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I. OVERVIEW OF' WACllL'S ARGUMENTS 

Amicus Curiae, the Washitigton Association ofCrl:minal Defense 

Lawyers (W ACDL) states that their non-profit organization was ±btmed to 

"irnprove the Quality and administration of justice, claiming the argument 

they submit directly bears on this purpose. 

The purpose ofthis app<tal is to cletermine whether the Washingtoi1 State 

Patrol (WSP) and the Washhigton Association of Shedffs and PoHce Chiefs 

(WASP C) violated the Public Records Act (PRA) when they notified third 

patties and denied release of records requested by Ms. Zink concerning 

records of crih1inal conviction of sex offenders. 

Neither WSP nor W ASPC claims an exerrxption applies. Neither WSP nor 

W ASPC provided an exemption log identifyh1g all records being withheld 

and the exemption claimed prior to notification of third parties as required 

pursuant to RCW 42.56.070(1 ), .210(3), .520. Both WSP and WASPC 

contacted third parties under RCW 42.56.520 and instructed them to enjoin 

the requested records from release under RCW 42.5-6.540. 

This appeal is also to est'!-blish whether a summons and cornplaintl 

declarations supporting a motio1l under RCW 42.56.540, and other c<:~urt 

doquments can be filed under pseudonym, obscuring the identity of the 

representing party from the, trial court, witho.U:t sealJng of court records. 



Finally, this appeal is about whether RCW 42.56.540 allows a court to 

certify a class of persons to enjoin a.ccess to any and all records. past, p~·esent 

and future record requests or only specific recorss requested to be enjoined 

by a specific person named in a ;;pecific record. 

ll. ISSUE ADD.RESSED BY AMICUS CURIAE 

W ACDL identifies the issue before this Court as ''[w]hether a 

government agency's release of information with01.1t adherence to the 

standards set forth in RCW 4.2.4.550 contravenes the requirement ofState v. 

Ward that su:ch i11formation be released only when "necessary for public 

protectionm' (Amicus Curiae .Briefing: p-g. 1). WACDL argues that releasing 

the :requested records pursuant to the Public Recortl Act (PRA) would be a 

Constitutional violation per this Court'::; decision in Ward v. State., 123 ·wn . .2d 

488, 503, 869I>.2d 1062, 1070(1994). 

The decision ofthis Court in Ward concerned the application of 

registration requirements under the Community Protection Act of 1990, to 

those convicted of sex offenses prior to the enactment ofRCW 4.24.$50 and 

the maad.atoty registration requirements not in effeqt at the time of 

conviction. The appellant''s in the Wm:d case, cla:imed the requirement of 

registering as a sex offender was a continuing punishment since the 

requirement was not established prior to their conviction date yet was applied 

to them. after their release fro.m prison. 
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The decision in Ward only affected those convicted of a sex offender 

prior to the enactment and effective date ofRCW 4.24.550. Anyone 

convicted of a sex offense after the effective date ofRCW 4.24. 550 would 

not qualify for claims ofunconstitut1onal application of a statute retroactivity. 

Furthermore, the Court in WCitd did not create an e~ctnption under the 

PRA. The Court in liVard was .discussing the consti.ttttionality of having to 

register a11d not the question: of whether the public has right to access to the 

registration records under the PRA. Specificafly the Court iri. Ward stated: 

We hold that the statute's ,requi,rement to r~,gister a.s a sex 

offender does not constitnte punishment and therefore does 

not violate ex post facto m·obibitions. We aJso conclude that 

the statute does not violate appellant Doe's equal protection o.r 

due.pf:Ctcess rights under tbtlJ federal nnd state cotlstitutions. 

Ward v .. State, 123 Wn.2d4$8, 495,:869 P.2d 1062, 1070·(1994)(ern.phasis 

added). The Ward.Court did not deter.mine, as !)uggested by the WACnL, 

that releasing sex offender registration rec0rds. without strict compllanee of 

RCW 4.24. 550 was a constitutional violation of sex offender rights. 

The issues before this Co"u:t concern RCW 42.56..540 and requests for 

public records of criminal activity under RCW 42.56.540. 

