his trial attorney was ineffective by failing to object to
Detective Bianchi’s opinions and testimony of Mr. Stores’ prior misconduct. We
disagree.

The decision to object or not can be a trial tactic. State v. Stotts, 26 Wn. App. 2d
154, 165, 527 P.3d 842 (2023). Counsel may choose not to object to avoid highlighting
otherwise inadmissible low-value evidence. Id. at 166. Therefore, a claim that counsel
failed to object to testimony should show the objectionable testimony was central to the
State’s case. See State v. Vazquez, 198 Wn.2d 239, 248, 494 P.3d 424 (2021). The
defendant also must show that a failure to object was not merely a trial tactic, and the
objection was likely to be successful. 1d.

Mr. Stores contends that Detective Bianchi twice testified to his opinions of Mr.
Stores’ statements. The first occurred after Detective Bianchi asked how the tickling
began:

[DETECTIVE BIANCHI]: And [B.R.S.] says no, [ want you to

tickle me everywhere. And [Mr. Stores] said that that just, to him, meant
that he should touch her in inappropriate ways.

14
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And I was struck by that that he said, you know, she—he said that
she said I want you to touch me everywhere and that he would immediately
think that would be touching private parts, private areas of her body.

RP at 705 (emphasis added).

The second challenged incident occurred when Detective Bianchi was discussing
B.R.S.’s desire to spend the night at Mr. Stores’ residence. Detective Bianchi was
surprised that Mr. Stores would consider allowing B.R.S. to stay overnight given B.R.S.’s
earlier threat of “if you won’t tickle me everywhere, I’'m going to tell my parents that you
did.” RP at 706. Detective Bianchi testified:

[Y]ou’re saying that she’s blackmailed you a couple of times and

wants to have you do inappropriate things. Do you think it’s okay to have

her spend the night? And he said well, it’s not like Tammie and I won’t be

sleeping with the kids, they’ll be out there on this hide-a-bed. And

thought that was just—obviously, I thought that was just a very bad
reaction.

RP at 709 (emphasis added).

Mr. Stores asserts these statements amounted to improper opinion evidence.
However, Mr. Stores does not explain why refraining from objecting was not a legitimate
trial tactic. Indeed, defense counsel may have strategically chosen against objecting to
avoid highlighting Detective Bianchi’s statements. Further, Mr. Stores has failed to show
the outcome of the proceedings would have been different but for trial counsel’s failure to

object.

15
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Mr. Stores next challenges two instances of Detective Bianchi alluding to acts of
prior misconduct.
In the first instance, Detective Bianchi testified:

[DETECTIVE BIANCHI]: Then, he clearly wanted to tell me about
what happened that night and I interrupted him about that. 1 said I don’t
want you to think this is just about one night, which would have been, we
both agreed was the January—July Ist of 2022. And he—and I said [ don’t
want you to think it’s just about that and—

[STATE]: And why did you say that?
[DETECTIVE BIANCHI]:—why did I say that?
[STATE]: Yeah.

[DETECTIVE BIANCHI]: Well, there had been indication that
there had been more than one night. And so, without getting into what was
said, [—I had basically come to believe that this had been going on for a
period of time.

[STATE]: So, you wanted to keep it as open as possible?

[DETECTIVE BIANCHI]: Right. And so, I wanted to tell him that.
I wanted to let him know that it was not just about one night. It was more.

RP at 703.
Thereafter, Mr. Stores’ attorney cross-examined Detective Bianchi:

[DEFENSE]: Just so we can get the timeline correct here, Detective
Bianchi, the alleged incident would have been on a Friday night, July 1st,
2022, is that correct?

[DETECTIVE BIANCHI]: That’s the incident we ended up talking
about. That’s the incident we essentially focused on in the charges. I had
information that some things had happened prior to that, but they—the
information did not develop very well.

16
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RP at 716 (emphasis added).

Mr. Stores argues he was prejudiced by Detective Bianchi’s testimony because it
inferred other instances of sexual misconduct. Citing State v. Saltarelli, 98 Wn.2d 358,
363, 655 P.2d 697 (1982), Mr. Stores argues that improper evidence of other sexual
misconduct is especially prejudicial. We find Saltarelli is distinguishable. In Saltarelli,
the court allowed the State to present testimony of a witness who claimed Saltarelli had
also attempted to rape her. Id. at 360. The witness testified extensively about the
attempted rape and of her escape. Id.

