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A. QUESTION PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

Has the City of Auburn committed 
harassment under the cover of abuse of a position of 
authority against petitioner by giving petitioner a 
parking ticket for parking near the corner on the 
street in front of the same apartment and in same 
spot he had parked in for the prior 13+ years without 
getting any such ticket and have the state district, 
superior, appellate, and supreme court judges and 
appellate and supreme court commissioners added to 
municipal harassment all showing an abuse of 
discretion?
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LIST OF ALL PROCEEDING^ :T0" ' ^ h-

(also See, Washington State Appellate Court ,r i 1 
CERTIFICATE OF FINALITY [Appendix.page A-ii])

, King County District Court, State of 
Washington, Auburn Courthouse, Case No. 98182, 
City of Auburn, plaintiff, vs Arnold, Keith, 
defendant, judgment entered October 19, 2018.

rB.

King County Superior Court, State of 
Washington, Cause No, 18-2-55775-5 SEA, City of 
Auburn, plaintiff'respondent, v. Keith L. Arnold, 
defendant/appellapt, judgment entered June 28,„ 
2019. .............. ' '

............  . |Y’“' .At k- ■ i
Court of Appeals, State of Washington,

Division I, No. 80246^1-1; Cif^dTAuhUfif,1^' ^^^ 
respondent, v. Keith L,; Arno,ld:, petitioner, judgment 
entered October 10, 2019, order denying motion to 
modify was enterediorf january l:5, 2020.' ^ " -'■>

Supreme Court of the State: of Washington,1 
No. 98176-1, City ofAplpurn, respondent, v. Keith L. 
Arnold, petitioner, judgment entered April 23, 2020, 
order denying motion to modify was entered on July 
8, 2020.
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C. BASIS FOR JURISDICTION, < > ■, • i .. -,i 2. /

'Review is sought on the Supreme Court ofthd 
State of Washington, No. 98176-1,. City of Auburn, 
respondent, v. Keith L; Arnold, petitioner,! judgment
entered April 23, 2020 and order denying, motion to 
modify entered on July 8, 2020.

. •»
,-This Court’s jurisdiction is the U.S. 

Constitution, 14the Amendment, Section 1 states no 
State shaH “dehy t6 any pbrs'dri within its jurisdiction 
the"equal'protectibri' of the: laivk4-’. Harassment under 
the cover of abuse of a ppsifyoniphaiuthority (abuse-of
discretion) denies equal protection of the laws.

w\/ . ............................. .V-s
D. CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS

7’* iCiVLaodr;'/' i.Jj.- • < V
U.S. Constitution, 14th Amendment

T^aGMO'To'fJ M-' ■•.u'UPrf.

< ,i< . I • ' *

*

Section 1
•'-'0? '.'O'-iUSU

All persons born or naturalized in the United 
States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are 
citizens of the United States and pf'thp State 
wherein they reside. No State shall make or enforce 
any law which shall*abridge the privileges dr 
immunities of citizens qf.the,United,Stages; not shall 
any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or 
property, without due process of hof‘dfehy to'any 
person within its jurisdiction the,pqual.prqtecjtiqn of 
the laws.

c

3.

r‘‘
l

•i

E. STATEMENT OF THE CASE
. ' « 'yr' b,................

The superior court judge Ruhl completely 
ignored iny Brief of Appellant, (^Aplt) [Appehdik p.

• * * :i ■
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A-7 (A-7)]; Repfy Brief of Appellant, (RBAplt) [A-45]; 
Appellant Objection to Brief of RespohdentJApltO) ’ 
[A-59]; and Post:DeadlineS Misbehavior by Appellee, 
(PDMAee) [A-61]. >,

oov. !■?■■■•• V; o' s-, .:,f; L 'o«!l
'Judge admits ^something is wrong here/using, ■ 

the word “hassle” spying, “he's, lived there, 14 yearst 
andmever had a hassle.^ [hegjdpg disc time .3:Q4;07p].

i: ■ ■

' [A-7] ,. ,f : A' oh; O'-

On September 10, 2004 I moved into rhy ^ ' 
current ap.a^tmerst ,404 22pd St. SE, Apt.A-,. Auburn, 
WA 98002 which is thg.fir-st^partment or .residence 
at the corner with D Si S.E,,i stated parking'in the 2 
street parking spaces jn.Jront of my apartment 
immedi^telyriTl^erp.ew^np,o^ stf gpt parking by my 
apartpient but there.wnr^ initially. (butf no longer) 
exports in the rear of, my building \yhich required 
additional costs tq use I had no parking problems 
with the City of Auburn ;(or. years.

;j, ipi^hnW200&f hppear6d on the primary ballot 
for U! S. Representative !fof!the first time but didn't 
advance to the November* 2008 General -Election. 
Then ih December ;2008Tgot my first parking ticket 
from the City ofAuburn.1 It was for pafking more 
than 72 hours on the street which I'd done since 
2004, [BAplt p4][A-10]. When i got the 72 hour ticket 
I called the pblice departirieiit' and spbke to the 
supervisor (sergeant, I think) and said I've parked 
here for over four years soihetimes a month orinore 
at a time Without evPl having; 4 problem anrd! hsked 
the supervisor Why didthecOp give me a ticket now. 
The supervisor in a frustrated sOtindifig voice told

• I•S’
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me (as. exactly as I recall now), “I:don't know, trying > 
to impress his boss or something, J. don't know”. sThe, 
72 hounpatking ticket .useda general address. “400’’ , 
instead of my actual address”404” which made it less 
obvious that I was just parked in front of my home 
[A110, A-25] Wheri I got the 72 hbur ticket I 
remember daysbdfore-that seeing an old’RV 
relatively new to thearea parked'in 'the middle of ray 
block with a 72 hour citation sticker on it (BAplt ; * 
p6)[A-12J. .