RCW 4.24.550 is not an '4other exemption" under the Public Records 

Act RCW 42.56.070(l).ln order to meet the requirements ofRCW 

42.56.540, the reviewing Court must determine whether the party seeking to 
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enjoin the record is named ii1 or the record specifically pertains to that 

person, whether an exemption applies to any of the requested recotcls at'ld 

how it applies, if an exemption applies whether the public has any interest in 

the requested records and, if the public has tlo interest; whether release of the 

requested records would case any actual harm. 

W ACDL does not address aJlY of the requirements ofRCW 42.56.540. 

Rather W ACDL focuses ot1: 1) why the records should be exempt rather ·than 

whether the records are exempt; 2) why the public should not be allowed to 

access conviction records rather than whether the public has interest in access 

to re,cords of conviction; and 3) how the badge of infamy in being identified 

as a convicted sex offender hampers rehabilitation and reintegration of sex 

offenders back into the community rather than identifying any actl.Jal and 

specifw hann that would befall convicted sex offenders if the public has 

access to sex offender conviction information. 

m. STATEMENT OF 'l'Jl:E CASE-HISTORY OF.STATEv. WARD 

In 1990, the "Commuuity 'Protection Act" was enaeted to help protect 

the public. Specifically RCW 4.24.550 reqt1ires those convicted of certain sex 

offenders register with their local county sheriff; generating various pub tic 

records held by vatious public. agencies across Washington State concerning 

sex offenders .. 
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In 1994, two individuals co11Vict~d of sox offenses in 1980 and 1988 

challenged the constitutionatity of ex post facto application ofRCW 

4.24. 550 to the t'registration requirements" hi the context of due process 

rights and equal' protection laws of those convi<tted of sex offenses priol' to 

the 1990 enactment ofRCW 4.24.550. State v. Ward, 123. Wtl.2d 488., 494·· 

495, 869 P.2d 1062 (1994).1 

The decis.iOll [n. Ward only concerned those convicted offenders 

convicted prior to the effective date ofRCW 4.24550 in 1990 and did not 

affect any sex offenders convicted after the enaotment: and effective date of 

RCW 4.24.550. This Court decision in Ward did not disct!ss the 

constitutionality of community 11otitlcation outside the context of''ex post 

facto'' applic&tion as claimed by WACDL. 

The Ward Court determine sex offender registration was 11Gt a 

constitutional violation t)f'~X: post facto 1aw si11ce "law enforcemeiit" Wt\S 

limit(;}d to 011ly notifying the<public if it was detennirted the offend~r posed a,. 

particular risk. ;Notification h1 defined as "the act of notifying, maldng 

known, or giving notice." Webster's Encyclopedta Ui'labrid.,_11;ed Dictionary of 

1 11w Court decisio11 in Ward was decided on March 17, 1994. Sex Offender· Risk Level 
Classification -Public Notice Procedures wer(t enacted until May 14, 1997, three years after 
the Supreme Court's deds.ion in War(\. St-c Session Laws of \ 9o/7 c '364 § L See a'lso 
Session Lavvs of 1998 c 220 § 6, 2001 c 169 § 2, 2001 c 283 § 2, 4002 c 118 § l, 1003 c 217 
§ 1, ~2005 c 99 § 1, 2005 c 228 § 1, 200.5 c 380 § 2, 2008 c 98 '§ t &. 2011 c·337 §' 1 for 
Legislative changes. 
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the English Language 1989 edition. Notify is defined as "to inform or give 

notice of something.'' (!d.) 

