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I. INTEREST OF AMICI CURIAE 

The interests of the three organizations joining as amicus curiae in 

this brief· are described in the motion for leave to participate as amici 

which accompanies this brief 

II. ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED BY AMICI 

Whether a court should be required to conduct an :inquiry into an 

appellant's ability to pay before ordering an appellant to pay costs of 

appeal. 

III. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Amici rely on the facts set forth in the brief of the appellant. 

IV. ARGUMENT 

A. APPELLATE COURTS SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO 
INQUIRE INTO AN APPELLANT'S ABILITY TO PAY 
BEFORE ORDERING COSTS OF APPEAL. 

Should the Court find that granting an Anders brief may result h1 

the State beh1g the substantially prevailh1g party on appeal, thus allowh1g 

the court to impose costs on the appellant, it should find that an appellate 

court must engage in an inquiry into the appellant's ability to pay before 

requirh1g that he or she pay costs. 

Washh1gton's legal financial obligation (LFO) scheme is broken, 

in large part, because courts often impose both trial and appellate LFOs on 
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indigent defendants without first determining that they have or will have 

an ability to pay them. This occurs either because comis, by statute, 

cannot examine a defendant's ability to pay with regards to some LFOs, or 

fail to meaningfully consider a defendant's ability to pay where they are 

required to do so. See RCW 10.73.160 (appellate cost statute); State v. 

Blazina, 182 Wn.2d 827, 838, 344 P.3d 680 (2015) (boilerplate language 

in judgment and sentence did not constitute sufi1cient inquiry into 

defendant's ability to pay). When a meaningful inquiry does not occur 

prior to the imposition of an LFO, indigent defendants are burdened with 

unpayable debts and face a myriad of serious collateral consequences that 

further entrench their poverty and impede successfhl rehabilitation. This 

Court recently helped rectify this problem by clarifying the analysis 

sentencing courts must engage in when determining whether a defendant 

will be ordered to pay costs. Blazina, 182 Wn.2d at 839 (record must 

reflect that the sentencing court made an individualized inquiry into the 

defendant's ability to pay before imposing discretionary costs). 

The LFO scheme is also broken because, in practice, constitutional 

and statutory safeguards offer few to no protections to indigent 

defendants. These include safeguards against incarceration and the ability 

to seek waiver of costs. See Bearden v. Georgia, 461 U.S. 660, 668, 103 S. 

Ct. 2064 (1983) (court may not incarcerate a defendant for failing to pay 
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LFOs if the failure to pay is due solely to the defendant's indigence); State 

v. Blank, 131 Wn.2d 230, 241, 930 P.2d 1213 (1997) (upholding the 

constitutionality of appellate cost statute, in part, because defend~nt could 

not be incarcerated for failure to pay unless the violation was intentional); 

RCW 10.73. 160(4) (allowing a defendant to seek remission of costs). 

We seek to have this Court reexamine Washington's broken LFO 

system with regards to appellate costs, reconsider Blank in light of 

Blazina, and fmd that fah·ness, equity and justice require courts of appeal 

to analyze an appellant's ability to pay before imposing appellate costs. 

1. Legal Financial Obligations in ·washington State 

Washington municipal, district, superior, and appellate courts are 

authorized to order that a convicted defendant pay LFOs. RCW 

36.110.020; RCW 9.94A.030(31); RCW 10.73.160. LFOs may be 

discretionary or mandatory; most are discretionary, including most costs. 

Under Washington's general discretionary cost recoupment statute, 

several conditions must be met before costs may be imposed on a 

defendant. RCW 10.01.160. Conditions h1clude the following: costs may 

only be imposed on a convicted defendant; the court may only impose 

costs if the defendant "is or will be able to pay them;" and a defendant 

who is ordered to pay costs must have the opportunity at any time to 

petition the court for a remission of the costs if the costs create a manifest 
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hardship. Id. Furthermore, the defendant cannot be incarcerated for failure 

to pay if the non-payment was not willful. See State v. Curry, 118 Wn.2d 

911, 915, 829 P.2d166 (1992); see also e.g., Fuller v. Oregon, 417 U.S. 

40, 94 S. Ct. 2116 (1974) (upholding constitutionality of an Oregon cost 

recoupment statute because it contained safeguards making payment 

conditional). These safeguards, when applied together, protect against the 

"oppressive application" of costs. State v. Hess, 86 Wn.2d 51, 53, 541 

P.2d 1222 (1975). This is particularly true for indigent defendants. 

Washington appellate courts are also authorized to impose costs. 