On SA 9/15/18 at:7:51p I'parkedbn D'St : ; 
’because 2 cars4were1 parked ih'front of rny apt’ 
toKen 1 returned hombr At 8:4Ap a White 
fe male Aiib urh top ‘(slidrt Might ,~m!e diiini - sizd, 
tied-badkdah haitynb'glasses, I thirik'heT ' i v 

' 'ndttie tagfAaid :‘AtSlatb’*)'bamb' and4 told4bib' 
'Hhbj^gbt a complaiirit1 about c&rb tbb' clbse to'the 

dbrner arid she WksWt goiii§ tb bite me bUtr-J ' 
parking enforcement might and she 
recommended I look arpup^in about half an 
hour for anothprj PgrkRg^poA )! told her Iwas, 
watching fo.r.qne of thp .qars in frqpt of my apt 
to leave, so I could move./fhat cop responded, 
“awesome” and lpf^.’ [BApit .p 5][A-ll]
On April’30; 2019’ :

■.-) ;•

*4

-f v •

• .^r
r.

? ;>

o ■

I

ri' •" -r 
i/.:

i

t
■.,/. . M .

'at 3:55 pm whom I, start,ed to cutter, the ; weeds
{V- i \ ■'

in the side corner of my yard by D St.„ there, 
was an Auburn .Police .Barking Enforcement 
white SUV with WA- platpe, 513450 driven by a 

, short white female with nci passenger in .the 15 
, . minute .parking sppce rlghttbehlnd a white

3
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Acura MDX SUV (which was empty) with WA 
plates BLB4559 which was parked Ort D St at 
the 22nd St SEborner in the spaed in front of 
the 15 minute parkihg spatee' [PDMAe'e;pl] [A^

’As I wrdt6 their inform&tiOfi >the1 female OOp * > 
yelled at me (ho one else was around) “your ^ >
apartment manager- Seht mfe this; 'Jim Brass”: I never 
said anything to the femalecop,i[TPDMAee p2] [A-62]

At the hearirlg!thie; district judge, Saying it 
; didn'tlmaftfer, Sustained/axi objeetion to my 

asking whd hliadefthe original complaint in 
l1 2018 [hearihg-difec time 2:51; 25p]; If who made 

the original cornplaint doesn't matter, then 
why did this'CO'p.oh :4-30^19 voluntarily say my 
building manager Jim Brass made thO' 

'complaint?! [BDMAeep'2][A-62]

: !I was given the 30 foot ticket'in this case the 
day before I received ithe Primary voters’'Pamphlet 
ivith me as a candidate' for'the '8th Congressional 
district of Washington bn 7-18- 18; [BAplt p3] [A-9]. At 
the trial when the district court judge >asks me if I 
wanted to call any witnesses and l;said I never got a 
response to my. request for a subpoena [BAplt p6][A- 
12], judge says ‘‘it’s your responsibility to have the 
subpoena served that's what the order says”
[2:57:1 Op] I said I thought I had to wait for.the 
court's permission to'Serve it<-Then the ijudge asks 
what do I think thatfWitndss would testify fov l 
mention 72 hbur-ticket^9 fye^ls ago and I spbke to 
Pierson about getting this ticket voided because I

61], .

»

. -1..
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believe.they-were, targeting(jne: Judge says “it 
doesn't .Sound, .based on that offer, of proof .that) the 
witness/would have offered relevant evidence .”
[BAplt p6r, 7]{A-12 to A-13} - -

The city cited another car for being too close to 
the ourb'ondhe day it cileAmeiji.2018.[BlApltp.5][A* 
11]. District “Judge;interrupted me 3 times .without. 
prosecutor Thompson.first.objecting or saying: : 
anything” [BApltT7];[A-13;l.d

District “ Judge ■ asks ThOmpson if Auburn 
adopts a RCW by reference; Thompson pauses, 

. seems lost, s.tiunjned, andeliuelees and,responds 
“just one eecond” [3;OOiQ(lp3;;aind has to -look up 

,the judges refere:nce,:jWhile:;Thompson. looks 
. ,<up reference judge just-gavelUini'' judge/,- 

explains, to me modification of the .-corner is 
what Connerds feferiDingCtO’j [BAplt pi7][A-13].

-. Issuing officer- “Go.nner: cited an Auburn, not 
state code on the ticket” [BAplt4R!8][A;-14]. 'Conner-/: 
said .she!s worked ‘for Auburn- parking enforcement “4 
years andi ll alniOst'lO and a half,njonths” '
[2:36:lOp]’ {BAplt p2][A-.8],

i 'ri

-i

3
£■

& i

2
A*.

I

'i
*

>.
Ai

• r.
a;'.>

:
District 'Judge .says go'to the' city legislature, 

but'city legislature .and mayor and police chief say. go 
to court (judge)’ for 2018 ticket [BAplt p8][A-i‘4]. :.

District; judge; said “it's-toofbad. that! uh the city 
can't paint those curbs or something just but, but it's 
the state, law,you can!t park/within, 30,feetof the; 
controlled-intersection” [BAplt p8] [A-14]. .. > : ;

■ ’ . '. V .» »
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Also, 'both curbs at my 404 22nd; St. corner 
Md'^yelibW paint ontheto for the first time in the* 14 
years I’ve lived there when 1 returned home St: 6:25 
pm Tuesday, April 2; 2019' [RBAplt p2][A-46].

Also, 'instead of giving me a simple tape (or
CD) that dould be put in a! player, the district - 
court added unnecessary detoplifca'tioriS' and - 

- obstructiohS By giving me a!€D that: encoded- 
! the audio into Several hles-that then had tO be'

' decoded by1 a special pla^ef 'provided by a 
company, apparently,'based in Australia. As 
an additiohaFobstacle tliat'Austi’alian

. •*? L-

V ^

' Company' wouldn't sitoply provide a * ■ '
*r -trahscriptioh' Of!the audio ahd f had to'ask 

them tVice'be^fe%hey'ahSwered (givtog a -•
;;n:-r Denver,, Co addi;ess) but denied toy pmail 

.v,reques| forlorn/ !IU|;ii i>:i],A-1 r,|.

