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WEBSTER’S THIRD NEW INT*L, DICTIONARY QL1 k) T— e veeeensens



A, IDENTITY. 6F PETmbNER/COURT OF APPEALS DECISION
Scott Howard Greger, the appellant below, seeks review of the

appended decision of the Court of Appeals in State v. Greger, noted at 198

Wn. App. 1067, 2017 WL 1655768, No. 34398-7-I1 (May 2, 2017)

followingl the denial of his motion for reconsideration on June 6, 2017.

* B. - ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW
L. Criminal defendants énd civil litigants are similarly situated
“with respect to the purpose of court filing feeé provided in RCW
36.18.020(2), which is to fund counties, regional and county law libraries,
and the state general fund. Courts may waive filing fees for civil litigants,
but the Court-of Appeals has held that courts may not waive filing fees for
criminal litigants. Given that there is no rational basis for this differential
treatment, does the mandatory imbosition of the $260 criminal filing fee
violate equal protection? | |
2. Is the $200 criminal filing fee provided in RCW‘
36.18.020(2)(h) a discretionary LFO that can be appropriately waived in
cases involving indigent defendants?
C.  STATEMENT OF THE CASE
.The State charged Greger with possession of a stolen motor vehicle

and a jury convicted him. CP 1, 38; RP 256-58.

-1-



At sentencing the trial court opted to impose no discretionary legal
financial obligations but imposed the $200 criminal filing fee in RCW |
36.18.020(2)(h), ostensibly believing it was a mandatory obligation. CP 57.

Greger appealed. CP 43. Among other things, he argued that the
$200 filing fee was not infended by the legislature to be a mandatory
" obligation and, therefore, trial courts should conduct'a\bility-to,-pay_ inquiries
before imposing it. Br. of Appellant atA 22-26.

The Court of Appeals held that the crlmmal filing feev was mandatéry
based on the fact that the 1eéislature used the wﬁrd “shall”: “This language is
mandatory. The clérk shall collect the fee and the defendant shall be Iia})le
for it. It is difficult fo see how the legislature C(.)uld be much clearer in its
directive.” Appendix at 4. |

Greger moved for reconsideration, pointing out that the legislature
could be much clearer in its directive that the $200 filing fee is mandatory.
~ He based his argumenﬁ on the plain language of the statute, on the similar
“shall be liéble” laﬂguage employéd ina nonman‘datoryl LFO statute, émd on
the differences between the language of RCW 36.18.020(2)(h) and other |
LFO statutes that are truly mandatory. Mot. for Reconsideration at2-7.

Greger also raised an eq@l proteéﬁon challenge to the criminal filing
-fee, asserting that criminal and. civil litigants aIe similarly situated with

respect to RCW 36.18.020 filing fees, yet civil litigants are permitted a



waiver of their ﬁliﬁg fees based on indigency and crﬁninal litigants are not.
Mot. for Reconsideration at 7-10. Greger’s counsel acknowledged his
failure to include this argument in the opening brief given that he had not
thought of the argument yet. Mot. for Reconsideration at 9. However, given
the constitutional nature of the claim and RAP 1.2(a)’s stated pfeferenoe to
consider issues on their merits‘L Greger reqilested that the Court of Appeals
coﬁsider the equal protecﬁon challenge. Mot. for Reconsideration at 9-. 1(0.
D.  ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT OF REVIEW
1. THIS COURT SHOULD REVIEW WHETHER THE
“MANDATORY” IMPOSITION OF' THE $200
CRIMINAL.  FILING. FEE VIOLATES EQUAL

PROTECTION, GIVEN THAT SIMILARLY SITUATED
CIVIL LITIGANTS ARE PERMITTED A WAIVER

Greger acknowledges he raised no equal protection claim against the
$200 criminal filing fee until he moved for reconsiderat%on in the Court of
Appeals. Althougix the Court of Appeals acclqu to consider this argument,
an equal protection violétion isa cdnstitutional error that may be raised for ’
the first time when seeking the Washington Supreme Court’s review. State
v. McCullum, 98 Wn.2d 484, 487-88, 656 P.2d 1064 (1983), rev’d on other
grounds by State v. Camara, 113 Wn.2d 631, 659, 781 P.2d 483 (1989). As
Greger explained in his motion for reconsideration, he didn’t raise the issue
sooner becausé his counsel had not thought of it yet. RAP 1.2(a) specifies

