
Washington Courts http://www.courts.wa.gov/opinions/index.cfm?fa=opinions.showOpi...

1 of 3 5/29/08 9:36 PM

Courts Home | Opinions Search |  Site Map |  eService Center  

 

Opinion in PDF Format
DO NOT CITE. SEE RAP 10.4(h).

Court of Appeals Division III 
State of Washington

Opinion Information Sheet

Docket Number: 25177-2

Title of Case: Spokane County, et al v. Kathy Miotke, et al

File Date: 05/29/2008

SOURCE OF APPEAL
----------------

Appeal from Spokane Superior Court

Docket No: 06-2-01170-2

Judgment or order under review

Date filed: 04/25/2006

Judge signing: Honorable Dennis A. Dellwo

JUDGES
------

COUNSEL OF RECORD
-----------------

Counsel for Petitioner(s)

 Richard Kirk Eichstaedt  

 CENTER FOR JUSTICE

 35 W Main St Ste 300

 Spokane, WA, 99201

Counsel for Respondent(s)

 Stacy A Bjordahl  

 Parsons/Burnett/Bjordahl, LLP

 505 W Riverside Ave Ste 500

 Spokane, WA, 99201-0518

 Margaret L Arpin  

 Arpin Law Office

 1117 E 35th Ave

 Spokane, WA, 99203-3167

 David W. Hubert  

 Attorney at Law

 1115 W Broadway Ave

 Spokane, WA, 99260-2051

 



Washington Courts http://www.courts.wa.gov/opinions/index.cfm?fa=opinions.showOpi...

2 of 3 5/29/08 9:36 PM

View the Opinion in PDF Format

                                

`

       IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

SPOKANE COUNTY, a political 
subdivision of the State of Washington;         )         No.  25177-2-III
RIDGECREST DEVELOPMENTS,                        )         No.  25035-1-III
L.L.C., a Washington Limited Liability          )
Company; FIVE MILE                              )
CORPORATION, A Washington                       )
Corporation; NORTH DIVISION                     )
COMPLEX, L.L.C., a Washington                   )
Limited Liability Company; CANYON               )
INVESTMENTS, INC., a Washington                 )
Corporation; DONALD and VALENA                  )
CURRAN, husband and wife;                       )         Division Three
STEPHEN W. TREFTS d/b/a                         )
NORTHWEST TRUSTEE &                             )
MANAGEMENT SERVICES,                            )
                                                )
                             Respondents,       )
              v.                                )
                                                )
KATHY MIOTKE, an individual, and                )
NEIGHBORHOOD ALLIANCE OF                        )
SPOKANE,                                        )
                                                )
                             Petitioners.       )         UNPUBLISHED OPINION
                                                )

                                                )
---------------------------------------------------    ) 

Nos. 25177-2-III, 25035-1-III
Spokane County v. Miotke
Spokane County v. McHugh

SPOKANE COUNTY, a political 
subdivision of the State of Washington,         )
                                                )
                             Respondent,        )
                                                )
         v.                                     )
                                                )
JULIA McHUGH, an individual,                    )
PALISADES NEIGHBORHOOD, and                     )
NEIGHBORHOOD ALLIANCE OF                        )
SPOKANE,                                        )
                                                )
                             Petitioners,       )
                                                )
GREG and KIM JEFFREYS, GJ 
L.L.C., and G.J. GENERAL                        )
CONTRACTORS,
                                                )
                             Respondents.       )
                                                )
                                                )

       PER CURIAM -- These two cases are consolidated1 direct appeals from decisions 

of the Growth Management Hearings Board of Eastern Washington (Board). The Board 

concluded that Spokane County (County) did not comply with Washington's Growth 

Management Act, chapter 36.70A RCW, when it amended its comprehensive plan to 

expand its urban growth area.  The Board determined that the amendment was a clearly 

       1 Both cases involve identical issues of law and we therefore consolidate them for 
purposes of this opinion.  RAP 3.3(b).
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Nos. 25177-2-III, 25035-1-III
Spokane County v. Miotke



Washington Courts http://www.courts.wa.gov/opinions/index.cfm?fa=opinions.showOpi...

3 of 3 5/29/08 9:36 PM

Spokane County v. McHugh

erroneous act.  And it ordered the County to update its capital facilities plan and analyze 

population and land quantity before it modified its urban growth area. 

       The County started a process to comply with the Board's order but then repealed 

its amendment. This appeal is then moot.  "An appeal is moot where it presents purely 

academic issues and where it is not possible for the court to provide effective relief."

Klickitat County Citizens against Imported Waste v. Klickitat County, 122 Wn.2d 619, 

631, 860 P.2d 390, 866 P.2d 1256 (1993).  And we dismiss it as such. Id.

       A majority of the panel has determined that 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.

                                                    _______________________________
                                                    Teresa C. Kulik
                                                    Acting Chief Judge
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