•;; ; i The superior dohrt issued its ORDER ; 
SETTING RAIiJ CIYIL ABEEAL CASE SOHEDGLE 
on 11/21/19 setting'the Brief’of Respondent filing 
deadline ’at 4/3/19 [A-6jJThe! City 5f Atfburn filed its 
brief long after thiS deadline without giving a Valid 
reason then I filed an objection [ApltO’p 1][A-59]. In 
the City's Respofisb to'Objection page 1 [Rob plfJ[A- 
68] the City presented as jexhibit A [RobEx A] [A-70]? 
a 3-27-19 superior coiirt email delaying Oral; ; : 1 A
argument which the,pity tried to. claim, extended the 
deadline for, the,Brief pf Respondent anp Appellant's. 
Reply Brief (but, .obviously, ,not the Appellant's Brief
dno sHReFi?r :
Laurie Watson, said “Apparently Mr. Arnold’s emaiL

•• - y fiv

r.
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address ,is no longer valid”, but .th,is email doesn't say 
any attempt was ipadeto tell m?:by paper mail about 
this;hpari.ng change v,[RobEx (A].[A-7.0j[A-73].;I■had. :, 
received the,-Cjase Sichedqle.by paper mail.,.

, : That ORDER SETTING RALJ, CiyiL 
ARPE,AL GASI£.SQJIEipULE on page 3,set oral 
argument,before the.assugned/judgej at 8:30,ajn 
5/3/19 [Ar6].. ,That '9ase, schedule-s^atesan page 2, 
Notices olA.ppearance, ;l^pticea: of Withdrawal must 
be filed with the opposlngsPartysAt the;end pf that 
case' schedule on page 3 under “III, ORDER”-it 
states, “Ibis ORDEREOtthgt all.pur;tie§i;inyoly,ed in 
this action shall cpmply, with the'schedule, listed 
above and, that failure,fo.;me§t jtherli.sted event .dates
will result in the .dism|ssalrQf th§‘appeS'l’,-

a
t?■

fi

rhpheaVe^fphbr'ai' a!f^hiileht(4t 8i§(/ami 5/3/19 
but the court rodhl was" einhtjr. I^M’tb all over

* ..

the building; trying,to find out; xyhat wa§ gpiug/on but 
couldn't, find" the answeri'The, cjerk'§ office- didn't;'"i 
open.until 9 atn and 1 couldu't hnjdjanyone in^Ruhl’s. 
court room until after 9 amriThe bailif£final;ly,tpld 
me .theyfhad sentan :email.thatjrea;ched the City of • 
Auburn butj not. me., It burned put tha$uperior -Court 
had misspelled Illinois in inyjemail. address, so,I . jr{: 
never/got the email.[Ar73]:.I>neyeri received a letter 
telling me the ;oral, argument date:was;cha;ngqd, ; :

k
'4

./

Comhau wab thW city's |ittofhey at ordl J
argument and Thomseri was! ii6t' there". Prior to bra!' 
argument dii 6/2&/191 did hbt receive'Notice of 1 
Appearance for Come au hot 'Noi'ice''of Withdrawal'idf 
Thomsen: ; "; •' r '■

7
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I filed my Post-Deadlines Misbehavior by 
Appellee [A;61] before the 6-28-20 oral .argument 
which included, the city putting ypllow paint.on, the 
curbs near me [PDfylAee p3] [A-6.3],.[photos A-7r7 to
A-78] y: ■' ; ‘̂

' \4-a;y<
'I live on the east side ofThe D St and 22hd St') 
SE intersection and on the south side of 22nd 
St SE. The D St and 23rd St intersection 

s behind me looks the same as mine. Both have, 
fourplexes au4r|gppi ^ ,t^irrtpr^ectipn wifh , ^ ,-r 
residences, instead .of street on the west side of;

'■ .-.J- .• \ ‘ id * V ; oi.w A x* ■ ■> 1 •*- < ■
the ihters^ctiQp, The onljr differeppeis D S£ isf, 
about half asi wide, at 23rd. St as at my street. 
As of Saturday, 4-13-19, there is no yellow (nor 

'' any 'otherAoldfi) paint dn the curbs oft' >23rd St 
'! t SE at D ^St'ftnd cars btilL'park in the ‘slot next:

■ t ;:, tb the I) St corner dftdhe south side 6f 23rd St.'
■ Therefore^^hbTht^bf Auburnpainted/iny A.> 

corner but not others to show off they-were !
/ffi. blatantly .targeting and harassing me ’[RBAplt 

p2J[A-46j [photos A-7'9] ‘

‘ As of Wednesday', August 21;-2019 there is no 
yellow paint at either end of 23rd St SE block behind 
nie. I was Cut of town July; 3 to 14v2019. When I left 
for work at> 4:S9a,MN'7/i5/19 firdt time I noticed the 
yellow paint on both eides of 22nd^St at F St - 
(opposite end of my block) was longer and'now about 
10 to!2 feet long from F St.

t- -'W. . v .»

