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A. IDENTITY OF PETITIONER
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asks this court to accept review of the decision or parts of the decision designated in Part B of this
motion.
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B. _ATTYARMEDT <ColunaeXNOAY
[Identify the decision or parts of decision which the party wants rev1ewed by the - type of decxsmn]
G- \S 25\ ,
" [Court entering or filing the decision] ‘ : -+ [date entered or filed]

[Description of any order granting or denying motions made after the decision such as a motion for reconsideration].
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[date of order granting or denying motions].

Am copy of the decision [arid the wrial court memorandum opiniou] is in the appendix'at pages A- through

C. ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

[Define the issues which the court is asked to decide if revxew is granted].
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D. STATEMENT OF THE CASE
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, [Aroument should be short anid concise and supported by aulhomy]
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F. CONCLUSION

[State the relief sought if review is granted].

AopeNaxes cose she\l e tevciRecd)

Respectfully submitted,
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[Name of petitioner's-attorney]
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The Court of Appeals

)
Renee S. Townsley

, 500 N Cedar ST
Clerk/Administrator | - of the Spokane, WA 99201-1905
(509) 456-3082 State of Washington Fax (509) 456-4288
TDD #1-800-833-6388 Division ITI . http:/fwww.courts.wa.gov/courts

A\
N August 22, 2019 )
Jose Contreras - ' ' - E-mail
#319551 : ' Andrew Kelvin Miller

- Aitway Heights Correctlon Center o Terry Jay Bloor

P.O. Box 2049~ Benton County Prosecutors Ofﬂce

Airway Heights,, WA 99001 - 7122 W Okanogan Pl Bldg A
- ' Kennewick, WA 99336-2359

/ - -

CASE # 359751 _
State of Washington v. Jose Antonio Contreras
BENTON COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT No, 171011421

Dear Mr. Contreras and Counsel:
. . ) ) - .
Enclosed is.a copy of the Order Denying Motion for Reconsideration. - .

A party may seek discretionary review by the Supreme Court of the Court of Appeals’
decision. RAP 13.3(a). A party seeking discretionary review must file a Petition for Review, an
~original and a copy of the Petition for Review in this Court within 30 days after the Order
Denying Motion for Reconsideration is filed (may be filed by electronic facsimile transmission).
RAP 13.4(a)." The Petition for Revie_w will,then be forwarded to the Supreme Court.

If the party opposmg the petmon WlSheS to file an answer, that answer should be filed in

the Supreme Court within 30 days of the service. ’ B . /
| , Smcerély, - ' .
| @UML%\JOJ/UM&%
| Renee S. Townsley : |
. Clerk/Administrator : -

v

RST:sh
Attachment



FILED
. AUGUST 22, 2019
\ .- 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, y
, | ) No. 35975-1-I1 .
Respondent, ) . .
) ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR -
V. ) RECONSIDERATION |
JOSE ANTONIO CONTRERAS, )
)

Appellant.

THE ~COURT h_aé éthidered appellant’s motion for reconsider'ation-, gnd is of t@we _
‘dpinion the‘motio.n should be denied. Therefo’re',, o
TS ORDERéD‘ the motion for reconsideration of .this ‘cdurt's opinion of June 13,
2019, is denied. | | |
PANEL: Judges Fearing, Korsmd, Siddoway

FOR THE COURT:

’ ' Chief Judge
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. FILED
_ JUNE 13, 2019
- In the Office of the Clerk of Court
- : WA State Court of Appeals, Division I11

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF ‘WASI/-HNGTON '

| DIVISION THREE - L
STATE OF WASHINGTON, ) | .
o ) . No. 35975-1-I
Respondent, ) .
R )
JOSE ANTONIO CONTRERAS, ) UNPUBLISHED OPINION
Appellant. )

/

FEARING, J .—On appeal,, Jose Contreras,challe‘ngos: his ‘convic_tion' for f_'né’g‘degree
arson on the baéis of proSecutorial inisoonduot and ineffective assistance of counsel. We
‘r'ej ect his contentions and affirm ni-_s,conviotions. We ref_nand, however, for tne striking
of the criminal @h’ng fee and DNA colleotion fee legal financial obligations. -

