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Introduction |
on APrH 6/ 20!8/ the Court OFAFPealS D/
denied petitioner ( Agmaffer/ referred
to as r*g/ mysehc and/or l) ro se motion
for chonsidera#on fied ﬁm@;ym Margh

2013 . The respondent d{d'no{* H‘f@ a
f’“@SPOF’IS@‘ before the Courts O/D{n[on.

Ass{g’nm@nhsg)-- Of Frror

1. The Court of Appeals Div One Opirion filed
Feb. 26, 2018 ,Only apprisingly, addressed
the Issue raised b)/ my aFPeIIa+6 Counsel/
- appr 5560“‘// avert, "ﬂg\ My C@n+6n+{on/ fenac: -
OU‘S!\// raised in my SAG that: The 8@;3-?_}.@n;
Cém% Court failed’+q narrow i+s (What
caflfed ) Banishrent order |
s @EV,OWHS Opinion LUp helo the Sertericin
COLJF‘LS decision premised on an unmﬁs%~
Tutional OV@F"}/:’-bréa\d‘ Prﬁ{zg,@pi_;

2 Ry .
" COTION O Drrieh
Lo thar even he Friel Courd  [4-
il WIS B 4 3 /

56’5 did not SUPPO’N’L/ LUhe’n Comn‘i@m"{ng

Q’Q"W
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on the subject of Protection of Socz.e+>/.

3. Division | failed to consider 15 ‘own
Pro«ﬁ?erecﬁ resolve mentioned 1n
State v M= Bride 74 WaSHAPP a. 467,

applicable to the analogous issue o+
'Hffs instant = >

Statement of the Case
The Court O’FAPPZE;US Div I/ affirmed 'H'YG Sen—
+6ﬂC;ﬂg O‘F —H')G Klﬂg COUH+>/ Su 6(‘,"0(- Cour+t
+hat :mposzd a NO Contact Order oOf +he
two vietims and barred me from +he
Sound Transit Light rail , after a Conviction
of indecernt E‘Eﬁgnsw‘@ +o the tTwo vichims
on the Sound Transit Li (o,;h‘i’ real, SUbeZLQUGmL—
l\/ my app@HaJm CoLmS@I/ Oliver Ross Davis
/ ,
of Washing-on App@!la1’6 Project argu’ed/
in my behalf, that the order constituted

an unconstitutional restraint of my right
to travel, | arguzd, howbzr['/ N Iy S AG

anol my Motion for Reconsideration (RAP

1 2. 4 (b))/ that +he Order Lwas a?ai?gous ‘0
2 banishment Oro!ezi; was constitutionally
vague, over broad, and s houldve been narrow -

2 0t %



]\/ tailored fo Pt'”OﬂLQCWL the victims of the

und@riyfng: OHfense . The Court of APF‘Z&!S’
Div | ‘corcluded that the NO Contact Order
was reasonable to Frotect Hhe Public and

did not Violade My r g«h‘f' To Travel.

Arsument
in this case at bar; the SZH‘}‘GHCH”MfJud e
asked +he, ?olfowﬁﬂg Ciﬂu@faﬁfon/ WY ch
the State circufmvented :
" well thets Hhe c?;ue:fxﬁ on 1S Socady g@e'ng
bn be mede sate - any safer &;}, }m;mm~
i these restrichons when e can

S . o
Lod vickims anywher@ ? AugBZIZO% RPHS

"1 submit that &  Protechion of the Publ{c”concern
as concluded by Div i/, here (a5b€:ﬁ?‘/#‘v@ Sertenc-
g Ceo’uo"% the:hC/ didnot enfer such concerns
;F’P‘%‘D (+5 Finding of Facts and Conclusions of
law under Cr 6.5(05))/55 ana!ogowé'Fo a.
future dangerous ‘Rndfné‘ish and s ot an QPO =

3of8



Pr,'éuL@ a\ggra\/aﬁ‘r'mgf ’F@G+"OF +O be QP)’@M }Dy
our \f\"&sg’?if'?(%:ii”@f}ﬂ Su[are,me Court. Please see
State v Post |18 Wash 2d59¢ (7w 5"’6/&‘%&;‘;’@?’? )
\ P ‘
"The SRA list a set of ro exclusive aggra-
\{a'hr’lg;{., o 1Ca£+0r5 +O bz ConSfdes’ec‘ﬁJFnén;mpcs—
mg an @xc&phan&i Senterce, Frotection g