When I left for work- at 4:’59a TU-7/16/10 first .
'I'hVy-1, >. a. ’f /•

time I nOticed-the ^ellow paint on 22nd St (at the ••• ,
* . • 1 ‘' f ‘ A , ’ ‘ ■ j I: ) ' ; ■ ! ' —

8
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opposite fend of my block but on my side of the strfefetj 
from the apt building driveway toWard^F St whs1 t 
about TO ‘feet or1 longer (supposed!to fee 5 feet?) 

leaving enough unpainted parking space on 22nd St 
from that driveway to the, F St; corner for only one 
car. . .

r •
:. ) -i. i

. t '*

Superior court judge" Ruhl nfeyet gavfed 
written answer'to my ^ppelliiht'phjectioh to Brief of 
Respondent which stated I sh’dfeld' win by default.
Hi's only response whs a verbal Clhim at oral ; 
argument" thht he'was ikterpretihg something (a 

'' 1 think) to Sehy 'ihe dfefauft judgment.
-■ r : ••'•t u •/.. --v .-0)' ' i .Vj-.. .<c. ,

:•, i. /Kanazawa- notes the,city points! put/the ;$200 
amount, but-ignores thfe eity,f#lhOi;fpointS outjby its 
cm ObF AUBURN?S ANSWER TO PETITIONER’S 
MOTION FOR BISGRETIONARTlREVI'EW page 3 
(Cans: p 3) states:

c •

*case, /

V M’fct

-%
4'- -,4-.

'■ r-.-f /H.i tor:- ij.ri -£

(3) If the decision inyblvefe an issUe of public 
interest which should be aeterrhihed'by 

-. appellate 'court; or and “(4) If the-superior 
court has so far departed from the accepted!;

< and'ttsual.cpurse of judicial, proceedings,, or so 
' i i-,fair ^ahctipned. sikch a:departure:by thercourt of 

limited jurisdiction, as>to -call.for .review by the 
appellate court.”/ > - ,-.j- ■ W ^

Kanazawa's dismissal states, *Tlie City of 
Auburnicotrectly points out-that,this-Courtlacks 
jurisdiction over civil cases wketidhe. amount in ... - 
controversy does not exceed $200. RCW 2.06.030”.

v' ;
i

an
• /
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Kanazawa's dismissal incorrectly i§noi’es';my 
“B. REPLY ARGUMENT” in REPLY TO CITY OF 1 
AUBURN’S ANSWER TO PETITIONER’S MOTION 
FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW J^RMDS] pp ,.1,3^ ^

“My:MDRclearly shows the issue is not about money 
nor personal pihpeiity hut dhout hardss!meht Under j * 
the covdt df ab'u^e of S' position of authority which 'is 
clearly and stfohgly^gLh’ iss'Ue^of ptiblic iiitere'stv ^ '■

f; t';

Respondent's CITY OF AUBURN’S ANSWER 
TO PETITIONER’S MOTION FOR - ' i
DISORETIONARY'REYIEW pagO’^CGans p'S^Stnt&sf'- 
“(3) If the decision involves ah issue of publiclinterest 
which should be deteiiOinedbyAii appellate court;*' 
©FT -nrC] oliUbH.'-n. oris v< v>Y' -3'.: -iV
'h-\n ,>d:i ■mni ii.ui 'ih: oodos- dm:

Tlw iut..|v.-t i- rfcnrly th,- .-iiy. district
court, and supenqi* eoprb members threatening the 
public by abusing positions of ppwer. Any instance of

. , * A. •_ K * * * f r • ^ ' ... i . 1 • ’ i • ,J .„d i > 1 ' . ' - .. ‘

abuse of power is a threat to the entirp public - 
because one citizen being victimized proves others 
can be Victimized.The^ City"trying to call this matter 
“private” when' it states “public, rather than h!is own 
private, interest’1'[Cans p4) is blaiantly aUd J ' 
obviously false; Obviously, the public interest is the 
combination of private interests.: J

As the. City stated, this is npt fibout recqyering 
the monetary amount nor property but “whether the 
district and superior court abused their discretion” 
[Cans pi]. The City’s answer should have included 
whether the City and police - abused their idiseretion”

• } ;t • • . (* u
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because that, is ;\yhat the rare tickets .were and. 
started and I.included-them all along:

' * Marassme'nt uhder {he cover of abuse of a '/
position of authority a£kinst petitioner Strorigly '' ' 
involves an Issueof public itite,Kes.t which. sshftuM be ; 
determfned. and protecjted! by an appellate court,, 
Accordingly, it is worthdar pqipre. than $2Q0.0.Q;-., 
because.a^y monjetary^auctiprrshouldvbe greater., 
than $200.00,

; v» 5*

-L>Sr. .•t•.:
The City states^“j(4)df the'superior,court has/ 

so far departed, frpnidh^ accepted! and'usual; course of 
judicial proceedingg^ or /sq fansanctipned-such; a,. 
departure ,by; the tcourt of linked jurisdiction^ as to 
call for review by the appellate court.” [Cans p3]. The, 
City and police far departing from the accepted and 
ushai cohrsC of their‘prdce'bdm'^s; iprdcecliii’es, or 
actiohsds sigmficahtly sihffia'r bdcaiUse hdejjhrturb is 
important fey anydnb dh a'pdhlfc'hcfeitioh whether :: 
judicial, city’ hi* police.1 ‘ ‘ ;

■ . My not; getting? a .72-h9Ur.:ticket until 2008'
after.I’d lived/n;my, apartment mpre than 4 years,' 
[MDR p2] and “'Judge admits something is, wrong* j- 
here using,the word, “hassle” ;sayings “he's, lived .there, 
14 years and never had a-hassle/[hearing disc (time 
3:04:07p], ' [A-7]” strongly proves a departure from 
the accepted and tishai course of proceedings by 
authorities/ >:J

•' £ ■

rV' V r-
.. i ,

v\ ■■

■?.? •' j;[.; ,.i ; f»

ri:

»• *.
. ;

• • ••• • •’

The iauthoritiesffurthe.r*show -thisds a 
departure;hy when I -asked the supervisor, why did 
the cop give me a ticket now. The supervisor in a

. 'N

11
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frustrated sounding voice told:me (as bxadtly a!s'I n. 
recall now); “I don't;kriow, trying to'inipfd§s his boss !
or something, I dori'tknow’7[MIDR p2]

■ • 2 l:.-,.-. L-:.-.
The authorities still further shqw tips .is a

departure.by., ,, .,

At 8:45p a White: female Auburn cop (short 
heightV’ mediUm-siZe/ tiedhack tan hair, no r'

■ glasses; T think her name tag said “A Slate'’) 
came and told'hie they got a complaint about 

!i cars too'closd to'the corhef arid she’wafeh’t * 
goihg to' cite mehut'parkirtg enforcement 

' " might and she recohimended' Ilodk arouhd'in'
* :: ‘ abdut half an hour foV^ah'other parking spot.''I 

1 bold her I'tons Watching for* brie of the Cars ih - 
front Of my'apttoleaVe'SO tdoUld move.'That ■ 
cop responded “awesome” and left.[BAplt p ‘ ' >

V

i

r A

& *1.