RCW 10.73 .160. However, the appellate cost recoupment statute includes 

only two of the conditions included in the general cost recoupment statute: 

costs may only be imposed on "an adult convicted of an offense;" and a 

defendant who has been ordered to pay appellate costs may at any time 

petition the sentencing court for a remission of the costs. I d. Additionally, 

as with the general cost recoupment statute, a defendant cannot be 

incarcerated for failing to pay appellate costs unless the failure to pay is 

willful. Blank, 131 Wn.2d at 230. Unlike the general cost recoupment 

statute, there is no requirement in the appellate cost statute requiring 

courts to consider the defendant's ability to pay before imposing costs. I d. 

"Appellate costs shall be requested in accordance with the procedures 

contained in Title 14 of the rules of appellate procedure." RCW 10.73.160. 
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Under Title 14, appellate costs will be awm·ded to the party that 

substantially prevails on review. RAP 14.2; State v. Nolan, 141 Wn.2d 

620, 8 P.3d 300 (2000); see also City of Spokane v. Ward, 122 Wn.App. 

40, 44, 92 P .3d 787 (2004) (statute providing discretion to court to order 

costs of appeal prevails over rule requiring coqrt to impose costs of appeal 

because judgment to pay costs affects substantive rights). Once imposed, 

the appellate costs become a part of the trial court judgment and sentence 

and are added to any preexisting obligations. RCW 10.73.160(3). 

2. Washington's LFO system is broken 

For the past several years, Washington has come under increasing 

public scrutiny for imposing a debt system that plmishes poor defendants. 

See In for a Penny: The Rise a./America's New Debtor's Prisons, 

American Civil Liberties Union (2010) (national report including 

Washington as one of five states with problematic LFO policies and 

practices); Katherine Beckett, Alexes Hm·ds & Heather Evans, The 

Assessment and Consequences ofLegal Financial Obligations in 

Washington State, Wash. Minority and Justice Comm'n (2008); Roopal 

Patel and Meghna Phillip, Criminal Justice Debt: A Toolkitfor Action, 

Brennan Center for Justice (2012) (national report referencing 

Washington's LFO problems); Modern-Day Debtors' Prisons: How 

Court-Imposed Debts Punish Poor People in Washington, ACLU of 
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Washington and Columbia Legal Services (2014) (examining the negative 

impact LFO policies and practices have on poor defendants). In a recent 

decision, this Court cited some ofthese reports and concluded that 

Washington has a "broken" LFO system, specifically referencing a 

number ofthe problematic consequences Washington's LFO system 

creates for indigent defendants. Blazina, 182 ·wn.2d at 835-36. 

These consequences apply with equal force on the poor regardless 

of whether the LFOs are imposed by a trial court or an appellate court. In 

fact, once imposed, there is no way to distinguish between trial court and 

appellate court LFOs because once appellate costs are imposed, they are 

added to the existing LFOs for that cause number and thus subject to the 

same statutory conditions. RCW 10,73, 160(3 ). 

Most of these consequences are immediate and harsh and occur 

before sanctions fbr non-payment are ever sought. It is now well 

understood that defendants who receive LFOs incur a mandatmy interest 

penalty on their LFOs of 12 percent per year from the date of judgment. 

RCW 10.82.090; State v. Claypool, 111 Wn. App. 473, 476, 45 P.3d 609 

(2002). Thus, a person's LFOs will accrue interest during the entire period 

of incarceration, when he likely will have little or nothing to contribute 
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toward repayment. 1 If his appeal is denied during this period, and the court 

imposes appellate costs, he will see thousands of dollars in principal added 

to the existing LFOs which will also accrue interest at 12 percent per year. 

And appellate costs can be significantly higher than trial court 

discretionary costs. For example, in Mr. Stump's case, the appellate court, 

which was not required to consider his ability to pay, imposed $3,024 in 

costs, primarily consisting of the cost of appointed counsel ($2,692), while 

the trial court, which was required to consider his ability to pay, imposed 

only $100 in discretionary costs (the $100 crime lab fee). See Stump Cost 

Bill, Appendix A at 1; Stump Judgment and Sentence, Appendix B at 7; 

RCW 43.43.690. The $3,024 in appellate costs is much higher than the 

average fee and fme imposed by Spokane County and Washington State 

trial courts. See Beckett, et.al., supra at 90 (sample set of cases showing 

average fee and fme imposed in Spokane County totaled $951; average fee 

and fine statewide totaled $1406). 

Following release, interest continues to accrue, debts multiply, and 

the time for repayment grows. See In For a Penny, supra, at 68. 

