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Inlroduclibn
On Apri l (b^ 2018^ ili& Courf of Appeals Div I
de-nie/d pctihon<s.r { re-ferre^d
+o as mysef-F and/or I ) pro so mofibn
■for Recon5id&r3.rlon -f; kd Tirndy in Mar^h
ZOIg .The respondenf did nof- F(l0 3^rosponso. before fhe Cour+s opinion.

Assignm^nim- Of Error
f. The CoLirf of Appeals Div One Opinion filed
F<z.b.z.^ ZOiS / O'^y/appnain^lyy addressedThe issuer raised by my appei/afe Counsel^
apprisedly^ avorhing my Confenf dn -fenaci -
oa£ly,ra.-s^ in my s/(6 : The

7?"' narrouj /'fs Ca;ha4 /Carfed j Banlanmeof O-ncier
ophefd fi:,^ Senteficn^Cour+5 deciSion pre-m/sed on an unconsW-

tu+ional overly-broa-d, Profecf.-on of
self, d.c/ncd Supporf/LuBe'n CDmnibfn
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on Subjo-ci" Probec+ion of Soc/e+y.
3. Division 1 fcsuled fo cons/der i+b oiun
proffered resolve imenfioned in
5faj-0 V Bride 7^ Wc^sk/4pp ̂  ̂(o7f
applicable fo fne anaJo^ouS fssue a.-f
in is ins+anf. ^

Sfafem^n-f of ffie Case
The; Courf of Appeals Div 1^ affirmed ife Sen-
fencing of fbe Counfy Superior Courf
fhaf imposed a A/O Confacf- Order Qf-hhe;
fujo vicfims and barred me -from fhe
Sound Transii Li'ghf rai I^ affer ConvicHon
of Indecenf Exposure +o fie fuJO vtchms
on fhe Sound Transrf Li^hf' rai I, Subsec^uenf-
ly^ my app^Hafe Counsel^ Ohver Ross ChviS
of Washington Appellafe Project a.rgued^
in my behalf^ fhaf fbe Order ConSfifoted
an unconsfi+ufional resfrainf of my rIgM
fo fraveL I argued, hoi^beif in my SAS
ano) my MoTon -Por Reconsidcra+-on(R^
IZ V (b)) fhaf "ffe Order maS analogous TO
abanisfifenf Order uJaS ConS+ifuflonaH/

Shoalcl'v^ been narrow-

zo-fS



!y -fa.', lo red+0 profed vfc+mis of~ ihe
underlying offen50_ The Couri of Appeals
Dj\/ I concluded ffial -ffie /VO CorTfacf Order
LUaS reasonable --lo Proi-ecT Publ/c and
did n0f Vioiafe fra.vcb

A r gum end-
In dhi's case aT !ce.p +ho Sen-fenci'ngTjudjp
asKed -ffie AoI toijuiri^ cyuesd»on^ coK . c h
she SI ate d re u nT x/e-n+ed' ̂

Weil -H-sals TCe «|_uesf sSn iS Society going
ft> b^- made sale any safer hy }rri^-

"lliese r^sfricb'^^nS uihen he can
find i/bKms ar5yiA)her€ ?

I Submii ihai a Profec+ion oT -ffie PuLli'c Concern

as Concluded by Div Inhere Sembnc-
Cour-f^ ilsel-f didnof <^nier such Concerns

fftfe rfs finding' of fejzis 3^nd Conclusions of
teiij under Cra6,l CdDa anal ogDusTo

failure dangerous -Findings'' and nof an appro
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pri^i^ -Taclor io be upheld by
o u r \/\j ash i n^jx) n S up re. m e Cou r-f ̂ pj ease see :

Sfafe V PoS-f I IB Wa.5h ZdS*?^ /id refet4st^?/y&rf J
The SRA I i5+ a sef of no exclusive ag-gra.-

°  bo be Cons ;de red Sjhen i^]pQS
an oxce-pfsonai 3erW'cncef Profec-t's on o-f^
-Pabiic 15 one of -rfie purposes of fhe

SRA ■ KC VJ 9,9 'f /i .010. 't t S not cord va! n
sc Ifie non^KcfuSn^e mS+ of f no
artd mlPgadUi^ factora. and riS^dec^Sion
Of ftiis C-OLffT has i-aaf cf js a.fs .r -■«
agg^r a V ©01 facto r.

Wi+hool any personal disd&m for ihe- passible.
emailona:l damages -fo fie vicHms of my Of
fense (M.-O z^fo dsrkc^J'uc fe'rraJ/y,foji:um6dj^
found ih& resoh& for ihe QCDy hehavfar)^
I  submlf iha.i fhe S+a+e and D.v I erroneously
oqua-fes +he CiVcumstances of fhe need
for Pro+eci of +he public df iar^e cf people
driving on public hi^haja.ys fnorn Ono driving
under bh& InFluBnc^ [sB in Sfefev#
82-Wh2dg7£^ 86^idPad/0^2)l973)}- to be.'ng anaJo^ouS