The WardCm.m did not d1soussor determine whether a met'nber of the 

general public could request sex offender registration forms and other 

publicly held public records under the PRA. Most importantly, the Ward 

Court did not create a blanket exemption2 under RCW 4.24 . .550. Ra:ther the 

Court in Ward found that 

(O]verly restrictive confidentiality and liability laws gov~rnin,g the 

mlease of i.ntormati.on about sexual predators have reduced 

willingness to release intormation that could be appmpriately 

released under the public disclosure laws, and have increased risks 

to public safety. Persons fQund to have committ~d a ·Sex offense 

have a l'educed expectation of p.rivacy because of the p:t1bl1c,s 

inter·est in public s.nfet)! and in the effective operation of 

government. Relea~e ofinformation about sexual predators to 

public agencies and under limited cirt~Ul'nstances, the general 

publie, will furtlu.w the g6ve1·nm~ntnl interE;sts of public safety 

and nublic scrutiny_ofthe cti!ninft1 and mental h~s,lth systems 

2 Washington~~ public recQrds act corttai.tts n.o blanket¢x$tlJ)fion for na:mesp as it does 
fQr addresses. I*CW 42.11.3100 }(u) e;xetii'pt,s frotn disc!Qsl:'fre 11{t]he restdential addresses or 
residentialle1eplrone Ul.llttbers: ofemptl)yees ... of$. ptibl1G agettcy." G.enerally, however, 
abs.ent such a matute !{o JU'9viU.ing, lists of l'Ulllles lind· ll<hb·esses ~u·e not tlrivnte. See 
:Phtllip E. Hassman; Annotation, l?t1blication of Address as Well as Name ofPetson as 
Invasion ofPtivacy, 84 A.L.R.3D U59 (1978); Andrea G. Nadel, Annotation, What 
Constitutes Personal Mattel's Exempt From Disclosure by Invasion ofPtiv<JcyExSlll'lJ?tien 
Under State Freedom oflnformation Act, 26 A.L.R.4TH ()66 (19'83). /iCing County v. 
Sheehan, 114 Wn. A:pp. 325, 343, 57 P.3d 307 (Dht. I, iQ02)(emphasis added). 
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so long as the information t"eleased is rationally related to the 

furtherance of those goals. 

Therefot·e., tb:is state's policy as ex,pressed in [RCW 4 .. 24.550] is to 

require the exchange ·of relevant in.fonnation about sexual 

predators among public agencies and officials am:l to autbori~e 

the release of nccessa.1-y and relevant information about sexua:I 

fJl'edators to members of the g-e!leral~pubUc. 

State v. Watd:, 123 Wn.2d 488; 502~ 869 P.2d 1062, 1070 (1'994)(emphasis 

added). See also Personal Restraint .qf Meyer, 142 Wn.2d 608, 621, 16 P . .3d 

563 (2001) citing to Ward. Rather the Ward Court found "the Legislatu!·e. 

clearly intended public agencies to disseminate warn.in~ to the public 

11 under limited circumstances.";' (ld.)(emphasis added) 

In addition, the content of a wa·rnigg may vary by proximity: 

next-door neighbors or n~arby S!Chools might rec~ive a more 

detailed warning t11an. those 1:urther away from harm. 

(ld. 504)(emphasis added). Clearly the Court itt Wa1·d did not determine 

RCW 4.24.550 was an exemption to release ofall sex offender records in 

response to a request from a member of the general public under the .PRA. 

IV. AUGUMEN'f 

The legal questions before the court concer11 the w.ashington PRA and 

public records of conviction of sex <>ff'enders mai"ntained by public agencies. 

W ACDL does not recognize or speak to the clear intent of Chapter 42.56 

RCW; release ofpubiic records by public agencies. I:t is not enough to simply 
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state there is- an ex eruption. RCW 42.56. 540 requires an specific exemption 

applies to a specific t'ecm·d. WACDL briefing does not apply their identified 

exemption RCW 4.24.550 to each different ~ype of record requested or apply 

the requirements ofRCW 42.56.540 for enjoining the "publ.lc's records.''' 

An exemption log must be provided for each claim of exemption (RCW 

42.56.070(1)) ... Agency responses refusing, in whole orin part, ix1spec.tion of 

any public record shall include a statement of the specific exemption 

authol'izing the withholding of the record (or part) and a brief explanation of 

how the exemption applies to the t'ecord w1tl1held." Restdent.Actitxn Cou11oil 

v. Seattl~ .f!ous. Auth.., 177 Wn.2d 417, ,122, 3 oo P .3d 3 76 (2013). Silent 

withholding of public records is prohibited under the PRA (Jd. ~14 ctting to 

Rental Hous; Ass'n v. City qfDesMoines, 165 Wn.2d 525~ 537, 199 P.3d 393 

(2009); PAWS II, 125 Wn.2d at 270). No exetnption log has been provided 

identifying an exemption and applying the exemption to the requested 

record. 3 

Rather, WACDL argue that studies show that in. order for therapy to be 

effective and the public to be safe, sex offenders must be hidden from th:e 

public at large. 

