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l.
INTRODUCTION

Wash. Const. art. XI, § 11 allows local governmental entities to
enact laws as ‘long as they don't conflict with state law. If a local
ordinance prohibits what the state law allows then the local ordinance
is invalid.

I-502 authorizes the Liquor Control Board to issue licenses for
retail operations in every county of the state and authorizes holders of
retail licenses to operate within the geographical limitations of their
licenses.

The City of Fife enacted Ordinance 1872 that prohibits
marijuana retail outlets from bperating within its jurisdictions.
Ordinance 1872 negates the LCB's authority to issue licenses for
stores to operate wfthin Fife. Ordinance 1872 also negates the
permission that licensees have been granted by the LCB from using
those licenses within Fife city limits.

The trial court erred when it ruled that Fife's ordinance did not
violate Wash. Const. art. XI, § 11. The trial court’s ruling should be
reversed and this matter should be remanded back to the trial court
for resolution of the remaining issues raised including whether |-502 is

preempted by federal law.
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I
ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

The trial court erred when it granted Fife's motion for summary
judgment ruling that Fife Ordinance 1872 did not violate Wash. Const.
art. XI, § 11.

.
STATEMENT OF THE CASE

A. Voters passed Initiative 502 to bring Washington's marijuana
market under strict regulatory control.

In 2012 Washington State voters passed Initiative 502 that
provided for a comprehensive, highly detailed regulatory scheme to
allow for the limited retail sale of marijuana to those 21 years and
older. By enacting I-502 the voters intended to achieve three
objectives:

* Allow law enforcement resources to be focused on violent and
property crimes;

e Generate new state and local tax revenue for education, health
care, research, and substance abuse prevention; and

o Take marijuana out of the hands of illegal drug organizations
and bring it under a tightly regulated, state licensed system
similar to that for controlling hard liquor.

Laws of 2013,¢3 § 1.
I-502 charged the LCB to develop rules and procedures to

ensure that the third goal, driving out the illegal market, was achieved:
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The state liquor board .. must
adopt rules .. that establish the
procedures and criteria necessary to ..
determin[e] ... the maximum number of
retail outlets that may be licensed in each
county, -taking into -consideration ... [t]he
provision ‘of adequate access to licensed
sources of useable marijuana and
marijuana-infused products to discourage
purchases from the illegal market.

RCW 69.50.345(2)(c).
The LCB carried out this directive by promulgating rules as to

how retail licenses would be allocated:

[TIhe liquor control board will
determine the maximum number of
marijuana retail locations per county. The
number of retail locations will be
determined using a method that
distributes the number of locations
proportionate to the most populous cities
within each county. Locations not
assigned to a specific city will be at large.
At large locations can be used for
unincorporated ‘areas in the county or in
cities within the county that have no retail
licenses designated. ...

WAC 314-55-081(1).
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B. I-502 charged the Liquor Control Board with determining the
: number of retail licenses that should be issued in each county
in order to achieve its goals.

I-502 authorizes the LCB to issue retail licenses in every county
within the state:

There may be licensed, in no
greater number in each of the counties of
the state than as the state liquor control
board shall deem advisable, retail outlets
established for the purpose of making
marijuana concentrates, useable
marijuana, and marijuana-infused
products available for sale to adults aged
twenty-one and over. :

RCW 69.50.354.

The LCB determined that the maximum number of licenses it
would issue for retail outlets to operate in Pierce County is 31. C.P. at
275. Of these 31 licenses, the LCB designated 17 of them for use “at-
large” meaning the holder could operate a retail outlet in any city
within Pierce County where the LCB had not designated licenses. C.P.
at 190. Fife was a city in which an at-large licensee was authorized to
operate.

C. I-5602 charged the LCB with carrying out the requirements that

the location of retail outlets be confined to limited areas.

I-502 authorizes the LCB to adopt rules regarding retail outlet

locations. RCW 69.50.342. In implementing that charge, the LCB has
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promulgated numerous rules that limit where retail outlets can be

located and restrictions upon those operations. The following are

some examples of those restrictions.

D.

LCB will not approve any marijuana license for a
location where law enforcement access, without notice
or cause, is limited. WAC 314-55-015(5).

LCB will not approve any marijuana license for a
location within another-business. WAC 315-55.015(7).

Retail outlets may only conduct sales between 8:00
a.m. and 12:00 a.m. WAC 315-55-147.