Additionally, the individual will be reentering society with a new or 

L See Peter Wagner, The Prisoner Index: Taking Pulse qf the Crime Control Industry, 
Prison Policy Initiative (2003), available at: 
prisonpolicy.org/pdsonindex/prisonlabor.html (minimum wages for state prisoners, in 
dollars per day for non-industry work average $0.93; maximum wages paid to prisoners 
by the state averages $4.73 per clay). 
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additional criminal conviction and often times, a limited education, which 

creates significant limitations on ·future employment prospects and one's 

ability to pay LFOs. See Alicia Bannon, Mit ali N agrecha & Rebekah 

Diller, Criminal Justice Debt: A Barrier to Reentry, Brennan Center for 

Justice (2010) at 4 (nearly 65 percent of persons incarcerated in the U.S. 

did not receive a high school diploma; 70 percent of prisoners function at 

the lowest literacy levels); Jolm Schmitt and Kris Warner, Ex~o.ff'enders in 

the Labor Market, Center for Economic and Policy Research (2010) at 2 

(stating that a felony conviction or time in prison makes individuals 

significantly less employable); Dan Satterberg and Brady Walkinshaw, 

Inmates Rewentering Society Should Not Face L(fetime Barriers to Work, 

The Seattle Times, (Feb. 16, 2015) (in Washington, a criminal conviction 

bars obtaining occupational licenses in a number of professions such as 

barbering, nursing, and commercial fishing). 

A person with a criminal conviction is also more likely to have a 

substance abuse problem or a physical or mental disability that precludes 

employment, and is also more likely to be forced into a tenuous housing 

situation. See Behind Bars II: Substance Abuse and America's Prison 

Population, National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse at 

Columbia University (2010) at 25-26 (of the 2.3 million inmates in the 

nation's prisons, 1.5 million meet the DSM-IV medical criteria for 
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substance abuse or addiction; 32.9% of inmates have a mental health 

disorder); Batman, et. a!., supra at 4 (between 15-27 percent of prisoners 

expect to live in homeless shelters upon release). 

These factors contribute to present and future indigence, and a 

defendant whose indigence continues is unlikely to see his or her LFO 

debt disappear or even signi:ficat1tly diminish. Although Washington 

allows for the waiver or reduction of interest, an indigent defendant will 

not be eligible for this relief because, in most circumstances, payment is a 

prerequisite to receiving a waiver. RCW 10.82.090. The passage of time 

also will not provide any relief because the court's jurisdiction to collect 

LFOs does not expire until the LFOs are paid in full. RCW 9.94A.760(4) 

(for an offense conm1itted on or after July 1, 2000, the court retains 

jurisdiction over the offender with respect to LFOs, until the LFOs are 

completely satisfied). 

This results in an indigent defendant being constantly under the 

threat of additional punishment or subjected to regulru· supervision and 

review by the court because of non~payment. If no term of incarceration is 

ordered or if the term of confuq;ement has ended, the individual is required 

to make a monthly payment towards the LFOs as a condition of sentence. 

RCW 9.94A.760(10). Failure to pay can start an unending chain of events 

that further marginalizes · the defendant. The court may issue an arrest 
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warrant, and upon arrest, the individual may sit ii1 jail awaiting a hearing 

to show cause for why he should not be sanctioned. See RCW 9.94B.040; 

RCW 9.94A.6333; RCW 1 0.01.180. An arrest may also create new LFOs 

that compound the existing debt, See RCW 10.01.160 (authorizing costs of 

up to $1 00 for serving a warrant for failure to appear). 

If the court fmds that the failure to pay is willful, it can incarcerate 

the defendant for up to 60 clays in the county jail per violation. RCW 

9.94B.040; RCW 9.94A.6333. And although the Constitution precludes 

the jailing of an indigent defendant, see Bearden, 461 U.S. at 668, given 

the limited guidance as to what constitutes ''willfulness," it is not 

uncommon in practice for indigent defendants to end up behind bars for 

their failure to pay. See M'odern Day Debtors' Prison, supra. This may 

occur irrespective of whether the individual failed to pay LFOs imposed 

by the sentencing or appellate court. 

Even when incarceration or other criminal sanctions are not used to 

enforce collection, there are a number of civil collection processes that the 

state utilizes to collect unpaid LFOs. See State v. Wiens, 77 Wn. App. 651, 

654, 894 P.2d 569 (1995) (authorizing wage garnislm1ent for collection of 

LFOs); RCW 9.94A.7602 (orders of payroll deduction); 9.94A.7606 

(orders to withhold and deliver); 9.94A.7701 (wage assignments); RCW 
\ 

19.16.500 (allowing courts to contract with private collection agencies for 
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collection of LFOs, and charge the defendant a "reasonable" fee of up to 

50% of the outstanding balance upon assignment to the collection agency). 

In short, absent an ability to pay analysis, an indigent defendant 

can see his or her life ruined by the imposition of discretionary LFOs. 

3. Remission is not an adequate replacement for an ability to pay 
analysis 

A constitutional cost recoupment scheme must include a 

meaningful opportunity for the defendant to seek remission of costs. See 

Fuller v. Oregon, 417 U.S. at 45 (upholding the constitutionality of a cost 

recoupment statute, in part, because defendant who received costs could at 

any time petition court for remission of costs); Olson v. James, 603 F.2d 

150, 155 (lOtli Cir. 1979) (a convicted person on whom an obligation to 

repay has been imposed ought at any time to be able to petition the court 

for remission ofthe payment of costs). 