that the rules of appellate procedure “will be liberally .intérpreted to promote



jusﬁce and facilitate the decision of cases on the merits.” Greger should not
have to forgo a constitutional argument because his attorney failed'to thmk
of it sooner. Consistent with RAP 1.2(a), this court should consider Greger’s
equal protection claim and grant review of this issue pufsuant to RAP
13.4(b)(3) and (4). :
“Under the equal prot/ecﬁon. “clause of the Washington State
Consﬁmﬁoﬁ, article [I], section 12, and'the Fourteenth Amendment to the
United States Coﬁstitution, persons similarly situated with respect to the
Icgitimaté purpose of the law must recejve like treatment.” State v. Coria,
120 Wn.2d 156, 169, 839 i’.Zd 890 (1992); When a fundamental right or

constimtionélly cognizable suspect class is mnot at issue, “‘a law will

receive rational basis review.” Id, at 308 (quoting State v. Hirschfelder.
170 Wn.2d 536, 550, 242 P.3d 876 (2010)). No fundamental right or
suspect class is_at issue here, so a rational basis requires that the legislation
and the differehtial treatmeﬂt allegeci be related to a legitimate
governméntal objective. In re Det. of Turay, 139 Wn.2d 379, 410, 986
P.2d 790 (1999). |

The purpose of RCW 36.18.020 is the collection of revenue from
filing fees paid by both civil and criminal litigants to fund counﬁes, county
or rcgioﬁal law libraries, and the state general fund. See RCW

36.18.020(1) (“Revenue collected under this section is subject to division



with the state under RCW 36.18.025 and with the county or regional law
library fund under RCW 27.24.070 . .. .”). RCW 36.18.025 requires 46
percent of filing fee monies collected by counties to “be transmitted by the
county treasurer each month to the state treasurer for deposit in the state
general fund.” RCW 27.24.070 requires that $17 or $7, depending on the
type of fee involved, be deposited “for the support of the law Iibrary in
that county or the regional law library to which the county belongs.” Civil
and criminal litigants who pay filing fees under RCW 36.18.020 are
similarly situated with respect to the statute’s purpose: their fees are
plainly intended to fund counties, county or regional law libraries, and the
state general fund.

Although similarly situated, criminal and civil litigants are treated
differently withouf any rational basis for different treatment considering
the purpose of RCW 36.18.020. Civil litigants may obtain waiver of their
filing fees. The comment to GR 34 directly states as much:

This rule establishes the process by which judicial
officers may waive civil filing fees and surcharges for

which judicial officers have authority to grant a waiver.

This rule applies to mandatory fees and surcharges that

have been lawfully established, the payment of which is a

condition precedent to a litigant’s ability to secure access to

judicial relief. These include but are not limited to

legislatively established filing fees and surcharges (e.g.,

RCW 36.18.020(5)); . . . domestic violent prevention
surcharges established pursuant to RCW 36.18.020(2)(b)




(Emphasis added.) Civil li'tigaﬁts have no constitutional fight to access the
courts. Cnmmal litigants do. Yet, according to State v. Gonzales, 198 Wn.
App. 151, 154-55, 392 P.3d 1158 (2017), State v. Stoddard, 192 Wn. App.
222, 225, 366 P.3d 474 (2016), and State v, Lundy, 176 Wn. App. 96, 102,
308 P.3d 755 (2013), criminal litigants cannot obtaiﬁ the same waivers of
filing fees that civﬁ litigants can. Because there is no rationalAbasis to treat
criminal liﬁgants differently than civil lifigan_ts under a statute whose
puxposé is to collect ﬁling fees to fund the state, counties, and regional and
county law libraries, interpreting and applying the RCW 36.18.020(2)(h)
~ criminal filing fee as a nonwaivable, mandatory financial obligation violates
equal protection. Given that this fee is treated as mandatory and irﬁposed in
many Washington coimties,‘ this court- sﬁo¥ﬂd grant review to address this
constitutional question of sub;stantial public interest pursuant to RAP
13.4(b)(3) and (4).
2. THIS -COURT SHOULD GRANT REVIEW TO
DETERMINE, ONCE AND FOR ALL, WHETHER THE