Retail outlet ‘may only have one identifying sign that
cannot be larger than sixteen hundred square inches.
WAC 314-55-155.

A retail outlets cannot be located: (a) within one
thousand feet of the perimeter of a school grounds,
playground, recreation center or facility, child care
center, public park, library, or a game arcade admission
to which is ‘not restricted to persons aged twenty-one
years or older; (b) on or in a public transit vehicle or
public transit shelter; or (c) on or in a publicly owned or
operated property. WAC 314-55-155(3).

Fife has banned all marijuana retail outlets within its city limits.

In 2014 Fife enacted Ordinance 1872 that bans all marijuana

retail outlets within its jurisdiétion. C.P. at 43. Thus, Ordinance 1872

has the effect of nullifying any retail 'Iioense issued by the LCB that

authorizes the holder to operate a marijubana retail outlet within Fife

city limits.

-5- [100102853.docx]



E. The trial court, despite recognizing that Ordinance 1872
prevented what state Iaw allows, granted Fife's motlon for
summary Judgment .

The trial court on the one hand concluded that I-502 authorizes
the LCB to issue retail licenses in every county of the state and yet
ruled that Fife ceuld ban retail outlets without violating Art. XI, § 11.

In its order granting Fife's motion for summary judgment, the

Court ruled:

The Court concludes that Fife
Ordinance No. 1872 does not violate
Washington State Constitution Art. Xi,
§ 11. The Court concludes that there is
‘no- lrreconcnable conflnct between ‘state
law and Fife- ‘Ordinance No. 1872. The

- Court. finds that while |- 502 permlts retail
| cannabls operatlons to  be located
‘throughout the ‘state, and allows the
Liquor Control ‘Board to grant permits
throughout the state, 1-502 does not
require that retail marijuana ‘stores be
located in Fife.

C.P. at 1444,

The trial court did not give much explanetion as to how it
reached a conclusion that even though state law permits the LCB to
grant retail licenses throughout the state, and state law allows retail
cannabis operétions throughout the state, that Fife banning retail
operations within its city limits did not pro‘hibi't what is allowed under

state law. (R.P.at 111-113.)
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An exchange between the court and counsel for Intervenor-
Appellants during oral argumén’t suggests that the court considered
the size of a given city relevant to the question of whether a local
ordinance conflicted with state law:

MR. MUNGIA: ... What you really
have to look at is the intent of the statute,
or the purpose. And we know the purpose
here was to provide a statewide highly
regulated market and one of the
purposes, in fact, was to drive out the
black market. And it's not just in the
intent section, Your Honor. You look at
69.50.345(2)(c), -and the Liquor Control
Board, under that subsection, in fact, is
directed to make sure that there was

~enough access to drive out illegal sales
and discourage illegal sales.

~ So it’s not just in the intent; it's
within ‘the body of the statute itself. And
that's very important here.

THE COURT: ‘And a ban five square
miles - | don't know how big Pierce County
is, but Fife is just.a small part of it - a ban
there undermines that?

MR.-MUNGIA: Yes, for two reasons,
Your Honor. One, it conflicts. ... [Y]ou
can't say “if I'm the State, I'm allowing you
to do retail marijuana operation,” and
then for you to say “but you can't do it
here,” | don't understand. That's a
conflict, Your Honor. That's one point.

Two, analytically you can’t do an

Article Xl, Section 11 analysis by saying,
well, let’s see the size of the jurisdiction to
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see whether they can do things that
conflict with the law. That's not the
analysis. And, in fact, as Your Honor
pomted out yourse|f - '

THE COURT: You're talking about
frustratmg the intent. ‘A small community,
seems to me, less likely to frustrate the
intent than a larger.

MR. MUNGIA: Again, two points.
One it conflicts. If I'm saying you're
allowed to do it in Fife even though you're
small, Fife, it still conflicts; two, because
you can't do an Article X|, Section 11
analysus by saying this is the court picture;
Fife is the only one thats bannmg it.
That's not the analysis you have to look at.
. Right now you know that Pierce County
is banning it as well,-and you can't do that
sort of analysis because what's this Court
going to do when there's other
Junsdlctlons coming. banning it, saying, Oh,
| guess the Iegal principle. that | ruled on
depended on how many local JUI’ISdlCtIOhS
opted out? That has never been an
analysis by any of the courts, by the State
Supreme Court under. an Article X, Section
11 analysis. '

R.P. at 83 10 85.