{ ] e & e o~ 5
"Mz Fublic 8 onie Ot 0“‘2{’@*2’ Curposes of $obo

1} - \ A (I, . ' & ) = * . . S g
SEA . KOW 994 DG 7% N0t containe
“ s 4 : [ 1« ‘
N be Mo @ €2 R R .
T TS OO @RCIUDNVE BT O Aatrraseatioag
; o £ o ; ERER. i
P YR U A o e o B o e e g ot o . .
QN YU gAT N PRCTOOE
A,‘;,,. -

< Sl

, /
e . B O on 3 ol e
Or TS O Fas Fuelad b
. " /
ad‘ara\/a’rmé ‘R@\c%@r. ’

i b
23 ) T a § = P Y F}'
el Mo dec: son
] oy g
ISR N ppropriate

2l

without am P@rsonal disdain for the Poss}ble

eimotional 'damages +o the victims of my of-
fense (whech uo to date , Jve Ferally, fBrth:zzfe/y
found the resolve for the OCD, be haviar),

| submit that the State and Divi zrronzousl/
Zc%uims the circumstances of +he need

for Protect of the _;Qubf{c at | arge of people
driving on public hichways from One df‘ix/i
under He ?anuenc%: (ae’»??n State v, Schefre
82.Wn2d 872, B8OS4 P2d 1052(1973))- o being analogous

Lof 8



to their Prog nosticated concern +o protect

the Pubf!(’; &t gaa’g{y@ -ﬁom {?%ezzi" Szjrmfsed Future
exhibitionism by me on the Sound [isht

rad fransik. Wit no disrespect Ffowiard

the State anc?/@r’ Div f/ | Sﬁbmb‘ +het
their reasoning” amoudts fo a mere VB
perboe, ﬁ'fﬁ&%u&@@ ot meet™ the i‘Sﬁ*éc
ﬁ@ruf‘%%y ﬂ@f""éﬁa%U!S!%@ 0 r‘@w@mmg" a.
banishment Orser as Set Lorth i 7

State v /-Uphomsz 147 Wash. App. 99! & 909-10 .
While victims of exhibitionism unguestion -
&lﬁy sShould not be lodked at 3% humar 3’"»&1‘}
caygﬁiﬁgrém% st ’wﬁ"e’,{&é’ Court ] 1 this 5}%@%{3@
gf’“é@w&fz:w‘; ade 11 Qé&:&r.ﬂﬂa‘f/ " he can

find victims anywhere”  lawenforcemeny.

ergo, would rather opt, | submit, +o . have
Such Ofv“\zﬂi’:fer‘ﬁ‘ resert on Soqnc:f Trans:+

hight raul, ironically, where a5 this case
958’@6%@%@% they ate more |iKely to .- -~
hended and controlied bécadse Jf the
S%rong@r” %@cur}'@ measures and less

Chances of an }/ ‘pmﬁ wiried f:zé%mé b 4o Vietims 2

50‘?8.



~than To have such offenders present in the
less a F@mg’mfda?bg@ *anywhere " areas
connoted ‘b)’ the Sentencing Court.
Here, the Stafe’s circumvented response
to the S@rﬁzﬂc{ng Courts question (...
iS Socf@+y Soing +o be any Safe - -

. O En o
Sater b>/ ;m/oosmci these Testrictons
wher he can mda\\/Ichs anywhere?”)
Wwas & non Szczu{mr 2S5 he answered
the court with a8 cuestéior: 1F the
Court would just Consider Where the
O@F@f{S@(S) QCCU"r@d(?}/. Tf"wus/ L Submit
that “where the offensce(® occrreo
was the off-limits behest of the

State ordered by the COur“f;

N wher'@ ’{+ OCC d e
State v MEBride 744 WinApp. 40 04

states r@lzvam;far-k Hhat RCW 10 ol
N Oﬂ’y aﬂDH@S +o Known Arug frackicKers

. o RCW 0.6 does not prohibit & Sub-
stantial amount of cons a"%’"u%"?:@f‘%aié)/fm"
+ected conduct ... the area Lr-ari which
5 person mMay be banned b o-ef—“ml{mifs
order is extremely limited”