Crf 8



io iheir pro^nosiica-ied concern +0 pro+ecf
Ifig Public I&r_fe from 4h<z'>r Surm/sed
exh;b:i;oni3m by me on ih&Soundli<shf
ra.if transff. Wrfh no di'smspec-f -toSkxrcl
Hie. Slate aj^d/or |3,V / I dubmif bhst
■fheir reasoning amounis io a mere fiy-
perholp^ ^af"dees nof meete //,e "sfncl
5crufui-y " pmxcpjis'tfo in nzvieajin^ a
banb^menf Orarler as S&i'forih

s+afe V Alphonsz N7 Wash, 89Z ^ 909-/0
while vichims of e-xhihifionlsm unquesiion -
ably ̂ should not be fod<feda-f as human fc«,s9
Coosidenr^ fted -trial Court^ la ihis instard
noujbzd^ rhcide if- clii&r +hai he can ''
■find Victims any(juhere'' louj errforcem^ri^.

UJou/d rather op-h I Submit^ io . ha.v©
Suc/7 Offenders presete on Sound Trans',+
/,eJtf ra.i ironically^ ujhere as l/j/s Case
Hiusfm-.es fl,ey are rnorejiKely to -
hended and Contfiolled btoauso Jr the
S-fronger Secunty meaSufeS and (ess
ciia.nc0S of any pre^sutned pliysica^ iTanriio \/scr<ni5

c$of 8>



^-ffian io have such of-fondecs presen-f- ia 4he
fe'SS a.ppr^^''^^da.blc '^a/iyujne^re <area.S
Connofed iy +he Senfencin^ Court,
Here^ tie SiaieS Ci rcurnvented response
to fne Soni^ncmg^ Courts cpjest/on C- --
15 society d-sy Safe - ~
Safer by Imposing these restn'ct/ons
(jjhen he can flncT v/ic+mns anyujhere?'0
ojas a non Sec^uitor aS he ansujered
the court uji-hh a (yu^sb wrr if the
Cour-h ujould juot consider ■!—. .... ^
OrfenseCs) Occurred(?j' Tfius^ ! Subrnlf
fhsjh '' liuhgrg'' +he/ Of-Fe-nsc-CS) occarreo'
Luas th c Q-f"T-11 rnfts behest of" hhe
State, ordered by Court

Ldhe-re 'it Occyrred h /

S-l-a40S in re,levan+parF Jt „K,Vi<„rs-on/y applies fo K^oa.r> drag pacKicKep
„ KCW /O.fofc does nof prohibit a Suo~

S+an+!al amount of Conshfu+ion&Uy pTO
+ecl'ed conduct... ttis- area fror.'
a person ma.y be banned by off-lirn/fS
order is /I'm/Ted.
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I  conie^nd 4f?c^f Senfencin^ Couri^ in my
case^ her^^ Shoufd have fi r<el/ed upo/7
<Sn 0xpcrf ,Men-fal Heal'fh Ev^lu^-rior? "/o de--
ferrnn'ie wheUier I posed a. concern of'
proj-e-cihyn of 3ocieJ"y under PCW 7/.
05.150 before Div^ l Coulrf fiaW
Profec+ion of Society a.ffirmaLtion ̂
Plea,se See the- premises -for my con-
-fcn+ion^ fiere^ af VolKv Derneerfer /87
khZdZ^J, Z67 3g^h R3d Z54.

CaneiuSiOrj

Whd^ 1 continue 'to remain remoarseful for
my misbehavior {of ujhich^B^in^ 1. siron^ly
believe. #a.l iVe bronchi li to a demise
UJifh Co^nifiVe Behavior Thera.py
fluoxieflne mccfjca-fi'on } - l^sfiil^con
fend as ! imploreci DevX to Consider--
ihaf one of my DOC re^uimmenfs ims
to main+ain a.Job-^ ijjhfch DOC ̂ oi for
me af Safeco Field Scnd Century LinR
Sfadiunis and Sounds Fgbi rad trans If
uuks my only means o-f transpor+af i on

7 of 8



"From "fficnc in 03„rl^ nnorn^n^^, /AS
I  fri'ed to reason in my SAG rny
m off on for re^considersLiion ! imp lore
fliis Courf +o revi^uJ ihe^ Courfs de
cision nof+o consfder my dooile
Su^^esiion ihaJ 'Hie Sonfencin^
SH^ld apply Courf of Ap
peals Sud^esFed in Sfafe v Bride
m Wa.sh.App ̂ "^^7 under RCW
RCW I0::(o(o.050 states in relevant
pdr-f;

''Tfc Courf in its discroffon may al/ooj
0^ res pond crrt lUfo iS Sut^ecf fo
any order under RCW /O, GG OZO
as a parf of a CI\/'I or Crtmioo.1
proceeding -to enter an off-lirmi
area or areas for healff or
employmenf reasons^ Sufc>jecf fo
CondfffonS prescrfbed by fbe
Courf," , » 1

beseeched

(A
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FILED

4/6/2018

Court of Appeals
Division I

State of Washington

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
DIVISION ONE

STATE OF WASHINGTON,

Respondent,

V.

MICHAEL DEGALVEZ WILLIAMSON,

Appellant.