F. Local jurisdictions across the state, as is Fife, are preventing
the implementation of I-502.

As noted above, I-502 authorized the LCB to issue licenses for
retail outlets throughout the state. One of the purposes of this

statewide charter was to drive out the illegal market for marijuana
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across this state. Not only is Fife banning the implementation of I-502
but indeed there are kat least 120 local governments that are either
banning retéil outlets ou‘trith or ‘have moratoriums banning retail
outlets to operate within ’theirJ'uris'dictions,‘.1

Iv.
ARGUMENT

Article XI, § 11 of the Washington Constitution allows local
jurisdictions to only pass local laws that do not conflict with the State'’s
general laws. The test under Art. XI, § 11 is straightforward: if a local
ordinance prohibits what state law permits it is invalid.

A local regulation conflicts with a
statute when it permits what is forbidden
by state law or prohibits what state law
permits. Where a conflict is found to exist,

under the principle of conflict preemption,
the local regulation is invalid.

Parkland Light aﬁd Water Co. v. Tacoma-Pierce County Bd. of Health,
151 Wn.2d 424, 433, 90 P.3d 37 (2004).

The Court of Appeals, Division Il recently reaffirmed and
clarified the restrictions placed upon local government under Art. XI,

§ 11 in Department of Ecology v Wahkiakum County, Wn App.2d

reational Marijuana: ide for Lo nments, Mun. Research
and Serv. Ctr., http//www.mrsc.org/subjects/legal/502/recmarijuana.aspx#table

(identifying recreational matrijuana ordinances across Washington) (Last visited Dec.
8, 2014), ;
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____, 337 P.3d 364 (2014). There, the court applied the principle
that a county Qrdinance‘._i’s invalid if it “prohibits what the state law
permits . . . [or] thwérts the legislative purpose of the statutory
scheme.” /d at 3.6'5.‘ The Co‘urt of Appeals’ analysis squérely addresses
Fife's ban of marijuan.ak fe__téi‘l outlets

Department of V'Eco/og)‘/ v Wahkiakum County dealt with RCW
70.95) that establiShed and governs a b’iosolids management program
that was intended to lead to the use of treated sewage waste as an
égricultural commodity. /d. at 365. The statute gave the Department
of Ecology authority to implement and manage the program through
regulation and agency aétion. /d. Under the statute, class A biosolids
could be used for Iénd ’apblicatibns thét wére accessible to t‘he public.
Class ‘B biosolids were réStricted fo”lénd applications that were not
accessible to tkhe p'ub'lic. .‘ Class A‘ biosolids made 'up 12% of the
biosolids produced in ’Was'hingto\n. Claés B biosolids made up 88% of
biosolids produced in this state. /d. at 366—67. Class B biosolids could
not be used without first reCeiving a permit from the Department of
Ecology. The staiute authorized DOE to issue such permits. /d.at 368.

In 2011 Wahkiakum County passed ordinance No. 151-11 that
prohibited any class B biosolids from being applied to any land within

the county. This ban prohibited those with permits issued by DOE from
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using their permits to apply class B biosolids within the county. /d at
366. The Department of Ecology brought suit against the County
arguing that the ordinance violated Article Xl, § 11 of the Washington
Constitution. Both parties moved for summary judgment. The trial
court ruled in favor of the County finding no violation. The court of
appeals reversed the trial court on three bases, two of which apply
here. First, thé‘ ordinance conflicted with state law by prohibiting
activity permitted undér the statute and by the Department of Ecology.
Second; the ordinance thwarted the legislature’s purpose of allowing
the use of treated sewage waste.

The court of appeals concluded that the ordinance conflicted
with state law because it prohibited what was allowed under state law.
The Department of Ecology was directed to create a ‘comprehensive
regulatory scheme for the use of biosolids and created rules for issuing
permits for land application of class B biosolids. ld. at 368.
Wahkiakum’s ordinance, however, prohibited the use of Class B
biosolids within the county. Wahkiakum's ban violated Art. XI, § 11.

Even if the County had authority to
more strictly regulate land application _of
biosolids, it does not have the authority to
prohibit the ‘land application of class B
biosolids when such application is allowed
under a comprehensive regulatory scheme

that has been enacted in accordance with
legislative directive.