¢ $200 CRIMINAL FILING FEE IS DISCRETIONARY OR
MANDATORY

. {

RCW 36.18.020(2)(h) provides that a criminal defendant “shall be
liable” for a $200 filing fee and that the clerk “shall collect” it. Divisions
Two and Three of the Court of Appeals have held this statute imposes a

mandatory obligation. Gonzales, 198 Wn. App. at 154-55; Stoddard, 192



Wn. App. at 225; Lundy, 176 Wn. App. at 102. None of these 'cases
provides or even attempts any statutory analysis. These Court of Appeals
~ decisions are incorrect. Greger asks this court to grant review pursuant to
RAP 13.4(b)(4) to make an authoritative determination that the criminal |

filing fee provided in RCW 36.18.020(2)(h) is not mandatory.

" a. The plain meéaning of the word “liable” does nbt’
denote a mandatory obligation - ' A

“

By directing that a defendant be “liable” for the criminal filing fee,
the legislature did not create a mandatory fee. - The_term “liable” signiﬁés a
situation in which legal liability might or might not arise. Black’s Law
Dictionary confirms that “liable” might make a person obligated in law for
somethiﬁg but also defines liability as a “future possible or probable
happeniﬁg that may not occur.” BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY 915 (6th ed.
1990); see also .WEBSTER’S THIRD NEW INT’L DICTIONARY 1302 (1993)
(defining ﬁable as “exposed 6r subject to some usu. adverse conﬁngency or
action : LIKELY”). Based on the meaning 6f the word liable—giving rise to a
contingent, plossi‘ble future liability—the legislature did ﬁot intend to create a
mandatory obligation. R

Opinions addressing this challenge have overlooked the plain
meaning of the wor.d “liable.” A But there is no difference in meaning bétween

“shall be liable” and “may be liable,” however. From mandatory liability a



mandatory obligatioﬁ does not follow; rather, a contingént obligation does.
Even if a person must be liable forrsome monetary amount, it does not mean
that they must -actuélly pay the monetary amount or that the liability cannot
be waived or otherwise msolved. Again, liability is, by definition, something
that might or might not impose a concrete obligation. The legislature’s use
‘ of the word “liable” in RCW 36.18.020(2)(h) shows it intended the ¢riminal
" ﬁiing fee to be discretionary. Only be overlooking the meaniné of the word
;‘liable” have Divisions Two and Three reached their contrary result.

b. The difference in language in other Droviéions of

RCW 36.18.020(2) supports Greger’s interpretation
that “‘shall be liable” does not impose a_mandatory

obligation

The Court of Appeals has simpliétically reasoned that because
RCW 36.18;020(2) contains the word “shall,” the legislature intended thé .
criminal filing fee to be mandatory. This misapprehends that the “‘plain
meaning’ of a s;tatutory provision is to be discerned from the ordinary
meaning of the lénguagc at issue as well as from the context of the statute
in which that provision is found, related prtsvisi()ns, -and the statutory

scheme as a whole.” State v. Jacobs, 154 Wn.2d 596, 600, 115 P.3d 281

(2005) (citing Dep’t of Ecology v. Campbell & Gwinn, LLC, 146 Wn.2d
1, 10-12, 43 P.3d 4 (2002)).. Greger’s nonmandatory interpretation of



RCW 36.18.0ﬁ0(2)(h) is supported by the language of other provisions in
the same statute.
The begimiing of the statutory subséction reads, “Clerks of superior
courts shall collect the lfoﬂowin_g fees for their official services,” and then
lists various feqs in subsections (a) through (i). With the exceptioﬁ‘of RCW
36.18.020(2)(h), the fees are listed directly without reference to the word -
“liable” or “liability.” RCW 36.18.020(2)(a) (“In addition to ans' other fee
required by law, the party filing the first or initial document in any civil

action . . . shall pay, at the time the document is filed, a fee of two hundred

dollars . . . .” (emphasis added)); RCW 36.18.020(2)(b) (“Any party, except
a defendant in a criminal case, filing the first or initial document on appeal
from a court of limited jurisdiction or any party on any civil appeal, shall