FACTS I
- This proséoution arises out of the burning of the front door of J oso Contreras’
apartment complex neighbors by Contrefas,_. Tim Navarro nesides ata Kenno_-wio-k
apartment with his father, ﬁancée, and his three children. Jose Contreras resides in |

another ‘apart'ment directly across the way from Navarro.
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At 3:00 a.m. on October 14,2017, Tim Navarro awoke to someone l_oudly and

aggressivel-y hnocking on his apartment door. Navarrh ran to the door, looked through‘\ '
' the'peephole, and saw' his neighhor, Jose Contr_eras: tampering withv theoutdoor» light near
:t.h‘e door. Navarro asked his ﬁancée to call the police while he continued to surveil |
V'VContreras through the peephole |

T1m Navarro watched as. Jose Contreras acted hrzarrelyand as if Contreras was
high on metharnphetamine; Navarro saw and smelled,smoke. Kennewlck Pol.ic-e O‘fﬁcer

. \

Cory MoGee amved at the apartment complex Officer McGee saw a fire near Navarro’s

front door and a male standmg near the door of Navarro S apartment starlng at the flames.

| '-Accordrng to OfﬁcerlMcGee the ﬂames climbed four feet hlgh along the door of

o Navarro 'S apartment
: fﬁcer Cory. McGee 1dent1f'1ed hrmself as apolrce ofﬁc‘er and 1nqurred from Jose -
3 Contreras about hrs act1v1t1es | Contreras turned toward OfﬁcerHMcGee produced a large

N 'kltchen knlfe and stated “‘Who the f“** are you?’ d Report of Proceedmgs (RP) at 125.
McGee again 1dent1ﬁed hlmself as a pollce ofﬁcer Contreras walked toward Ofﬁcer
McGee Wwith the kn1fe pomted at McGee \McGee drew his gun and warned Contreras
’ that he would shoot 1f Contreras took any more steps forward | .(. .‘ |
’ Ofﬁcer James Scott arrlved at the apartment complex and notrced J 0se Contreras

actrno aggressrvely Contreras held the knlfe in one hand w1th h1s other hand clenched in

a fist. He stood in a fighting stance.v Contrefas retre-ated into hisapartment. The ofﬁcers
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" - extinguished the fire and called for assistance. The fire had burned Navarro’s doormat

and had charred Navarro’s front door and apartment floor.
Kennewick Officer Aaron Hame] responded and surveilled the back of the

-

apartménts. Officer Hamel espied Jose Contreras, holding a large knife, on a balcony.

Contreras threw objects at OAfﬁ.c.'er Hamel while also ré’péatediy stabbing, xﬂvith‘h:is knife,
the wooden failing on the c\ie-,ck: Hamel identi‘.ﬁe_d‘;himself as a‘police-qfﬁcer énd told
Coﬁtrerés to dro,ﬁ fhe knife._ Contreras sn;ufied:‘ “Prr* you, 1 am golng to ki'll.all,ctyf you.”
- RPat110. o '

\ _ .A'SWA‘T team arrived at tﬁe K'ennewi“ck ‘apartme‘nt éc’>jrnp.1ex. The t‘eam,evacua_t‘e‘d
Tim Navéfro gﬁ_d_ h‘is family-_fro'm their apartrﬁent via a b’édrOom w_in.d‘ow. Eventually tﬁe .
SWAT team gained,en’gry to Contrgré‘s’ apartment and arrested him. A latér toXicqlo’gy\
report éonﬁnned the preéence of méthamph_etamine in Contreras’ body. |

: PROCEDURE |
The State of Washipg‘tor_l charged Jose ACont-reras/ with ﬁrst degree arson. The |
information alleged that Confrcras, while actinggknowingly:and maliciously, caused a fire
. that manifestly endang.ered_huma,n life or damaged a. dWel_l_ing. \ ;

At the conclusion of the evidence, the trial court instructed the jury on the

S

elements-of first degree arson and, at the request of J o0se Contreras, on the ‘e‘lem’ents of
first degree reckless burning as a lesser included offense. Aécording to one jury

Ainstruction, to convict on the first degree arson charge, the jury had to find beyond

-
b
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reasonable doubt-: -

(1) That on or about October 14, 2017 the defendant caused a ﬁre
(2) That the fire .
" (a) was manifestly dangerous to human 11fe or
(b) , damaged a dwelling; and
* (3) That defendant acted knowingly and mahcrously, and -
(4) That this act occurred in the State of Washington. ‘