No. 75762-8-1

ORDER DENYING MOTION
FOR RECONSIDERATION

Appellant. Michael Williamson, has filed a motion for reconsideration of the

opinion filed in the above matter on February 26, 2018. Respondent, State of

Washington, has not filed a response to appellant's motion. The court has determined

that appellant's motion should be denied. Now, therefore, it is hereby

ORDERED that appellant's motion for reconsideration is denied.

FOR THE COURT:
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

STATE OF WASHINGTON,

Appellant,

V,

MICHAEL DEGALVEZ WILLIAMSON,

Respondent.

No. 75762-8-1

DIVISION ONE

UNPUBLISHED OPINION

FILED: February 26, 2018

Becker, J. — Appellant Michael Williamson is challenging a no-contact

order that bars him from the Sound Transit Link light rail. The no-contact order

was imposed after Williamson was found guilty of two counts of indecent

exposure, both of which occurred aboard the light rail. 'We conclude that the no-

contact order was reasonable to protect the public and did not violate

Williamson's constitutional right to travel.

Williamson was witnessed masturbating aboard the Sound Transit Link

light rail on July 3, 2015, and again on December 3, 2015. Because of

Williamson's criminal history, which includes six prior indecent exposure

convictions and a conviction for second degree rape, law enforcement was able

to identify Williamson.

The trial court sentenced Williamson to 12 months' confinement. The

State proposed a no-contact order barring Williamson from public transportation



No. 75762-8-1/2

offered by Sound Transit. This order would have included Sound Transit buses

and the Sounder train as well as the light rail. Williamson objected, noting that

he did not have a car and the ban on using public transportation would leave him

unable to attend religious services or his required mental health treatment. The

trial court agreed that the no-contact order requested by the State was too broad.

The State then proposed a no-contact order barring Williamson only from riding

the light rail. The trial court entered the order.

A crime-related no-contact order is reviewed for abuse of discretion. State

V. Corbett. 156 Wn. App. 576, 597, 242 P.3d 52 (2010). "Abuse of discretion

occurs when a decision is manifestly unreasonable or exercised on untenable

grounds or for untenable reasons." Corbett. 158 Wn. App. at 597.

Williamson argues that it would have been reasonable to prohibit him from

contacting the individuals to whom he exposed himself, but the no-contact order

as entered constitutes an unconstitutional restraint on his right to travel. This

argument is not persuasive.

There is no constitutional right to a particular means of travel. State v.

Scheffei. 82 Wn.2d 872, 880, 514 P.2d 1052 ri9731. appeal dismissed. 416 U.S.

964 (1974). in Scheffei. the appellant challenged the revocation of his driver's

license following his third conviction for driving under the influence. Scheffei. 82

Wn.2d at 874. The court upheld the prohibition on driving, stating "the right to

travel is not being denied. The defendants are being prohibited from using a

particular mode of travel in a particular way, due to their repeated offenses, in

2



No. 75762-8-1/3

order to protect the public at large which we find to be reasonable under the

circumstances." Scheffel. 82 Wn.2d at 880-81.

Except for the prohibition on riding the light rail, Williamson is unrestricted

in his travel. He remains free to utilize Sound Transit's bus and train lines as well

as King County's own system of public transportation. The order, contrary to

Williamson's assertion, is neither vague nor overbroad,

Williamson's victims were random, notable only for their presence on the

light rail. There is no reason to believe that an order prohibiting contact with

them would prevent future indecent acts by Williamson. Williamson exposed

himself aboard the light rail twice in the span of six months. The trial court found

the two instances sufficient to establish a pattern of behavior that justifies

prohibiting Williamson from riding the light rail. We conclude the trial court did

not abuse its discretion.

Affirmed.

ji

WE CONCUR;

/



IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

STATE OF WASHINGTON, )
\

RESPONDENT,
)

)
\

V.

/

)  COA NO. 75762-8-1
\

MICHAEL WILLIAMSON, )
\

PETITIONER.
)

)

DECLARATION OF SERVICE

I, MARIA ARRANZA RILEY, DECLARE UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY UNDER THE
LAWS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON THAT THE FOLLOWING IS TRUE AND

CORRECT:

ON THE 4TH DAY OF MAY, 2018,1 CAUSED A TRUE AND CORRECT COPY OF
THE APPELLANT'S PRO SE MOTION FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

TO BE TO BE SERVED ON THE FOLLOWING IN THE MANNER INDICATED

BELOW;

[X] STEPHANIE GUTHRIE, DPA
[paoappellateunitmail@kingcounty.gov]
[8tephanie.guthrie@kingcounty.gov]
KING COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY

APPELLATE UNIT

KING COUNTY COURTHOUSE

516 THIRD AVENUE, W-554
SEATTLE, WA 98104

( ) U.S. MAIL
( ) HAND DELIVERY
(X) E-SERVICE

VIA PORTAL

SIGNED IN SEATTLE, WASHINGTON THIS 4™ DAY OF MAY, 2018.

Washington Appellate Project
1511 Third Avenue, Suite 610
Seattle, WA 98101
Phone (206) 587-2711
Fax (206) 587-2710
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