pay, when the document is filed, a fee of two hundred dollars.” (emphasis

added)); RCW 36.18.020(2)(c) (“For filing of a petition for judicial review
~ as required under RCW 34.05.514 a filing fee of two hundred dollafs.”
(emphasis added)); RCW 36.18.020(2)(d) (“For filing of a petition for
unlawful harassment under RCW 10.14.040 a filing fee of fifty-three
dollars.” (emphasis added)); RCW 36.18.020(2)(@) (“For filing the notice of
debt due for the compensation of a crime victim under RCW 7.68.120(2)(a)

a fee of two hundred dollars.” (emphasis added)); RCW 36.18.020(2)() (“In

probate proceedings, the party instituting such proceedings, shall pay at the



time of filing the first document therein, a fee of two_hundred dollars.”
(emphasis a&ded)); RCW 36..18.020(2)(g) (“For filing any petiﬁon to contest
a will admitted to i)robate or a petition to édmit a will which has been
| rejected, or a petition objecting to a written agreement or memorandum as

* provided in RCW 1\1.96A.220, there shall be paid a fee of two_hundred

dollars.” (emphasis added)). | |

These other prqvisLions_ of RCW 36.1 18.020(2), unlike RC.'Wj
36.18.020(2)(h), give a flat fee for filing certain documents or specify that
a certain fee shall be paid. RCW 36.18.020(2)(h) is unique in providing
only liabilitybfor a fee. “Just as it is true that the same words used in the
same statute should be interpreted alike, it is also well established that
when different words are used in the same 5tatute, it is presumed that a

different meaning was intended to attach to each word.” Simpson Inv. Co.

v. Dep’t of Revenue, 141 Wn.2d 139, 160, 3 P.3d 741 (2000); see also In

" re Pers. Restraint of Dalluge, 162 Wn.2d 814, 821,-177 P.3d 675 (2008)

(“When the legislature uses different words in the same statute, we
presume the legislature inténds thosé words to have different meanings.”).
The Court of Appeals decisions conﬂi{g:t_wi.th these c‘éses and this canon of
statutory interprétation, warrgnting review uﬂder RAP 13.4(b)(1).

Because RCW 36.18.020(2)(h) contains .the only provision in the

statute where “liable” appears (in contrast to the other provisions thét are

-10- -



clearly intended as mandatory), it should be interpreted as giving rise to -

only potential liability to pay the fee rather than imposing a mandatory

obligation.
c. RCW 10.46.190 provides that every person convicted
. of a crime “shall be liable to all the costs of the
proceedings against him or her.” vet all the costs of
p_roceedmgs are _obviously not mandatonly xmmsed
" inevery criminal case
RCW 10.46.190 provides, .

Every person convicted of a crime or held to bail to
keep the peace shall be liable to all the costs of the
proceedings against him or her, including, when tried by a
jury in the superior court or before a committing magistrate, a
jury fee as provided for in civil actions for which judgment
shall be rendered and collected. The jury fee, when collected
for a case tried by the superior court, shall be paid to the clerk
and applied as the jury fee in civil cases is applied.

(Emphasis added.) AThis statute plainly requires that any person convicted of |
a crime “shall be liable” for all the costs of the proceedings. |

But, even though RCW 10.46.190 employs the same “shéll be iiable”
language as RCW 36.13.020(2)(11), the legislature and this court have
indicated that all costs of criminal proceedings | a.re not mandatory
obligations. Indeed, RCW 10.01.160(3) (ioes\ not permit a court to order a
| defendant to pay costs “unless the defendant is or will be able to pay them.”

This court confimed this in Blazina. 182 Wn.2d at 838-39 (holding that

RCW 10.01.160(3) }requires the trial court to make an individualized ability-

to-pay inquiry before imposing discretionary LFOs). Even though a

-11-



defendant “shall be liable” for sucﬁ costs, the legisla;c;ne nonetheless forbids
the imposition of such costs unless the defendant can pay. This signifies that
the legislature’s use of the phrase “shall be liable” does not impose a
mandatory obligation but a contingent one. RCW 36.18.020(2)(h);s criminal
filing fee should ﬁkevﬁse be interpreted as diécretionary. '

Cd. The legislature knows how to make LFOs mandatory
- and chose not to do so with the criminal filing fee