5IIA-1 ir I.MDK , ?v - f

;V) 70ri 1

Saturday, Se^ihbfer'^2019- 9:44-}amM-hhnT‘ •»' 
walk by, this is first tim’e'I notice yell6w paint on 
both sides of 22nd St at F St (opposite end of my 
block) (was about 10 to, 12feetlongfrom F S)qnd 
yellow paint, op 9ur^ op,F:§t. at northwest, si{le (21st 
St side)(end of my b;lQck) is completely paintedqver 
with gray paint so yellow paint has been removed 
there [photos A-80,A-81]. At 6:20 pm wh4n 1 walk by 
again returning home, all yellow paint on 22nd St at 
F St end of my .block, on fxSt at end of my blqck, and 
op 2,2nd St oppqpite, end of^my block at both first. 
apartment building driveways from F St is all ...
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painted oyprjwith.gray paint so the, yellow pa-jut,has :> 
been removed. The yellow paint on both .sides 0/ the <
apartment buildiptg jiriveway entrance ;by^4£ 5 22nd 
St fourplex is still there and still goes to the fire
hydraht in firont Of 425 22nd fdurplbx. At 6:44 pm 
paint on 23rd St 400 corner at D St (match of rify

no>

apt) not.at.other -end ah F St [photos, A-82], and a 
vehiclp is parked in $1$.by cprnei;fn front of 404(?) 
23rd St (match of my apt) and across* street . at 401 (?) 
23rd St., slot by corner. N.ojjainb <?n I) St at,22nd St 
corner .by 4,0 f(acrossLstreet from; ipe); Yellow paint 
still op, 22nd ;S,ton bot^ ^ides. at St ,in front,of my 
apartment. a^a^rQSSjmKi^re.et. iNo mpbile.excess- 
speed-flashing \yamipg:sign pp..,Ij) St by 404C/D 22nd 
St ^rearjof myj,building and;r)esident,-.managgr; Jim 
Brassjs apt J, As of. Suadayy.F9,; 2020this is 
unchanged^j.;;!-.; J^--bfi-

I am a Black male1 wh$ajfpveared iri the 
hearings at the district and superior courts.

£ .. X.

-

:\'r:;
n ■- »• ;

The Supreme, Court of the.Stateiof Washington 
commissioner claimed my. argument,is . 
“unpersuasiye” [A-iiif j v; 13

The Supteme 'Court of the S'tateof 
Washington without stating h reasOn, denied my ~ 
motion to modify its cbrnmissiorief’s ruling.'

ABQUMENT, ..

:r /

, • i • • •’

F.;
• J

My arguiden't continues to be 'the StatOrnenis ‘ 
in my filings Brief of Appellant, (BAplt) [Apperidix p. 
A-7 (A-7)];'Reply Brief of Abpelidht,r(BBA;plt) [A-45]; ' 
Appellant Objeciibnfo Brief of Respondent,(ApltO)

13
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A-

[A-59]; and Post-Deadllnes Misbehavior 'by Appellee, 
(PDMAee) [A-61;] which Ruhl ignored'. ! •

-“Though the City of Auburn shbUldlbse for 
harassment under the cover bfabuse of a positbh of i 
authority, it shduld rio\v lose by default of''the 
deadline to file its court brief’ [ApltQ p2][A-60].

‘ The' city did:hot give a good nor valid reason o 
for filing its brief late-in response to the Superior ■ 
court’S caSe schedule. Once the schedule is set in' : 
writing by the courturile'ss'it is. specially changed in 
writing it is not changed'"Oral argument may have • 
been chahged;(the^ gupbribr'Cburt1 intentionally not "; 
telling me about the change makes that ; 
questionable) but:< nothing' viras written nor ohanged * 
about the due dates.

“The repealed :city codes an Appendix-A;
• ** indicate fhe' diffieulty in writing codes that'*’ * 

include enough optiohs to cover every 
sit uUtibndn evbry parfof the city: Since it is 1 
impossible^ to Write(dr formulate) a law (state 

... or city code) long enough that covers every 
possibility, discretion is necessary ip the 
enforcement (irnplementation) of laws, Those 
(city and stafe legislatures, here) formulating 
fPipelines (laws or codes here) can’t detail 
every situation that will be encountered by 
those (cops here) implementing thpm. That is ,

. why cops should have and do'display 
discretion by not citing every time a law could 
be ticketed; This is easier than writing every

? ‘ v .. •

.

.s- 'it u .rs i ■

!

i T-

■V- ■ ■ v ii'-
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^possib'le.exception w.hiqh .no legislature, (state 
or city) coujd do; ” P$Aplt pA-2][Ar7& ,8]-.. ;

fSomeer.piostjAuhurn cqps aren't abusing 
parking; code discretion and.it soemsiOnly Auburn , n 
parking enforcement is” [BAplt p, 5] [A-11]..

i :

; Si

THe City of Suburb useii poorly written1' 
parking rules as cover ,tp harass nae,for running for 
Congress. The fact that. the-72 hour rule wasn't used 
until,I;had-.lived;there -for 4 years, and the ,30,foot rule

i?

washt used untill ,^iad, lived there,for-13* years, < 
shows-the legislatures forrnulationeo/these rules was 
so poor that the .polieejwAsely didn't implement in 
every situation.,The,paly change <irf the. situations 
here where- I;?yas jcffeesd is, the, oity. cpuldn'tTmd any?, , 
other excuse to harass me.

w.t
A r

i * J

.wiWi . H-i- !?-

The^City datercputtyehojv^aint .arpund my 
home at 22nd-Stfhut not the!;neiktsblopknf-23rd St 
which is alpapst exactly like vminaetP;harassi me even 
more hyvsho.wing thsyr weren’t putting; the same 
restrictions on .the .next b.lock? nor other persons.