3 [AJn agency's failure to e({plaht its claimed exemptions is r~lev~nt to 1)l~ aget\~..":yts 11lack of 
strict c.ompUance ... with all tbe PRA j}rocedur~lreqtlireJ:Ueilts," w:bich. n1ay ll!Jl~I'~Wate the 
JHlnalty fo.r wtongtul\:y witbltolclhtg publl<l re.cor,ls. Yousouj'ltm v. OjJ)ce oj'R.on Sims~ 16% 
Wn.Zd 444, 467, . .229 PJd. 7'35 (2010) (Yousciujlcm V). Insmn, AGO'sfaUnl'e to JWOvide a. 
brief expln:mlitlpn of its cla,imed exemptlon!i violated the P'RA. The renredy for the · 
vro1Ht1on is con~idera:tion wh()ln awa:rdhw; G(:)Sts, fees,. and penalties. Sanders: v .. State .. 169 
Wn.2d 827, ~45-46, 240 P.3d l.20 (2010)(emphasls addM). 
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L Recidivism Studies Vary, Cannot B.e Scrutinized and are Not 
Ac.cnrate 

WAGQL argues that stuctfes have s.bown Lev~l I offender have very 

lower recidivistn rates. (A111icus Curiae Briefing: pg. 3i4 Futther, WACDL 

claims that those treated under the S.SQSA program hav.e very low recidivisrn 

rates (ld. 5-8} unless exposed to the public as a convitted sex offender (!d. 

12). W ACDL argues that releasing the identity of Level I se)[ offenders· who 

have been through therapy harms the community because onc.e their identity 

as a convicted sex offender is known, they will reoffe.nd (ld. 13-14). Not only 

is this argument not relevant to the issu.e of exemption u11der the PRA, ifthe 

success of therapy is dependent on anonymity then the therap)' is 

questionable. Release of the requested records will further the governmental 

interests of pJJbHc safety and public scrutiny of the oritnirtal and me:ntal 

W ACDL argues that a study exami11ing. 61 oth~r studies found a 

recidivism rate of 1 5% over a 4-5 yeat period in .1 998.. A sht:tilar study 

examining 95 studies found a sb11ilar recldivism rate of 13.7% in. 2004; six 

years later. {Amicus Curiae Briefing: pg. 4). However;. a study in2002 found 

that after treatment, recidivism rates of sex offenders dropped to 12.3% 

versus 16.8% recidivism for those untreated sex offenders. In other wG>rds, 

4 It shottld be noted that the studies :retbrted to by W ACDL cannot be scruthtized or ve1'ified 
by the public since the records are cu:n:ently being withheld by lttW enforcement. 
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out of every 1 00 convicted sex offenders, only 12 wiU reo:t!end if treated ~s 

opposed to 16 offenders reoffending if not treated. that is not a sign:ificant 

amount of difference. 

Further, using the statistical information pnwided by W ACDL ((Amicus 

Curiae B!'iefing: pg. 4-5) for every :woo convicted sex offenders 291 will 

reoffend ( 12 . .3% treated + 16 . .8% untreated = 2 9 .l% reoffend ers). In 

Washington State there are appmximately 21,000 sex offenders. Seventy to 

seventy-five percent ofall registered sex off~nder in Washington State are 

considered Level I sex e>ffenders. Using the figutes provided by the 2002 

study as cited by W ACDL, 5880 convicted sex offenders will reoffend and at 

least 6111 children and adults will be the victhns of sex abuse just fi·om re­

offenses. This does tlot in.clude any new sex offenders who may not offend if 

they .knew they would go to j;;1iJ and their information would be made public 

rather than kept secret. 