-11- [100102853.docx]



The legislature specifically directed
Ecology to adopt rules to implement a
biosolids management program that “to
the maximum ‘extent possible” ensures
that biosolids are “reused as a beneficial
commodity.” Under that directive, Ecology
adopted a regulatory scheme that
specifically grants permits for land
application of class B biosolids and, thus,
created a right to land application of class
B biosolids when a permit is acquired.

/d. at 368-69 (citations omitted).

The same is true here. Fife's ordinance prohibits what is
allowed under state law. 1-502 authorized the LCB to issue retail
marijuana outlets in-every coUnty of thé state. (Indeed, the trial court
acknowledged that “I-502 permits retail cannabis operations to be
located throughout the state, and allows the Liquor Control Board to
grant permits throughout the state.” C.P. at 1444.) 1-502 required the
LCB to implement a comprehensive regulatory regine for issuing those
licenses. The LCB complied with those mandates by promulgating
administrative rules that are in fact state law. The LCB determined
that 31 retail outlets could be licensed in Pierce County with 17 of
those licenses being at-large. The LCB, under the regulations it

promulgated, allows the license issued to MMH to be used in Fife, as

long as all other requirements are met. Fife, by its ban, is prohibiting

-12- [100102853.docx]



what is allowed under state law, i.e., state law allows the LCB to issue
licenses that can be used in all counties and the cities within those
counties. (As noted earlier, the LCB designhates a certain number of
retail licenses for some cities and then at-large license holders can
operate in cities not otherwise designated.) Fife is also preventihg all
holders of retail licenses who otherwise are eligible to operate within
Fife from doing so - again, banning what is allowed under state law.
Fife's ban is invalid under Art. XI, § 11.

This is not a case where MMH is not complying with a Fife
zon.ing drdinance that é‘pplie‘s to all other business. (Ordinance 1872
is simply a ban prOhibiﬁné a‘IIif-mé'riju‘ana ‘retail oUtIet's.)I.-502‘is clear
that local governments have the aufhority to enact zoning laws and
that a holder of a [-502 license must abide by general zoning
provisions.  WAC 314-55-020(11). However, as noted by the
Wahkiakum court, a local government cannot, by arguing that it has
the authority to impose a more stringent regulation, simply ban what is
allowed under state law. In Wahkiakum, the County argued that it
allowed class A biosolids and was simply applying a more stringent
requirement pursuant to its police powers. The court rejected this
argument: | |

First, the County argues that it has
not prohibited all land applications of

-13- [100102853.docx]



ordinance thwarted the legislature's purpose.

biosolids, but rather it has simply imposed
further, more stringent regulations,
pursuant to its own police ‘power.
However, although the County's
regulations allows for land application of
class A biosolids, the County does not
address the fact that the ordinance
prohibits any land application of class B
biosolids even though the state scheme
explicitly sets criteria for permitting land
application of class B biosolids. Even if
the County had authority to more strictly
regulate land application of biosolids, it
‘does not have the authority to entirely
prohibit the land application of class B
biosolids when such application is allowed
under a comprehensive regulatory scheme
that has been enacted in accordance with
legislative directive.

Wahkiakum at least allowed the use of class A biosolids.

[f local governments have the

power to ban land application of biosolids,

-14 -

/d. at 368. Here, Fife has gone farther than what Wahkiakum did.

Here, Fife is

simply banning all marijuana retail outlets. However, the LCB here, as
did the Department of Ecology in Wahkiakum, explicitly allowed retail
outlets to operate within Fifé as allowed under a comprehensive
regulatory scheme that it enacted in accordance with -502.

The court of appeals also concluded that Wahkiakum's
The purpose of the
statute was to allow the beneficial reuse of biosolids throughout the

state. The Court agreed with the Department of Ecology that
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land application of biosolids could be
banned: throughout the state, clearly
thwartmg the legislature’s purpose  of
recycling  biosolids  through  land
application rather than landflll disposal or
,mcmera’uon

Wahkiakum Coun‘ty, 337 P.3d at 369.

The court rejected Wahkiakum's argument that the Department
of Ecology was required to show that all counties would ban the
application of class B biosolids in order to show a violation of Art. XI,
§11.