The district court Ante ntibnaliy and blatantly 
blocked my chance to’'call witness by'not responding 
to my subpoena list. The d!istricl; judge’did the' 
prosecutor’s joh for him by objecting for hind ahd 
being biased'in the City’s favor. The district'judge 
was intentionally biased againstme'the entire time 
especially at thd'Anal because he planned on siding
with the City of Auburn and against me all along.

-. • r_; :i •;§ i-.iS.- '

-The; superior court joined, in the-abuse, 
immediately on my appeal by setting oral argument

4
r,

. 'll r '-■■■■

r
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(which it planned to cancel'after my brief was'filed 
but before the City'S ’brief was due) <fora tithe before 
the clerk's office operiedso I wouldn't haVe anyone to 
tell me what happened. The superior Court’ ■ ■; 
intentionally misspelled my email address When it • 
sent me notice the oral argument was postponed. 
Then the superior cpart jWas extra abusive ,by not 
using paper mail to tell me. .pie oral argument was 
postponed.

Additionally,' the: city audits attorneys ■ 
Comeau and Thbihseh ihteritio'nally, 'blatantly, and 
defiantly giblrited the sUperibr court Case* schedule by 
not givings me NotifeeofAppearririce for 'Cbrrieau ribi* 
Notice of Withdrawal for Tlfdmseh A '

: ' A- '- + ~V AAA A

A ■’ A )" \| 
, A. LA- 'A AA. TA ■ •

My MOTION FOR DISCRETIONARY 
REVIEW (MDR)preserits elbar strong, proof the City 
of Auburn, c'ornmitted harassmerit uhder the CriVer of 
abuse of a positiaribf authority agairist petitioner by; 
gi virigp e titibriei a parking ticket fbr parking near ‘ 
the corribr on the st¥edf iri ffbrit of the’sarrie ’ 
apartment and in sariie spot'He had parked in for the 
prior 13+ years without getting any such ticket arid 
the district arid superior Cb'uft judges added to- that : 
harassment all 3 showing an abuse of discretion.'i ; -

My MDR clearly Shbwsdhe issue is riot about 
money rior personal property but ribbut harassment + 
urider the coVer of abuse1 of a position df authority 
which is cleafly arid' str'ongly ari issue of public- 1 ■■
interest. ' V

iO-. ; .

t

■i ' A ■ Vj-: \‘ ;AA A A . '/iff ■ i
sf , A AA.’i
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.;;Respondent's CITY. OF AUBURN’S ANSWER. 
TO PETITIONERS MOTION FOR 
DISCRET40N4:R,Y.REJVIEW page. 3(Cans p3) ;state$:; 
“(3) If the decision mvqlves, an issue :qf.public interest, 
which shqnld bp determined by an. appellate coupt; > ,

>' .i ■ i'-:v. r;>.v

The public'interest is blea’riy the city, district■ 
court,1 and superior cour^mettibefs’ threatening the’ 
public by abusing positions of power. Any instance of • 
abuse of power as a- threat tqithq [entire public, 
beqause one. citizen.:feeing yiqtimized preye^. others , 
can be victimized. The>City-trying to;call this matter 
“private” when itjsta^es “publie, rather than hjs own,_ 
private, interest” [Cans>p4j) ds felatantly and/ ' 
obviously false.Y^Ai-erruAvyc sot hots

a - Obviously,,the pnfelic interest lstha; 
combination of private interests. ;A$ .‘the City stated,* 
this is not ;abqut recovering tfee monetary amqunt - 
nor property-fejut ‘jW.hethep theyldis^rict and superior,-r: 
court abused their discretion” {Cane pi]. ,Thp. .pity’s^'. 
answer should have included whether the City, and ... 
police “abused thpip discretion” because that is what.

V
1

• *

‘f ••
• • 5 • ■ V. A ’

0 L

t
'}• «' -J!"

the rare tickets-were and .started and I included 
them all along.; - - ■

'■>. ! ■ .if i -

... [Harassment under,the coyer.of abuse of a 
position qf authority against petitioner strongly. , 
involves,an issue,of public interest which should be 
determined and protected’by an,appellaf©'Court. - • 
Accordingly, it is worth far more than $200.00 .. 
because any monetary sanction should be greater 
than $200.00.

17
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The City states, “(4) If the' superior court has so far 
departed from the-'accepted and usual'bO'Urse of 
judicial p‘foceedings, or so fkr sanctioned'Sucha 
departure bv the court' of limited jurisdiction, as to 
ball for revie# by the appellate courts {Carts p 3]. The 
City arid police far-departing front the accepted and 
usual course of their proceedings, procedures, or 
actions .is significantly similar because a departure is 
important by .anyone in a public position whether .. 
judicial, city, or police. ., •

' 'My not getting a- 72 hour ticket until 20081 
after I’d lived in my apartment more than 4 yea>rs 
[MDR p2] and “’Judgepbnpjts spmpthing is wrong 
here using the word “hassle” saying, “he's lived there 
14 years and never Wd(a hassle” [hearinMisctim^ 
3:04:Q7p], ; [A:7J” .st;rpngly,.pTOyes!a departpre from 
the acpepted' and iisual ppprsp of proceedings by 
authorities,.