WACDL states that in a study that examined recidivism mtes of 1097 sex 

offenders who we.re given an SSOSA sentence only 4. 7% went on to reoffend 

within a five year follow-up period. Fifty-two reoffettders. Ofthose only 

1.4% (l) were sex offenses. WACDL., claims these. studies clearly show that 

recidivism rates for juvenile offenders is even lower th~n those for adults. 

(Amicus Curiae Briefing: pg. 5:.7) Yet in a declaration provided by Maia 

Christopher in suppmt of John Does (CP 257-267), a 2004 study was G;ited to 
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showing that recidivism rates increase the longer a sex offender i's free in the 

community. 

Incest offe11der' s recidivate at a rate of 6% after S years, 9% after 

10 years, ancll3% after 15 years. 

Adults who offended aga.inst adu!ts recic:Hvate rate is 14% a:ftel' 5 

years, 21% after 10 years .and 24% after 15 years; 

Individuals who offend against boys recidivate 23% after 5 years, 

2.8% after 1 0 years and .3 5% after 15 years; 

All sex offender populations combined recidivate at 14% after 5 

years, 20% after 10 years and 24% after 1.5 years; and 

Older offenders ( 50"1:- at the time of release) recidivate at half th:e 

rate. of younger offenders. 

(CP 261 "262). Clearly recidivism rate increase as time goes on making 

information <:'-oncerning all sex off'enders of paramount importance. 

Christopher goes on to say that the majority of new sexual assaults 

resulting in arrest are cotntnitted by first time offenders (CP 262:); who know 

that they will be <~Hgible for SSOSA sentencing, prOtected and hidden by law 

et'lforcelnent ft·om exposure as a sex offender a:H:er convic:tion. Providing no 

incentive for first time sex offenders to not offend for the first time. 

W ACDL cites to a papet by Levenson et: al, cla.irning that offenders who 

struggling to find housit'lg have art ii1cteased likelihood to reoffend {Amictis 

Curiae Briefing: pg. 12).ln the cited paper the authors was not speaking of 

sex offenders. The paper .is clearly discussing all criminaJs·in Georgia and 
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their likelihood to reoffend rather than specifically sex offendets. 

Furthermore~ the section cited by WACDL dbes not specifiqally state what 

re-.offenses were committ.ec.l; except to note that those without housing have 

an increase in use of'drugs, alcohol abuse, unemp.loyment and absconding 

from probation or parole. 

Sex offenders operate in secl'ecy often going for years without being 

reported by the victim who is often young and a family member, friend, 

neighbor or student The evidence of the damage done to victims and their 

families is clear. Designation as Level I does .not rendet sex offenders 

harmless as claimed by WACDL. in June 2013 a Levell sex offender killed 

nine month old baby (CP 123:5-1.236). The mother ofthe dead baby searched 

the official sex offender web site provided by law enforcement prior to 

allowin~ a Levell s:ex offender to move in with her and her baby (CP 1238). 

She d1d not find him listed as a convicted se~ offender because he w~s 

designated a Level I offender and unlikely to retrffe11d. (CP 1238). Level I sex 

offender living in Benton County on woman's prop:erty who has two young 

children (CP 1240) while tegist~red in another county as transieut (CP 1242). 

Clearly the evidence does not support WACDL' s claims that destabilizing 

low·ri.sk Level I sex offenders will only increase reeidivisnt arid releasin.$3 

infdtn:U1tion concerning ali sex oifenders will not protect the public. 
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2. The PRA is the Contt·olliug Authority ami nemand:s Public 
Scrutiny 

W ACDL argpes that the public tecotds act s:hould not allow pdvate 

dtizens to decide what is good ±or them to know and what is not .Rather it is 

up to the government to decide what is good for the people to know and what 

is not. (Amicus Curiae Briefing: pg. 15-.17). RGW 42.56.030 .clearly sJates 

the opposite.· 

The peoplt! or this state do not yield their sovereignty to the 

agencies that serve them. The people, hJ delegating authority, do 

not give their pttbUc. servants the right: to decide what is good 

for the people to lin ow and what is not good for them to lmow. 