The Cou nty responds that Ecology S
argument ‘must fail because Ecology
cannot show that all counties would ban
‘the' |and applucatlon But the County fails
to recognize the salient point in’ Ecology S
argument - if all counties had the power
to determine ~whether to ban land
application of class B biosolids, then the
entire  statutory and regulatory scheme
enacted to - maximize the  ‘safe  land
-application of biosolids would be rendered
meaningless. The County's ordinance
thwarts the legislature’s purpose by
usurping state law and replacing it with
local law. Therefore, we hold that the
County’s ordinance is unconstitutional
under Article XI, § 11.

/d. at 369-70 (citations omitted).
The trial court appeared to accept the argument advanced by
Fife that it was only a small municipality to form part of the basis of its

decision.
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THE COURT: And a ban five square
miles - | don't know how big Pierce County
is, but Fife is just a small part of it - a ban
there undermines that?

- You're talking about frustrating the

~intent. A small community, seems to-me,

less likely to frustrate the intent than a
larger.

As the Wahkiakum v‘court noted, however, the size of the local
governmental entity is hot'part of the analysis; ihs‘tead if local entities
such as Fife have the authority to determine whether or not to anw
what state law allows under |-502 then the entire regulafory scheme of
I-502 wbuld be undermined. I-502 authorizes the LCB to determine
how mianyv‘vliceh‘Seé should be issUed-in »‘e}ét:himunty. ; Tﬁe‘ pdrpb}séfof
having retéil olu‘tléts,alcross thé s‘tate is to drivé 6ut the illegal r‘narkétv of
marijuana sales. Those svélés‘bproiv'ide reVthe‘forv_gangs’,-'promdte
viblence, and reéult in‘ the unrestricted sales o f fnarijﬁana 'to‘éll agés.
In addition, allowing local jurisdictions to ban retail outlets frustrates |-
502’s goal of raising revenues through the taxation of marijuana sales.

Indeed, local jurisdictions across the state are thwarting the
purpose of I-502. According to the Municipal Research and Services

Center, forty-nine local jurisdictions have prohibited I-502 businesses
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and seventy-one have moratoriums in place.2 This case is not just
about Fife. The analys"is’ uhdek Art. XI,"§ 11 is nqt confined .to Fife's
actions in a vacuum. Instéad,as the Wahkiakum court noted, the
correct analysis is if local jurisdiotiahs have the aUthority to ban the
use of licenses issued by the LCB then they will have the ability to-
undermine the goals of I-502. The case here is even stranger than
Wahk/'akum in that 120 jurisdictions are currently banning retail
marij»Uaha outlets across the state. | |

V.
CONCLUSION

One of the primary pur’p‘oSes of 1-502 was to drive out the illegal
and illicit sa|e of marijuana (sales that are untaxed and unregulated)
by creating .a cofnprehensive system regulating the produ‘cfion,
distribution and sale of marijuana throughout -this statev.‘ I-502
| aUthOrfzed the LCB to issue ratail outlet‘lic'ensv'as"in every county:af'the
state in order to -ensure an adequa’te sUppIy of‘regulated marijuana
sales to carry out the goal of driving out the illegal market. |

The LCB issued 31 licenses for use in Pierce County with 17 of

those being at-large licenses. MMH's at-large license allowed it to

2 Regreational Marijuana: A Guide for Local Governments, Mun. Research

and Serv. Ctr.,, http://www.mrsc.o jects/| 502/recmarijuana.aspx#

(identifying recreational marijuana ordinances across Washington) (Last visited Dec.
8, 2014). . - . :
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operate in Fife. Fife Ordinance 1872 prohibited what was authorized
by 1-502 and the LCB. Fife Ordinance 1872 has the effect of
preventing the LCB from authorizing retail marijuana outlets within Fife
and is preventing MMH, a holder of a marijuana retail license, from
operating in Fife.

Fife Ordnance 1872 conflicts with state law and is invalid.
Accordingly, this Court should reverse the trial court’s decision and
remand for resolution of the remaining issues.