The language of RCW 36.18.020Q2)(h) differs markedly from
statutes imposing mandatory LFOs. The VPA is recogniiéd as a mandatory
fee, given that it states, “When a person is found guilty in any superior court
of having comrnittc;d a crime . . . there shall be'm sed by the court upon
such convicted person a penalty assessment.” RCW 7.68.035 (emphasis

added), This statute is unambiguous in its command that the VPA shall be
imposed. |

The DNA collection fee is likewise unambiguous. It states, “Every
sentence imposed for a cﬁme specific in RCW 43.4_3.754[’-] must include a
fee of one hundred dollars.” RCW 43.43.7541 (emphasis added). Like the
VPA, there can be no ques}:ion that the legislature mandated a $100 DNA fee

to be imposed in every felony sentence.

\

! RCW 43.43.754(1)(2) requires ‘the collection of a biological sample from
“[e]very adult or juvenile individual convicted of a felony . .. .”

-12-



RCW 36.18.020(2)(h) is different. It does not state that a criminal
sentence “must include” the fee or that the fee “shall be imposed,” but that
thé defendant is merély liable for the fee. Despite that the legislature knows
how to create an unambiguous mandatory fee, which must be imposed ‘in
every judgment and sentence, the legislature did not do so in this statute.

This couﬁ.recenﬂy acknowledged as much in State v. Duncan, 185
Wn2d 430, 436 n3, 374 ?.3d 83 (2016), obéerving that RCW |
36.18.020(2)(h)’s criminal filing fee had merely “been treated as mandatory
by the Court of Appeals.” That this court would idéntify those LFOs
designated as mandatory by the legislature on one hand and then separately
identify the criminal ..ﬁling fee as one that has merely been treated as
m.andalory. on the other hand strongly indicates there is a distiﬁcﬁon. The

.

‘post-Duncan Court of Appeals decisions holding the filing fee is mandatory

do not address this point, placing them in conflict with Duncan, RAP

13.4(b)(1).

Given ﬁe contingent meaning of the word .“liable,” the Duncan court
seemed to indicate that the meaning of the phrase “shall be liable” is, at best,
ambiguous with respect to whether it im\poses. a mandatory obligation..
Under the rule of lenity, RCW 36.18.020(2)(h) must be interpreted in

Gieger’s favor. Jacobs, 154 Wn.2d at 601. To the extent that the Court of

-13- .



Appeé,is decisions conflict with the fule;qf-lerxity prebedent of this court,
review is warranted under RAP 13.4(b)(i).

e. Judicial notice is appropriate that not all sugerior

courts agree the criminal filing fee is mandatory
In several counties, including Washington’s most populous, King,

the $200 filing fee Iis always waived. Greger asks this court to take judicial
notice of the v'ariance in ’u;eatment | of the c_riminal ﬁlh':g fee when
determining whether.to take review. “Judicial notice, of which édurts may
take cognizance, is composed of facts cépable of immediate énd accurate
demonstration by resort to easily accessible sources of indisputable accuracy
and verifiable certainty.” State ex rel. Humiston v. Meyers, 61 Wn.2d 772,
" 779, 380 P.2d 735 (1963). This court should c'onéult any of the hundreds of
judgments and sentences from criminal casés available in pending cases 10
establish that not all courts, counties, and judges agree that the $200 criminal
filing fee is manda;tory. Given the disparity, the mandatq;y or discretiongry
nature of the criminal ﬁling fee presents an issue of substantial public
interest that should be authoritatively determined by this court, once and for

all. RAP 13.4(b)(4).

-14-



E. CONCLUSION

Because he meets the review criteria of RAP 13.4(b)(1), (3), and (4),
Greger asks that this petition be granted. |

DATED this 5* day of July, 2017.

- Respectfully submitted,
NIELSEN, BROMAN & KOCH, PLLC
“’*/M

KEVIN A. MARCH

WSBA No. 45397
Office ID No. 91051

Attorneys for Petitioner
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. , ' ' MAY 2, 2017
. : In the Office of the Clerk of Court
~ WA State Court of Appeals, Division IH

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

DIVISION THREE
~ STATE OF WASHINGTON, ) ,
| ' ) No. 34398-7-T11
Respondent,. - )
)
V. )
| | R ) ,
SCOTT HOWARD GREGER, ) UNPUBLISHED OPINION
)
Appellant. )