. L '/t i ' ■ 1 • : ■

r; ;hnr; ” . • < i

! l The authorities further show this is'a
departure by when! . J . ‘• - :• > ■ r

Oh !• -v
‘asked the supervisor whjr did the cop give me 
a ticket now... ^The supervisor in a frustrated 

f . , sounding voice told, me (as exactly as l recall 
now), “I don't, laio.y, trying toJmpress his boss 
or something, I don't know’7’(MDR p2] . The 
authorities still further show this is a 

T ' departure by “At 8:45p a* White female Auburn 
bop (short height, medium-size - tied-back tan 

' hair, no glasses, I •think her name tag Said “A 
Slate”) came and told me they got a complaint 
about cars too close to the corner and she

:-\1
A ho-: :

Tils
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I

&

wasn't.going,to cite me but parking enforce:, j 
ment might and she recommended:I. look;

; around, in cabout half an hour for another •
. ■ s parking1 spot; I told her I was watching.-for-. Qpe: 

,i ' \ ■< of the cars >in frontcrf-my apt1 to leaye, so I could 
jmoye. Thaticpp;res^onde|[lw<.awesome” apd 
left.[BAplt p 5][A-:11]” [M.D^t pp2-3]. ;
The supervisor npt'dgreeing wiili the 72 hour 

ticket' ahd cop riot giving irie a‘ticket for being too' 
close to the corner and warning mb abbut parkirig • 
enforcement showihpthl.tiG1kets,,were a deviation from 
norn\al police praetice^j:,v r[ v.

‘ “Since it .'is iihpdsSible td Write' (or formulate^ a 

' law (state dr1 city co^e) 'lon^eriough that covers 
every- ji bssitfiflity, dibcreficiri is necessary iri the 
enforc'eirierit' (iirip lem^Sthtibri) of laws. Those ^ 
(city arid state legisiatUres1tere)'fdfmUlatirig^‘ 
guidelines (laws or codes here) can't detail 
every*situation that will b%,encountered by 
those (cops here) implementingthem./That isr; 
why cops should have and do display, 
discretion hjl riot Citirig eve'r^ time a law could 

be; ticketed. This is easier than wfitirig every 
possible exception'which rib'legislature (state

_ i ;
■ 5'

‘ I

L-

} j'\* t.

-f. .i
IV * !
<t

,'i ; 'f
.■r>

5T

*• ' •

Or city) could dbf” :[B$pltp 1-2 J[A-7 & 8] 
[MDRp8l. : • ‘ •'

■■ .. • ?'i v; ■■ ■■ rj v IS,.! V';,

7 The police^ practice has been-pot to implement 
100% enforcement of an imperfectly written:law the 
legislature has*failedtodnxnrov.e;with;an update.

•: • ■>•••: . f .S’
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To further show I alone am targeted find1 this 
is a departurefrom' accepted and usuahproeOedings, 
referring to “D St and 23rd St intersectibh hehifid me’ 
looks-the same ab ihine” [MDR;p'6] as of Wednesday; •
September 4, *2019 , ' 1 •■a :

r T r- ,
i -.-I ,/fr 'Vi1. .!“there is no yellow.(por any other color) .paint 

on the curbs on 23rcf St;SE at D St and cars ; $ 
still park in the slot next to the D St corner on 
the south side of 23rd' SC There fore; the City
of Auburn pointed cprper:b.ut not others to
show off they were blatantly targeting and 
harassing me.'f {MDR p6].

C -r;.i ,-v
Also, “The City later put yellow paint around 

my home' at 22nd !St but hht the riext block of 23rd St 
which is almost exactly* like'inine 'td 'harassi me even 
more by sho'win'g they ;W§reh’tp,uttlhg the shme 
restrictions on the next block* nor other persoiis.” 
[MDR p8]

Nptably, on .Wedpe,sday,; August 28, 2019 
about 6:^0 pm for theifLrst.time there was a mobile 
excess-s^eptl-flusjiin^ warning sign, with a “2.5” speed 
limif me,taltsign above-its flash hoard is on D St by 
404C/D £2nd St (rear of my building) just pass 
intersection with 300 block of. ^3pd St (from .St) 
facing 22nd St and. nap., asrf. walk home from work.

-. c scanner was gppe for the first time 
September 3, 2019./the next daymen 8- 29-19 the City 
efiled and pserved thei^answer tp my motion for

. ' .i vvrt r-.-'j
r n ir’-'b : -:?lr <

1: 4

;

on

review. ■ .4r. ( -u v.;f.v v: i

if -V■ V ;
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This 4Q4C/D is the adjdressof.my building 
resident pjanager.Jim,Br^ss included here,, “'As I?. , , 
wrote, }thein information the female .cop yelled at me'. ... 
(n0.OQe.5lse was. around);“your\apartment.manager 
sent me this, Jim Brass”. I never said anything .to j(, 
the female cop.’[PDMAee p2][A-62]” [MDR pi]. 
Therefore, this lbb'ked like a favbr to Jim; Brass for 
his helping the' City'with' thdir ab'use:

: ‘:J < -V

Also, Thomsen’s statement

1 ' ^ “The'City'b'eli^Veh', biitJis''not cdrtain/thht
' ibsiie presentddfif!f^iishlj; '

!Ki \' ;

f-X> • •'
\:

>*.

is the same as
■7, \ bn*.-L-doJ /kA

; .‘‘Thompsonpauses, seems ilos.t, stunned, and
■ t

• •*

/:.ctueless:a,hd-.respiondsi“3ust.one second”>.
I

* ■ v‘.r

[3;.0D:Q0p] .and ihas to/look up the; judges, 
reference,” [MPR p4] -A d

.i' hr;.-.
v/.jtl ‘.lY) *f;C; i •' ‘r’

showing Thomsen’s incompetence. 3

The City 'citifig theesliold1 in ddity of 
Bremerton v. Spearfe,; 134'Wn:^(i fit, P:2d : ’/
3^7 (1998)” [Cans p3[ showspremeditkfiori; The •* ’
premeditation was parking enforcemerit arid the City 
and its.attorneys plarihed td‘use the'^269 threshold' 
from'1998 Gong before thesfe 2 tick'etb) aS an Excuse 
to get away with this abuse if it Was coiitesfod: '