The people insist on remaining informed so ·~hat they ma.y 

maintain control over the instrumentsthli.rtthey have created. This 

chapter shall be liberally constme·d and its exemptions narrowly 

cmistrued to promote this public policy and to assJJre that the 

public intere:st will be fully protected, ln the event of conflict 

betw~en the prc:Jvi:sious of this chapt()lr and any Qtb.er act, the 

provisions of this chapter shall govem. 

RCW 42.56.0$0. Without access to sex oflt>nder records the pltblic::. cannot 

scrutinize the SSQ:SA sentencing program, law enforc.etnent agencies, or any 

published studies on the issue of recidivism rates concerning sex offendets. 

Clearly> Levell sex offenders are not harmless and do reofiei'l:d. 

3. ·Public Has Interest in Access to Recotds of Convicted Sex 
Offeuders 

W A CD I. .... argues that identi:cymg convicted sex offenders exposes them to 

vigilantes citing to the killing of two sex oftendeTs by Mr. Mullen (Arnkus 
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Briefing: pg 10). Just as sex Qffenders select their victim. appar¢rttly murder's 

do to. In this case a criminal murders two sex offenders. 

In a case involving a re~offense by a convicted level l sex offender, Jose 

Aguilar (CP 1235~ 1236)1 a n.ine month old baby was killed .. I11 the i:rrstance of 

the baby, the mother attempted to discover a history ofsex offenses prior to 

allowing a convicted sex offemjer to move into her home. The mother was 

unabLe to find the needed information on the Officia1 State Website and 

allowed Mr. Ag~lilar into her home wherein, Mr. A:&,roilar raped and killed her 

nine month old baby. 

Both are tragic crimes that led to death of a. person. In the instance of'Mr. 

Mullen his victims were located despite the fact that no request for public 

records was made. In the death oHhe baby1 the mother attempted to 

determine whether Mr. Agtdlat was a threat to her family. She determined he 

was not since there was not mentien of his convi<,·tton on tht"' "'Ofi'iciar~ Sex 

Offend¢r Website and the mother was unable to obtain the informatiofl she 

need to keep her baby safe. 

In other words, sex. offenders are not put at greater risk simply becanse 

records of their conviction are available to the public whereas public 

knowledge of sex offenders helps parents to kf;ep their children safe from 

sexual predators. WACPL' s argument otherwise is not wellrnade, does not 

speak to the legal issue of whether the records must be released under the 

PRA and only inflates emotion. 
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4. .t\nplkation of ~G...W 4.14.550 as an "Other Statute"' :Exemption is 
,in Conflict with the PRA · · 

.RCW 42,.56.080 clearly stat¢s that the identity of the requester and the 

use of the information is not to be a consideration in determining whether to 

allow access to public records. 

Agendes shall not deny a request for identifiable public records 

solely on the basis that the request is overbroad. Ag~ndes shall 

not distinguish among persons I'Ctluestingrecords, and such 

perS~ot1s shaD not berequired to provide information as to· the 

purpose. :for the request 

RCW 42.56.080. Two times our legislature states that the identity of the 

requesting party is not to be taken into consideration. 

The intent of this legislation is to make clear that: (1) Abset1t 

statutory provisions to the contrary. agencies possessing rec.ords 

should in resp'onding to tequests for disclosure 110t make ml.y 

distinctions in a·elensing or not releasing records based lip on 

the identity of tbe· person or ngem.:y wbicb rec:rnested tbe 

records, and (2) agencies having public records should rely only 

upon statutory ex~mptioos or prohibitions for refhsal to provide 

public records. 