of 8



| contend thai the Sertencing Couﬁb b my
case, here, Should have tirst, relied” upon
Al @xp@r‘g Mental Health Evaluation o de-
termine  whether | posed a concern of
Protection of Society under RCW 71.
05.150 before Divl could rightly hold #he
Protection of Socety affirmetion,
Please see the Pr@mises for my con-
tertian, éﬁ@r@} at Yolkv Demeer{er (87
Wi 2d 24|, 267, 386 F.3d 254 .
Conclusior:
Whiie | continue To remain remoarsetul for
my Jma’s behavior {of which/ a%am/! strong ly
believe +hat l've browgh‘f i “&) a demise
with Cognitive Behavior Therapy and
Fluoxetine medication ) - I,still con
tend as | implored DiwwI 4o censider-
thet one of my DOC re:%u;mm@m“s LRG
o maintain a job - which DOC g@% For
me at+ Safeco Fizld &qd Century Link
Stadiums and Sourds isg&w“ renl +ransit

Was my O”’V means oOF +ransPor+aﬂOﬂ

7 of 8



W_Crom ‘Hlere n ‘H’@ ear\\/ rnorr\a'ﬂg\S, AS
| fried to reason in My SAG and my
motion for reconsideration, | 1mplore
‘H’aiSJCoLnr{* 'h}ﬂ review the C/Ourw‘"s de -
cision not o consider my docile
Sugng%u'on that %es@nfencmg Qour-}
stoald aply what the Courf<ol Ap -
Pza%ﬁ suggested 1N State v MSBride

74 \/\/ash.ApP o 467 under KOW 10.66.050.
RCw 10:(b.050 sStates In relevant

Fér*l‘

“The Court in 1+s discretion may allow
a msFonden‘F/ who 15 Subject +0o
any order under RCW (0. 6l 020
as a part of a ciwvilor crimine
Procead«'ng +o enter an off-limit
area. or areas for healtn or
@mpioyr‘nen’f* reasons, subject 10
conditions {pr‘eam bed by +he
Courf,
rzs.p@d'?ugy be seeched
snd &mr#@f//

e

/L!/- ,gg / . a f'q( aé/ Lg o
CePl P papo /3518 S biamaos
. 4%%&‘% , Bofd ~ -
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FILED
4/6/2018
Court of Appeals
Division |
State of Washington

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

DIVISION ONE
STATE OF WASHINGTON,
No. 75762-8-1
Respondent,
ORDER DENYING MOTION
\ FOR RECONSIDERATION

MICHAEL DEGALVEZ WILLIAMSON,

Appellant.

i N e N s Nt stV N st

Appeliant, Michael Williamson, has filed a motion for reconsiderétion 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:

Beccee, N,
r
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T FILED _
.QURT OF APPEALS DIV 1
QS%ETTE F WASHINGTON

WIBFEB 26 AM 8:39

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
STATE OF WASHINGTON,

No. 75762-8-
Appellant,
DIVISION ONE
\Z Z
MICHAEL DEGALVEZ WILLIAMSON, UNPUBLISHED OPINION

Respondent. FILED: February 26, 2018

BECKER, J. — Appellant Michael Williamson is challenging a no—contacf
order that bars him from the Sound Transit Link light rail. The no-contact order
was imposed after Williamson was found guiity 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-con4tact 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 menfal 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, 158 Wn. App. 5§76, 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, 1568 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 particulér means of travel, State v.
Scheffel, 82 Wn.2d 872, 880, 514 P.2d 1052 (1973), appeal dismissed, 416 U.S.

964 (1974). In Scheffel, the appellant challenged the revocation of his driver's

license following his third convfction for driving under the influence. Scheffel, 82
Whn.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



No. 75762-8-1/3

order to protect the public at Iarge' 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.

Willigmson’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 thétjustiﬁes
prohibiting Williamson from riding the light rail. We conclude the trial court did
not abuse its discretion. | |

Affirmed.

, Eeo?@ g |
WE CONCUR: | l' d




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 4T™H DAY OF MAY, 2018, I 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 Q) U.S. MAIL
[pacappellateunitmail@kingcounty.gov] () HAND DELIVERY
[stephanie.guthrie@kingcounty.gov] x) E-SERVICE
KING COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY VIA PORTAL
APPELLATE UNIT
KING COUNTY COURTHOUSE

516 THIRD AVENUE, W-554
SEATTLE, WA 98104

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

X W

7

Washington Appellate Project
1511 Third Avenue, Suite 610
Seattle, WA 98101

Phone (206) 587-2711

Fax (206) 687-2710
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