Clerk’s Papers (CP) at 60 AccordrnCT to a second Juty lnSLI'llCtIOI'l to convrct on reckless o

burmng in the ﬁrst degree the Jury had to ﬁnd beyond reasonable doubt

(1) That on or about October 14, 2017 the defendant caused a ﬁre
(2) That the firé damaged a building; -
. (3) That the defendant knowingly caused the ﬁre
(4) ‘That the defendant recklessly caused the damage; and
' (5) That th1s act occurred in the State of Washrngton

CP at 67 Note the drfference in mens rea for the two charces

‘Durrng the State S closmg argumcnt the prosccutor stated ' -
My colleaoue is going to talk to you and I wrll have another chance.

- But I wanted to say one more ‘thing about fhe reckless burning option and .
that is an optlon and you know I think you can consrder that You should
consider it. : ‘ Sy

But I have fo say that if you ﬁnd the defendant caused the ﬁre—

* which is pretty. stralghtforward He: deﬁnrtely ddmaged a dwelling and that
fire was datigerous, manrfestly dangerous to hiuman life. I think it would be
more 1nte11ectuaHy honest fot you to just find the defendant not guilty than T

find him guilty only of reckless buirning, . /
: You know,-if you find hirn guilty, the approprlate charge should be
./ arson in the first degree

'RP at 1}5‘9. Defe?nSe eo‘unse"l did not object.

- ) : . PR {
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Defense counsel responded in his closing argurnent by listing the elernents of the

Ferirnes, as listed in the jury instructions, of first degree arson and first degree reckless
. - : e \ . )

| burning.

And I guess what I am getting at here, what we are loolnncr at, the
difference that we are looking at has to do with arson in the first degree
" deals with an individual having malicious intent. Malicious intent.
- Reckless burning in the first degree has to do with an individual
_ acting recklessly and damaging a building. So is there a difference between ,'
- being reckless and oausrng damage or tryrng to actually rnalrcrously cause °
damage?

There are drfferenees in the law i in many situations, Talking about
manslaughter and murder. Manslaughter you can act recklessly You
don’t mean to hurt anybody but you are being a fool. You are being an
idiot. You are doing something stupid and somebody dies. Manslaughter.

Murder, you want to kill them. You are intending to. Okay? There
isa drfference Talkrng about intent. Okay?

BN

RP at 164,
During his summation, defense counsel juxtaposed the concept of malicious intent
. to the facts of the case and underscored that Jose Contreras uttered no threats to Tim

Navarro or his farnily. Contreraa neyer threatened to harm the family or burn the
family"s apartnr:ent. Contreras ne:y'er declaredhhatred% tov»:ard the farnily and never
eltpre\ssed a wish to cause farn.ily mernbers harm. Defense counsel emphasiz_ed that
N}avarro desc-rib(ed C-ontreras as “‘[a] crazed man doing things hé didn’t | i

understand. .. .”. RP at 166, 167. Defense counsel ended his argument
This was not a case where the defendant, although adrnrttedly doing
thissort of thihg was manifestly dangerous to human life. Yeah. - ‘
Absolutely. Not only just human lives there in B 10, but we know it was a

h



No. 35975-1-I11
State v. Contreras

~

four- plex Okay? Lo ~ '
Did it damage a dwelhng‘7 It sure did. But, again, that the defendant
“had this malicious intent to do what he is accused of doing. 'We are asking.
- you to find that the evidence doesn’t support arson in the first degree but
. rather supports the charge of reckless burning in the first degree. We are
' askmg you that your verdlct SO reﬂects Thank you.

RP at 168.
The Jury declared J o8¢ Contrer as gullty of the greatcr cha1 ge, ﬁrst degree arson.

| The jury also returned a spec1a1 verdlct that found damages to a dwelhng and the setting

- ofa frre manlfestl.y .dan.gerous to human hfe,
Durmgsentencmg, thé» tr1a1 court sﬂen‘tenced J ose COntrer‘as to a:m:id-range |
sentenceoflOO months’conﬁnement The court foundContreras 1nd1gent and i-rnposed k
'oﬁlyvmandatéryfregfn firancial obhgat10ns1ncludmg a$200 cr1m1nalﬁhng fee.and & |
- $ 1_60 DNA collect]on tee.- o - L , | '
S LAWAND ANALYSIS
l‘ Prosecutonal M1sconduct o
On appeaT .J" ose Contrerasasserts .mlscona‘u-ct t‘or statementsof the nrOSecuting

attorney durmg clos1ng argument reoardmg the lesser 1ncluded 1nstruct1on Contreras

complalns of the prosecutor 1nform1ng the ] Jury that ﬁndmcr Contreras not gullty of any
cr1rne rather than ﬁndlng h1m gullty of ﬁrst deoree reckless bumlng, served 1nte11ectua1

