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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

7 FOR PIERCE COUNTY

8 \

9 1l Jane Doe, Civil No. 03 .2 Qgg?q Lf
10 Plaintiff,

V. MEMORANDUM OPPOSING

11 || Pierce County, a political subdivision SUMMARY JUDGMENT

of the State of Washington, and its
12 | subsidiaries, including the Pierce
County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office,

13 and Gerald A. Horne, in his capacity
14 | @s Prosecuting Attorney,
Defendants.
15
A litigant who has engaged in misconduct is not entitled to the benefit of

16

calculation, which can be little better than speculation, as to the extent of the wrong
17
8 inflicted upon his opponent. Gammon v. Clark Equipment Co., 38 Wn.App. 274, 686

19 || P-2d 1102, 1107-08 (1984), affd, 104 Wn.2d 613, 707 P.2d 685 (1985)(quoting in part

20 || Minneapolis, St. Paul & §.5. Marie Ry. Co. v. Moguin, 283 U.S. 520, 521-22 (1931)).

21 |l Here, the Defendant is trying to change the argument from its initial denial of public

22 records, to fit a different exception that clearly does not apply.

23

The court must accept as true all the allegations in a plaintiff's complaint and any
24
) reasonable inferences therein. Port of Seattle, Id. Free and open examination of public
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2 |l records is in the public interest, even though such examination may cause

3 inconvenience or embarrassment to public officials or others. ACLU of Washington v.
1 Blaine Sch. Dist. No. 503, 95 Wn. App. 106, 113-14, 975, P.2d 536 (1999). The Public
Z Records Act "is a strongly worded mandate for broad disclosure of public records.”

7 Hearst Corp. v. Hoppe, 90 Wn.2d 123, 127, 580 P.2d 246 (1978). lIts disclosure

g || provisions must be liberally construed, and its exemptions narrowly construed. RCW
9 || 42.17.010(11).
10 The Plaintiff is not pursuing litigation against Pierce County, except for the

present lawsuit. The documents initiating the investigation clearly identify that the

12

investigation was commenced internally, it did not involve lawyers or their staff, and it
13
14 was not for litigation but to respond to issues such as non-payment of multiple

employees’ wages and failure to investigate multiple EEO complaints, as the Plaintiff