KORSMO, J. — Scott Greger appeals from his conviction for taking a motor |
vehicle, challenging the standard reasonable doubt instruction and the imposition at
sentencing of a $200 assessment for the criminallﬁling fee. He did not object to either of
these actions attrial, Since the arguments are ones we have repeatedly rejected in recent
months, we summarily affirm without significant discussion. |

Unless the issue presents a manifest question of constitutional law, typically an
argument cannot be raised on appeal if it was not preseﬁted to the trial court. RAP
2.5(a)(3). ]hﬁs‘,to present his challenge to the reasonable doubt instruction, which in this
casé followed standarﬂ WPIC 4.01, Mr. Greger must demonstraie that it is

unconstitutional. He has not met that burden.



Sovtuatns

No. 34398-7-11I
State v. Greger

There is a long history of rejecting challenges to the standard reasonable doubt

instruction. See State'v. Harras, 25 Wash. 416, 421, 65 P. 774 (1901); State v.

Thomps’on, 13 Wn. App. 1, 5, 533 P.2d 395 (1975). Challehges to modern formulations

of the instruction repeatedly have been rejected in recent years. State v. Kalebaugh, 183

Wn.2d 578, 585-586, 355 P.3d 253 (2015); State v. Benrett, 161 Wn.2d 303, 165 P.3d

- 1241 (2007); Statg v, Je(zson, 194 Whn. App. 900, 378 P.3d 270 (2016); State v. Osman,

192 Wn. App. 355, 375, 366 P.3d 956 (2016); State v. Lizarraga, \191 Whn. App. 530,
567,364 P.3d 810 (5015); State v. Kinzle, 181 Wn. App. 774, 784, 326 P.3d 87AO (2014);
St;zté v. Fedorov, ISi Wh. App; 187, 200, 324 P.3d 784 (2014). 'A‘lthough Mr Greger
emphasizes different Ianguage than that challenged in some of the earlier cases, merely

challenging different langﬁage fails to address the context of the whole instruction. Mr.-

‘Greger's contention is without merit.

He also argues that the-$206 criminal ﬁling fee is discretionary and, ther\efore, the
trial court was required to conduct an inquiry into his ability to pay it prior to imposing
the fe.e; See State v. Blazina, 182 Wn.Z(i 827, 344 P.3d 680 (2015). This argument has
been rejected before. State v. Lundy, 176 Wn. App. §6, 102, 308 P.3a 755 (2013). RCW
36.18.020(2) mandates that the clerk of court “shall collect the following fées «..(h)
u‘éon conviction or plea of guilty . . . an aduit defendant in a criminal case shall be liable

for a fee of two hundred dollars.”



TR ML

e

N Y ok e Aan Al s mih - Ay Rt e

pe Armaes il

No. 34398.-.7-111
State v. Gre‘ger
This laﬁéuage is mandatory. The clerk shall collect the fee anci the defendant
shall be liable for it; It is difficult to see how the legisiature coulc‘:lvbe much clearer in its
directive. The court did not err in imposing the $200 m,andatory"criminal filing fee.
Affirmed.! B |

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 puréuant to

RCW 2.06.040.
/%4(‘ A 0 :
LR Koﬁo, . .

WE CONCUR:

j%ﬁ :

vl doca, S .

Siddoway,]J. (/"

} Mr. Greger having 6omplied with our General Order éonc_cming indigency and

- appellate costs, and the record revealing that he was on public assistance at the time of the

offense and has significant debt, including previous legal financial obligations totaling
nearly $20,000, we grant his request to waive appeliate costs.

3 - . . i
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_State V. Scott Greger

No. 34398-7-111

Certificate of Service

On July 6, 2017, I e-served the petition for review directed to:

Brian O'Brien

Spokane Co Pros Atty

Via Email Per Agreement
bobrien@spokanecounty.org
SCPAappeals@spokanecounty.org

Scott Greger 344428
Washington State Penitentiary
1313 N 13th Ave '
Walla Walla, WA 99326

Re: Greger ‘ ' _
Cause No., 34398-7-111 in the Court of Appeals, Division IIl, for the State of Washington.

1 certify under penalty of perjury of the laws of the State of Washington that the
foregoing is true and correct.

07-06-2017 .
Date
. Done in Seattle, Washington

Nielsen, Broman & Koch
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