' 'honesty Contreras essentlally argues that the State s attorney commltted mlsconduct
[ when seekmg to deny the accused the beneﬁt of a Jury 1nstruct10n on a lesser 1ncluded
-~ ) . Do
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crime. )
Jose Contreras® brief cites no Iegal authority explaining prosecutofial misconduct
when the prosecuting attorney argues against convicting the accused of the lesser

included crime. We theref_ore_ deny review of this a.s-sionment of error. This_ c’o.urt does

not review errofts alleged but not argued br1efed or supported w1th 01tat1on to authorlty

% ..,‘ [P E 3 R

RAP, 10 3; Valente V. Bazley, 74 Wn 2d 857 838 447 P 2d 589 (1968) Avellaneda V.

,State 167 Wn App'474 485 1.5, 273°P.3d 477 (2012)

) ~ Ineffective Ass;stanee’ of .Ceunsel
Jose Contreras next contends he received ineffective ass_istance of ?counsel' due to:
(1) counsel’s féild_;fe_ to_l obJect to the p_roseeutor"s‘ remarks ie closing argument, (2) a
~ concession in defense eeunsel?_,s,_.el,_esing argurn‘-enf that the fire was manifestly dangerous
' to human life, and (3) eo'l._m;sel_’_s failure to request-a voluntafy intoxicaﬁon instruction. -

We disagree with each contention.

. To demonstrate ineffective assistance of counsel, a defendant must make two .

. T O ‘ E R o P c i :

“showings. First, the defendant must show that defense cotnsel’s representation was
deficient, i.e., it fell below an objective standard of reasonableness based on

eonsideration of all the circumstances. Second, a defendarit must show that defense
\ -

counsel’s representatlon preJud1ced the defendant. This entalls showmg a reasonable
probability that, except for counsel’s unprofessional errors, the resu'lt'of the proceedings

would have been different. State v. McFarland, 127 Wn.2d 322, 334-35, 899 P.2d 1251
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(1995).
We engage in aA strong presumption that counsel’s performancé'was reasonable.

State v. Kyllo, 166 Wri.2d 856, 862,‘ 215 P.3£1 1'7‘7 (200;9). Whe;i counsel’s Cbnduct can
be characterized as~legitimate'trial st'rategy or tactics, the. performaﬁce is not deﬁei/ent.
State . Kyllo, 166 Wn.2d at 863. Competency of courlsel s determined based on the
entire record bé-low. State v, Mz;Far'land,‘ 127 Wn.2d at335 o |

| ‘Jose Coritreras first éomplains’ that hié,_ friaj éouﬁsél p.e‘r”forﬂife& deficiently when
failing to object to the State’s attorney’s argument that 'ihtelle_ctuﬁl ho’nes-‘& required |

: acquitting Coﬁtreras of both charges rather than co»nyicAti_ng him .on'ly of tﬁe '1es$er ,
i iﬁ"c-’liid‘eﬁid chargeAsd1scussed abovfie; the pﬁosecﬁfd.r’-s.-statgm'g;its did not const_itute
mi‘séon_&uct sa dgfénse counsel was ot deﬁci_fe_nt» for féhlil'ing. fQ Kobjk,ec-t to .ﬁhe rg/marks.. :
o "'J"fos“e'__C’o:rI:tr'ehras next 'g'om‘p;lai.ns. fha_t trial couhéé_l /c‘Ori'cede_dith.a"c the fire el;l_dangered'
humar-l'"ﬁf.e and caused -damagé toa Idwelling. .He(éonténds his;c‘oun‘sel' effec;_tivély o
céhc.éd"e'd his g’uilit to. first Flegreg ‘ag_on.and thereby withdrew from tge‘ jur_yfhé
eonéideratiOn of ﬁndiﬁg Contreras guilty<of ‘the Alées"s'er inc‘:’-lH&ed offens-:e- of reckless:

* burning. | : -
' We agree Wit-ﬁ J ose'.Convtreira's'that' the right to effe;;-tizVé as-sis-té‘ricé— 6f counis-ell
extends to closing arguments. State v. Kyllo, 166 Wn.2d at 870 (2009). Nevertheless, we
' find nio i'.rile'ffé’cti\/e.'pfe-:forﬁianée' of counsel.” Trial counsel aggressively requ"e‘s‘ted that the

jury find C‘on'tre_fas not guilty of ﬁrst'deg'ree arson because Contreras lacked any -

8.
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malicious intent. Counsel never conc;ied-guilt éf arson: Counsel conceded damage to a
dwelﬁng and endarigérment to life because the o;erwhelfning facts s,upportéd- these —
elements of first degree arson. By conéeding the bbyious} counsel bolsfered counsel’s
and Contreras’s eredibility when arguing Contferas_ lacked malicious .'mtent.

Jose Contreras-also assetts deficierit pe»rfor’mahoe by tridl counsel in that céunse‘l
faile'& to re’quest a Voluntdry 'int'c_)x-ic:a,tion 'i‘nstrﬁ.c-;’,tion. -Toprevail on tﬁe basis that trial
cotinsel was in-e-ffectiVe for failure to .reque:c}t.a jury instruction, the reviewing court must
find th;t thé_deféndant was entiflgd to the instruction, that co‘unsei’s. per-form@nce was

deficient in failure to request the instruction, and that the failure to request the ingtruction_ |

|

prejudiced the défendant. State v Johnston, 143 Wn. App. 1,21, 177 P.3d 1127 (2007).
A criﬁindl de;fepdﬁnt is entitled toa volunta}y intoxication instruction only if:

(1) the crime charged ﬁas Eparticula.r' mental é«tate- as an element, (2) there is substantial

evidenee of drinking or 'dfug. uée, and (3) the defendant presents evidence that the _

-drinking or drug ;‘use‘aff‘ectedr his or her ability to\ acquire the required mental state. State

v.”_GaZZégo‘s, 65 Wn. App. 230, 238, 828 P.2d 37 (1992). Contreraé fails the ﬁrét prong;y )

‘because case l.'aizv previ.gl\tlsly foreclosed the ability of using a‘volunfary intoxi,éatibn_ .

instruction for first degree arson. State v. Nelson, 17 Wn. App. 66, 71-72, 561 P.2d 1093

: (1977)‘.. | a

In Sz‘afe v. Nelson, the court acknowledged fhat the arson statdté contains thefword

‘»‘maliciously,’i but held that the term denotes only a general intent, not a specific mental

9
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état_e. State v. Nelson, 17 Wn. App. at 76. .ThenNeZsor; court found no error when the tria:li
.court refused to i.nstr'ucft the jury on volunfary. intoﬁicatién because the de\fenda..nt.weAxs'nojtx ,
entitled to the instrué:tion.
Criminal Filing Fee
" The trial cbuﬁ assessed legal financial obligations at seritencing of a $500 victim
: _ : v
>penaltyvg1$siéssment feé,- the $200 criminal. filing feé,. and‘.‘the_$10‘0 DNA fee. Although
N m'a'ridat'ofy when imp'osed; the criminal filing fee and DNA fee are 10 l’cs-ngé-r mandatory
 under new legislatibnias explained in State v. Ramirez, 191 Wn2d 732, 426 P3d 714

| '(2?185.1 | : | «, R
. J Os'ef'C‘c')ntff.ére.is ‘has"pr’evioﬁs felony'convictibns..that Hkély resulted in.an earlier ‘-
- DNA co.lleei-ioni He ésksf_tha't the ﬁlingh feé and DNA fee' be sfrucki The -Sta‘_tq also
' adyo.'caiites for the _feéS’ 'fQ"-b:e '-str"uok;: Pursﬁaﬁ’t .’to Ran;iikez; 'we':? réfnja'nd' fof—’thé trial court tc;
Vstrike the two feés. .Contre"r-as-need not be presert dt any hgafinég to §fr'ike the two -_ .
 financial c;blig_atibﬁs. - e | |
| : Staterent 6fAdd;iti0naII Grounds
Jose Contreras raises five issues in a statq;mént of additional grounds (SAG). But,
in confrévéntioﬁ of RAP 10.10, Contr_éras d'oe:s'no't_ inform this court of the ﬁ"étﬁ”re and -
occurrence of the alleged errors. CQntréras only cites federal statutes and civil court rules
to su’iijrt his- C(;nténfions,‘neither' of which ap‘,prly to-his case.. For example, Cémtreras .