' ThbmSen’S appeared to be back'in and Comeau 
out as they go in arid out Without serving an ' '" 
appearance or withdrawal. This “back iri’r by' 
Thomsen is to cover up the City “violated the 
superior court case schedule by not giving me Notice

21
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of Appearance for Comeaii nor Noti'ce of Withdrawal 
for Thomsen” [MDR p9] by setting lip a'falsP claim ' 
Thomson rievef left.5 - '

Additonally, on Tuesday, August 27, 2019 
about 6:25 pm’ When I Pe t ur ne dho me the re Was a 
message on my ahswerihg machine time’ sthhiped' ' ! 
2:43 pm! Ih this ihes^age the Pallet's stated:1 r ■

f: : :.'s;

■i ).->

;= <:■jt; _.W/ -•: ;r;c i • ■-• - »
• her name was “Jacqueline” (she didn’t give a

last name) 4hd she(Was’witli the Washington 
State court bf'appeals; ; •’* ; ' : j ■

• she was calling regarding ‘my “motion2 for ’ 
discretionary” (the next wdrd hhW have been ' 
“review” but it Was mbstiy uhintelligible) F‘ J 1

^.iilpdAugust ga;;.,
i/{ m. r shp ^a^ eglha^ |tl^utja^Wp>al^qtmry ;,

motion: one; was the motion.was djue August . - 
12 andil need tp^te ta motion ;for extension of. 

r.itjime,; jthq second was Ifiledtwo .copies of my, ■<_ 
. piotion and ,shpeanft tej^l why apdthere’s no, 
explanation a^, far. as ^he difference ;

• . dhegt phone is 206r,389-264,0 and?she will 
,be in that day until, about 5 pm then she, won’t, 
be back until after the holiday, the case. 
number is 803641.

i

^■ 'A -

d ■

A

1 i - '.V*■ •} "; ,r \ 7; : .!•/ ' r

I called this phone .npniber,a couple of times butr,only 
got a^oicp majl,i;n!; , ; ......

The second copy Was filed because the first 
didn’t have MOTION FOR DISCRETIONARY 
REVIEW 6n the title page ahd that is thebnly 
difference between the two. I did not file a motion for

.<■

<
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extension-,oftifliehecause this lyas-a,phone message 
and not in writing, and.I filed in.accordance, with the . 
appellate court’s written instruction^ I received by ■ 
email.

•. .

) • r.; ‘ r • ;t

Still /‘“Tjhough .the .C-itypfiAuburn should ios$ 
for harassment .under itii% coyer. p,f abuse,of a po.siton, 
of authority, it should npw, lose ^y default of the : > ■ 
deadline to file its brief’ [ApltO p2][A-60].’ [MDR p7].

•7',: ■FV-‘ -U” ~

. My ARGUMENT- in my .MjQ'JIQN, RQR 
DISCRETIONARY REVIEW-and:;REPLY .. ,
ARGUMENT in my REPLY CITY’oF 
ALfBURN’S: ANSWER Tp’PE'jriTIONER’S MOTION 
FOR; sfand'

In addition, after I filed my REMy^O CITY’OF
AUBURN’S’ANSWER TO! PEI YM® NER’S MOTION
FOR DISCRETIONARYREYIEW oh September, 6
2019s; lifer that'day‘dr 6nr'th'eriibx?t diy ■ 977/19, the
City bl Aubttfn repainted the'yello# paint dii *the
curbs'at the'Opposite ehd1 of ihyhioclf eray 'td'iemove

■.VI j:

a .: yi

ii,

7v; • 
.7* lii

1

7

r i
A.f» i

1

-•£ '
the visible parking'restrictions’dround tie while 
leaving the yellow paint visibleh^rkih’g restrictions 
in'front of my apartm’bht’ih defiance of my contesting
their harassing mV.■' 1U: 1 * ' ‘

A »;
This gray paint to remove yellow paint near 

butndt including thheurb^ ihtihht of mYapaitmeiif, 
blatantly, intentionally, and defiantly targets arid’ 
harasses, xne.and hrags.it is targeting and harassing 
me by removing visible yellow.padnt' restrictions near 
me but keep jpg the yeliotw ^ ain,t, restrictions at my - 
address. _ hit; • , . - ... . • ;

:26



Also, the appellate court gave no reason for its 
denial. The appellate court’s denying my Motion to 
Modify on Martin Luther King’s actual birthday of 
January 15, 2020 is a blatant racist message adding 
and/or highlighting racism to its defiance, abuse, and 
coverup. ...........

The Supreme Court commissioner’s page A-iii 
false statement that my argument is “unpersuasive” 
is unpersuasive.

The Supreme Court of the State of 
Washington denying my motion to modify* its 
commissioner’s ruling covers up for and supports the 
harassment under the cover of abuse of a position of 
authority (abuse of discretion) which denies equal 
protection of the laws.

The purpose of discretionary view is to prevent 
notice of appeal limitations such as dollar amounts 
being used to cover up other involved abuses like 
abuse of discretion. This case is a prime example of 
why motion for discretionary review is needed in 
addition to usual notice of appeal.

Therefore, the district court decision should be 
reversed and I should prevail in this case and should 
never be cited for parking my licensed vehicle clear 
of the crosswalk area in front of (nor on the side of) 
my 404 22nd St address, the harassment should end, 
a parking space painted for vehicles registered at the 
address only should be put in front of my apartment, 
and the yellow paint at my corner should be 
removed.

24