Dated this S” day of February, 2015.
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l, Gina A. Mitchell, declare that on February 5, 2015, | caused

the following pleadings:

1

Intervenor-Appellants Opening Brief

together with this Declaration of Service, to be served on counsel for

all parties as follows:

Mark D. Nelson, WSBA No. 37833
Davies Pearson =

920 Fawcett Avenue
Tacoma, WA 98402-5697
mnelson@dpearson.com
Attorneys for Plaintiff

Loren D Combs, WSBA No. 7164
Jennifer Combs, WSBA No. 36264
Gregory F. Amann, WSBA No.
24172 »

Hunter MacDonald, WSBA No.
22857 '

VS| Law Group PLLC

3600 Port of Tacoma Road, Suite
311

Tacoma, WA 98424
Idc@vsilawgroup.com
ibc@vsilawgroup.com
gfa@vsilawgroup.com
Hunter@vsilawgroup.com
Attorneys for City of Fife

-19-

[ ] Via‘ABC-Legal Messenger

[ ] Via US. Mail

[ 1 Via Facsimile:

[ ] Via E-filing Notification/LINX
[ XX ] Via Email

[ ] Via ABC-Legal Messenger

[ 1 Via U.S. Mail

[ ] Via:Facsimile:

[ ] Via Efiling Notlfncatlon/UNX
[ XX ] Via Email
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Noah G. Purcell, WSBA No. 43492 [ ] Via ABC-Legal Messenger
Jeffrey T. Even, WSBA No. 20367 [ ] Via U.S. Mail
Office of the Attorney General [ ] Via Facsimile:
P.0. Box 40100 [ ] Via Efiling Notification/LINX
Olympia, WA 98504-0100 [ XX 1 Via Email
noahp@atg.wa.gov

jeff.even@atg.wa.gov

Attorneys for Defendant-

Intervenors

| declare under the penalty of perjury of the laws of the State of
Washington that the foregoing is true and correct.

/s/ Gina Mitchell ‘
‘Gina Mitchell, Legal Assistant -
- gmitchell@gth-law.com

Gordon Thomas Hone’yWelI
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" OFFICE RECEPTIONIST, CLERK

To: Gina Mitchell

Cc: gfa@vsilawgroup.com; Hunter@vsilawgroup.com; joc@vsilawgroup.com;
jeff.even@atg.wa.gov; ldc@vsilawgroup.com; mnelson@dpearson.com;
moates@dpearson.com; NoahP@atg.wa.gov; sestes@kbmlawyers.com;
aholcomb@aclu.org; arr@vsilawgroup.com; dscalia@gsblaw.com;
dscaramastra@gsblaw.com; dunne@aclu-wa.org; JVankirk@gsblaw.com;
kallred@dpearson.com; kristinj@atg.wa.gov; mcooke@aclu-wa.org; Sal Mungia;
sblack@kbmlawyers.com; stephaniel 1@atg.wa.gov

Subject: RE: Supreme Court Cause No. 90780-3, Downtown Cannabis, et al v City of Fife and Robert
W. Ferguson

Rec’d 2/5/15

From: Gina Mitchell [mailto:gmitchell@gth-law.com]

Sent: Thursday, February 05, 2015 1:43 PM

To: OFFICE RECEPTIONIST, CLERK

Cc: gfa@vsilawgroup.com; Hunter@vsilawgroup.com; jbc@vsilawgroup.com; jeff.even@atg.wa.gov;
Idc@vsilawgroup.com; mnelson@dpearson.com; moates@dpearson.com; NoahP@atg.wa.gov;
sestes@kbmlawyers.com; aholcomb@aclu.org; arr@vsilawgroup.com; dscalia@gsblaw.com;
dscaramastra@gsblaw.com; dunne@aclu-wa.org; JVankirk@gsblaw.com; kallred@dpearson.com; kristinj@atg.wa.gov;
mcooke @aclu-wa.org; Sal Mungia; sblack@kbmlawyers.com; stephanieL1@atg.wa.gov

Subject: Supreme Court Cause No. 90780-3, Downtown Cannabis, et al v City of Fife and Robert W. Ferguson

Greetings, attached for filing in this matter is the Intervenor-Appellant Opening Brief. Itis
being filed by Salvador Mungia on behalf of the Intervenor-Appellants. If you have any
guestions or concern, please let me know. Thank you for your assistance.

Gina Mitchell Assistant to
Salvador Mungia. John Guadnola
and Stephanie Bloomfield

o
GORDON THOMAS HONEYWI L
P

1201 Pacific Avenue, Suite 2100
Tacoma, Washington 98402

T 253 620 6498

F 253 620 6565

http://iwww . gth-law.com

NOTICE. The information contained in this e-mail communication is confidential and may be protected by the attorney/client or work product privileges. If you are
not the intended recipient or believe that you have received this communication in error, please do not print, copy, retransmit, disseminate. or otherwise use the
information. Also. please indicate to the sender that you have received this email in error and delete the copy you received. Thank you.