RCW 42.56.050 Legislative int\1lllt. None tb:e less WACDL ~r;gues that RCW 

4.24.550 is a comprehensive statutory scheme which only allows release of 

rec.ords to specific persons. For example 4.24.5$0 restricts access to these 

public records to persons· who are victims, witnesses or who live near the 

offender. RCW 4.24.550 would be in direct conflict with RCW 42.56,080 

and 42.56.050. 
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RCW 42. 5(5. 050 :~egislative Intent. In_ the. event o~i?,onfliet 

between the provisions o{tb'is chapter and mw other act, tlle· 
' •. ~ :l I 

pt·ovisions of this chapter sltaJf go:v.ti~n. 
d 

RCW 4.2.5~.0JQ (emphasis added). RCW 4.24550 states· that the registration 

inf01'mation of convicted sex'offenders is nof cortfi:dential and release is not 

conditioned on a;ny particular level. 

l". . . 

;.Nothing in this section implies that information regarding persons 
I '· 

designated in subsection ( 1} of this section is confidential except 

as may otherwise be provided by law. . 

RCW 4.24.550 (9}. Clearly Ms. Zink is entitled to the requested 1:ecords 

under the PRA. 

.Finally, the Wt1rd Court did not in fact state that the records of convicted 

sex offenders were confidentiaL 'fhe Ward Court lll.¢tely stated the records 

remain larg1;;1ly confidential. This is tmt the same as claiming the records are 

confidential and any decision that these records· are confidential would be in 

direct conflict with RGW 4.24.550 (9) which clearly states they are not 

conftdential. 

V. CONCI;US.ION 

None ofWACDL's arguments speak to the questions at iss4e in this 

appeal concerning the PRA and whether the records are exempt from 

disclosure. RCW 4.24.550 is not an exemption under the PRA .and would be 

in direct conflict. W ACDL has not proven the records are exeri.lpt, that the 
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public has no interest or that the convicted sex offenders would be suffet an¥ 

actual rather than supposed harm.. 
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VI. CE.RTIFICATION OF SERVICE 

I declare that on the 271
h day ofMay, 2015" I did set1da true and 

conect copy of appellant's "Zink Reply to Amicus Curi.ae Briefing~' via e..­

mail service to the following addresses as agreed upon by all parties to this 

matter: 

»- VANESSA T. ffERNANDBZ @ vhemtmdw4@acl.u-wa.erg; 
> DAVID B. EDW AR.DS @ dedwarcLs@corrcmnin.com; 
) STEVEN W. FOGG@ sfo~@corrcronin,corg; 
:»- DONNA PATTERSON @.dpattersoa@corrcronin.eom; 
> GINA PAN@ gpan@corrcronin.com; 
:»- SHELLY WlLLIAMS @ ShelleyW 1 @atg.wa .. gov and to 

CJDS©aEF@atg.vw,.gov; 
> ELIZABETH JACKSON @ Eliz~thJ@atg.wa .. gov; 
»- IAN SALING@ ~muthlaw.com; 
~ AMY MUTH@ amy@amymuthlaw.com and ;Lila@washa~; 

> MICHAEL E. MCALEENAN @ mmc@smitlwl.lit:'lg,com~ and 
> JULIE PEREZ @ julle@smithalling,_QQ.tn, 
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OFFICE RECEPTIONIST, CLERK 

To: 'dzink@centurytel. net' 
Cc: 

Subject: 

'amy@amymuthlaw.com'; ShelleyW1 @atg.wa.gov; johnh5@atg.wa.gov; 
cjdseaef@atg.wa.gov; Glasgow, Rebecca (ATG); mmc@smithalling.com; 
morgane@smithalling.com; 'jeffzink@centurytel.net'; 'vhernandez@aclu-wa.org'; 
sfogg@corrcronin.com; dedwards@corrcronin.com; 'vhernandez@aclu-wa.org' 
RE: 90413-8 - John Doe A, et al. v. Washington State Patrol, et al. 

Received 5-28-2015 

Supreme Court Clerk's Office 

Please note that any pleading filed as an attachment to e-mail will be treated as the original. Therefore, if a filing is bye­
mail attachment, it is not necessary to mail to the court the original of the document. 