' cites a civil court rule regarding speedy trial rights. Contreras does not e‘xplaﬁn, th-ongh, .

10
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how or w‘hy_hye believes that right was violated. In his third ground, Cortreras cites the

due process ooAm‘polnenvt of the Fifth and Foﬁrte'enth Amendments :and then giteé to civil
couft ruleg -s'tatin'g that docur;ients are to'be signed and da'ted‘.» We do not_know how t_ﬁose :
two theories _connvectxand whaf error_Contréras asserts.

In 4his ﬁljst additional ground, C-'ontr_ezgas c;ites Athe Fiﬁh A_mendment to th'e\Unite-.d
States Cjonst-itli_tion and states fha:f ;‘for due pro-cesé éf law to take effec;;t a crime has to be .
OG@iﬁe'd:"’ SG ground 1. Contreras then cites'to CR 12(b)(6) and highlights that -

Tim Navarro never filed anty complaint for damages against him. Contreras

. misunderstands that the State’s filing of an information against him constitutes the

“ allegation that-a crime was committed. ' The injured party need not file a civil complaint.

- In his f_om‘th;acfditiénal ground, Contreras raises a fedéral statute dealing with

- “Conspiracy to interfere with'civil rights” and then accuses his appellate counsel of

- assisting the frial court in “conduct that is in violation of applicable rules of Judicial

I

Conduct. ..,” SAG, ground 4. Contreras discusses ex parte communication, but

appellate counsel only represents Contreras on appeal. Another attoméy represented

- Con‘t»r-eras at trial. We do not know low or why appellate c/iounsel would engage in

contact with the trial court.

' CONCLUSIONS
\ye affirm Jose Contrerds’ conviction for first degree arson. We remand to the
| _ , : .

- sentencing court to strike the criminal filing fee and the DNA collection fee. We

11
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otherwise affirm Contreras * sentence.
A'majority of the panel has defermined this opiﬁi’on will niot be print_ed- in the
Washington'AppéiIat’é Reports, but it will be filed for public record pursuant to RCW

| 2.06.040.

iy d’t
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Renee S. Townsley™
Clerl/Administrator

(509) 456-3082
TDD #1-800-833-6388

Jose Antonio Contreras
#319551

PO Box 769 )
Connell, WA 99326

CASE # 359751

JSTV3RIYY & \@3

The Court of Appeals
of the
State of Waslungton :

November 2, 201 8

State of Washirigton v. Jose Antonlo Contreras
BENTON COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT No. 17101 1421

Dear Mr. Contreras:

500N Cedar ST
Spokane, WA 99201-1905

_ Fax (509) 456-4288
Ietp:/fwww. corirts.wa. gov/couris

ARC

Po. ROy ‘Z@\&C\
“\\RU‘\,C«.\\ \J‘e\%h\rz' |
WA G Go[

The Court has received your “Motion To Dlsmlss Wlth Prejudlce on October 24, 2018,
_.However; because you are represented by counsel, and your- pleadlng does not relate to your
" Statément of Addmonal Grounds for Review, the pleadmg will be rejected for. filing wrth no actron

: :i.taken

See State V. Romero 95 Wri. App. 323; 975 P.2d 564 (1999)

i

4 For your information, the onglnal verbatim report of proceedmgs‘ﬂ_led with the Court of
Appeals bear the sighatures of the court reporters-and are accepted for filing.

S - . - e
- Your statement of additional grounds for r'eview is due by Decernber 3,-2018.

A copy of your motion.is being sent to your appellate counsel Mr. Morgan
contact your appellate counsel if you néed legal advice or assrstance

RSTdlz
Attachment-

c:  Andrew Kelvin Miller

Benton County Prosecutors Office
7122 W Okanogan Pl Bldg A

Kennewick, WA 99336-2359
E-Mail -

Sincerely,

Please

RENEE S. TOWNSLEY
»,Qlerk/Ad_minis’trator :

Darnell L. Zundel, Case Manager

Dennis W. Morgan

PO Box 1019

Attorney at Law -

Republic, WA 99166- 1019

E-Mail
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