Unlike Saltarelli, here, the State did not introduce evidence of Mr. Stores
engaging in specific acts of sexual misconduct against other victims. Rather, Detective
Bianchi alluded to the possibility that misconduct may have occurred on more than one
occasion. Further, the State did not follow up on the comment, and the detective
dispelled any notion of Mr. Stores having engaged in prior misconduct during Mr. Stores’
cross-examination of his testimony.

Mr. Stores fails to establish that his trial attorney’s failure to object to acts of prior
misconduct was not a trial tactic or that the outcome of the proceedings would have been
different but for trial counsel’s failure to object.

Mr. Stores did not receive ineffective assistance from his trial counsel.

17
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STATEMENT OF ADDITIONAL GROUNDS FOR REVIEW

RAP 10.10(a) allows an appellant to “file a pro se statement of additional grounds
for review to identify and discuss those matters related to the decision under review that
the defendant believes have not been adequately addressed by the brief filed by the
defendant’s counsel.” (Emphasis in original.) Mr. Stores raises three additional grounds
for review related to the effectiveness of his trial counsel.

Although a SAG need not refer to the record or provide citation to authority, an
appellant is required to inform this court of the “nature and occurrence of the alleged
errors.” RAP 10.10(c). A SAG cannot be reviewed if the claim is too vague to properly
inform us of the alleged error. State v. Bluehorse, 159 Wn. App. 410, 436, 248 P.3d 537
(2011). For the following reasons, we decline review of the issues presented in Mr.
Stores’ SAG.

In his first SAG, Mr. Stores complains that Lexi had a motive to lie that went
unchallenged by his trial attorney. This bare assertion does not provide the particularity
necessary for our review. Mr. Stores fails to address how this deficiency fell below an
objective standard of reasonableness or how the outcome of the proceedings would have
been different but for counsel’s alleged deficiency.

In his second SAG, Mr. Stores complains his trial attorney should have cross-

examined the child forensic expert, Ms. Borders. Again, Mr. Stores fails to explain how

18
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the outcome of the proceedings would have been different but for the lack of cross-
examination of Ms. Borders.

In his third SAG, Mr. Stores complains of his trial counsel’s failure to call “Clyde”
as a witness. SAG at 2. Mr. Stores neglects to address whether his trial attorney’s
decision was a legitimate trial tactic or how he was prejudiced by the purported
deficiency.

Although we decline review of Mr. Stores’ SAG, he is not left without a remedy.
Mr. Stores may address these purported errors through a personal restraint petition.
McFarland, 127 Wn.2d at 338.

Affirmed.

A majority of the panel has determined this opinion will not be printed in
the Washington Appellate Reports, but it will be filed for public record pursuant to

RCW 2.06.040.

Cenvery &7

Cooney, J.

WE CONCUR:

(.m\..ruxuno-)\’v\ b I C“

Lawrence-Berrey, C.J. ( v

/)
//

Stéafb, J.
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Enclosed please find a copy of the opinion filed by the court today.

A party need not file a motion for reconsideration as a prerequisite to discretionary
review of this decision by the Washington Supreme Court. RAP 13.3(b), 13.4(a). If a motion for
reconsideration is filed, it should state with particularity the points of law or fact that the moving
party contends this court has overlooked or misapprehended, together with a brief argument on
the points raised. RAP 12.4(c). Motions for reconsideration that merely reargue the case should
not be filed.

Motions for reconsideration, if any, must be filed within twenty (20) days after the filing
of a decision. RAP 12.4(b). Please file the motion electronically through this court’s e-filing
portal. If no motion for reconsideration is filed, any petition for review to the Supreme Court must
be filed in this court within thirty (30) days after the filing of the decision (should also be filed
electronically). RAP 13.4(a). The motion for reconsideration and petition for review must
be received by this court on or before the dates each is due. RAP 18.5(c).

Sincerely,

\BNAR_DMN
Tristen Worthen
Clerk/Administrator
TLW: hcm
C: E-mail Honorable Judge Randall C. Krog