From: Donna Zinl< [rnailto:dzink@.QenturyteLnet] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 6:20 PM 
To: Bausch, Lisa; yJJerngJ1de?_@.aclu-vy£1..:-Qif5; gedwards@corrcrQJlin.com; sfogg@9orr:s;ronin.com; 
ppatterson@corrcror1in.com; 'Pan, Gina'; Williams, Shelley (ATG); s;jdseaef@at&wa.gov; 'Jackson, Elizabeth (ATG)'; 'ian 
Saling'; Amy Muth; J:,ila@washaPrL:.Qr_g; mmc@Sirnithalling.com; julie@srrJithallif1g.com; Jeff Zinl<; jQ_bJlh5@atg,_wa_.gov; 
'rebeccag@atg.wa.gov'; 'morgane@smithalling.com' 
Subject: RE: 90413-8- John Doe A, et al. v. Washington State Patrol, et al. 

All, 

Please disregard and/or destroy my submission of my reply briefing previously sent around 5 pm this evening. I believe I 
sent two different e-mails but I could not get a signed copy ready to send via e-mail. I was having difficulty with my 
printer and I forgot the table of authorities. 

I have since gotten my printer working and I am submitting this finished, completed, and signed copy of my reply to 
amicus curiae WACDL along with my request for the Supreme Court to accept late briefing by one day. 

Thank you for your time and patience. 

Donna L.C. Zink 

From: Donna Zink [mailto:dzinli@.centurytel.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 5:05 PM 
To: 'Bausch, Lisa'; 'shelleyw1@atg.wa.gov'; 'johnh5@atg.wa.gov';; 'mmc@smithalling.com'; 'morgane@smithalling.com'; 
'jeffzink@centurytel.net'; 'vhernandez@aclu-wa.org'; 'sfogg@corrcronin.com'; 'dedwards@corrcronin.com' 
Cc: 'amy@amymuthlaw.com'; 'cjdseaef@atg.wa.gov' 
Subject: RE: 90413-8- John Doe A, et al. v. Washington State Patrol, et al. 

All, 
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I could not get my printer to work. I ran out of ink. So I sent this as a word document since I don't have the capability of 
electronic signature. I will continue to work on this. In the meantime I am resending this in PDF with the only pages I 
could get to print so I could sign this. 

I will submit a request for an extension if this did not make it in time. 

Thank you 

Donna LC Zink 

From: Donna Zink [rnai]to:dzLQ~@_£.~nturytel.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 5:01 PM 
To: 'Bausch, Lisa'; 'shelleyw1@atg.wa.gov'; 'johnh5@atg.wa.gov'; 'rebeccag@atg.wa.gov'; 'mmc@smithalling.com'; 
'morgane@smithalling.com'; 'jeffzink@centurytel.net'; 'vhernandez@aclu-wa.org'; 'sfogg@corrcronin.com'; 
'dedwards@corrcronin.com' 
Cc: 'amy@amymuthlaw.com'; 'cjdseaef@atg.wa.gov' 
Subject: RE: 90413-8- John Doe A, et al. v. Washington State Patrol, et al. 

From: Bausch, Lisa [m<!!lt9.2.\J.?A&i!.lJ§Ch@cQ.Wts.wa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 2:12PM 

To: shelleyw1@a~g.wa.J!,.Q.:D JQ1LIJ]_,?,_@ill&Y{~; rebeccag@atg.wa.gov; dzl!lMl?J:enturytel.net; mmc@smithaUJng,com; 
morgane@smithalling.com; jeffzink@centurytel.net; vhernandez@aclu-wa.o_rg; sfqgg@corrcronin.com; 

dedwar~:L~@ .. <::orrcronin.corn 

Cc: £!!lY@ a mym !:!:th Ia W..&..O m; .~J!;L~!iL~J@£illi,.YVa.:.£OV 
Subject: 90413-8- John Doe A, et al. v. Washington State Patrol, et al. 
Importance: High 

Counsel: 

Attached is a copy of the Order Striking Oral Argument issued on this date in the above 
referenced case. Please consider this as the original for you.r files, a copy will not be sent by 
regular mail. When filing documents by email with this Court, please use the main email 
address at surJ..rerrJ:e(a)cpurts. yl_a. go12 

Office/Case Manager 
Washington State Supreme Court 
lisa. bausch@courts. wa .gov 
360-357-2071 
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