Washington's appellate cost recoupment statute allows the 

sentencing court to remit costs if payment of the costs will impose a 

manifest hardship on the defendant or the defendant's immediate family. 

RCW 10.73.160(4). This Court held that it is constitutionally permissible 

for an appellate court to order an indigent defendant to pay costs of appeal, 

in part, because a remission provision exists. State v. Blank, 131 Wn.2d at 
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230 (because of the remission provision, RCW 10.73.160 "contemplates 

the constitutionally required inquiry into ability to pay."). 

In theory, the remission process acLthorized under RCW 10.73.160 

offers some protection to indigent defendants against the requirement to 

pay for costs they cannot afford. However, in practice, the process is often 

meaningless and flawed, and rarely provides indigent defendants with the 

relief allowed for by statute. These flaws are numerous; consequently 

remission is not an adequate substitute for an "ability to pay" analysis 

prior to the imposition of appellate costs. 

The primary flaw is that a different standard applies when costs are 

sought than when remission of costs is considered. If appellate courts were 

required to use. the same pre~ imposition ability to pay analysis that was 

upheld as constitutional in Fuller (and the same analysis that is currently 

required in Washington's general cost recoupment statute), then a more 

stringent standard would apply at the time a court determines whether to 

impose appellate costs than when the court decides whether to remit 

appellate costs. Using the general costs standard, the appellate court would 

be required to determine whether the defendant "is or will be able to pay" 

the costs prior to imposing them. See Fuller, 417 U.S. at 45. Furthermore, 

this inquiry would have to be individualized. Blazina, 182 Wn.2cl at 839. 
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To determine whether a defendant is, at present, able to pay, the 

court must examine the "financial resources of the defendant and the 

nature of the burden that costs will impose." Fuller, 417 U.S. at 43. In 

determining the "will be able to pay" component of the inquity, the court 

--· 

should look at whether the defendant has the foreseeable ability to pay the 

costs. Id. at 53. Additionally, if a Blazina analysis is applied, the court 

would also be required to use the indigency standards in GR 34 in 

determining the defendant's ability to pay appellate costs. Blazina, 182 

Wn.2d at 838. While the court retains some discretion to determine ability 

to pay, in part because of its ability to examine the defendant's future 

ability to pay, the analysis is fairly clear and structured- if the defendant 

meets the guidelines of GR 34, then the court "should seriously question 

that person's ability to pay LFOs." Blazina, 182 Wn.2d at 839. 

The standard used at a remission hearing is far more vague and 

undefined. At remission, the court is only looking at whether the costs 

impose a manifest hardship on the defendant. RCW 10.73 .160( 4). 

However, neither Washington appellate decisions nor statute provides any 

guidance on what "manifest hardship" means or how to demonstrate it to 

the court, putting indigent defendants at a tremendous disadvantage. This 

lack of guidance thus confers complete discretion to the court in 

determining whether manifest hmdship exists. A court also has complete 
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discretion to grant relief even when it finds that the costs impose a 

manifest hardship. RCW 10.73.160(4) (court may remit costs ifit is 

satisfied that the costs will impose manifest hardship) (emphasis added). 

Thus, a "manifest hardship" requirement does not contemplate the 

constitutionally required inquiry into ability to pay, Blank, 131 at 242; 

rather, it is a different standard that is in complete conflict with a standard 

that requires an inquiry into one's ability to pay prior to imposing costs. 

In addition to the different standards that apply, a defendant's 

access to representation also differs between the time appellate costs are 

sought and when remission of those costs occurs. Many indigent 

defendants will still be represented by counsel at the time the State seeks 

to collect appellate costs D:om the defendant, and object to the State's 

request for costs. In fact, this is what happened in Mr. Stump's case 

despite the court's granting of his counsel's motion to withdraw. Appellate 

counsel is more flt than a pro se defendant to effectively put forth 

evidence of the defendant's past, present, and fllture ability to pay, and 

other factors that are relevant to whether costs should be imposed. 

At a remission hearing, the defendant does not have a right to 

counsel. Furthermore, indigent defendants are unlikely to have the 

resources to hh·e counsel to represent them at remission hearings-· if they 
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did, they would not be seeking remission. As a result, most defendants 

proceed prose with little to no idea of what they must prove to the court. 

Equally troubling is that remission is only available to defendants 

who know the process exists. See Beckett, et. a!., supra at 59 (stating that 

the remission process is unclear to many defendants with LFOs). Courts 

and clerks' offices rarely, if ever, provide defendants with any notice that 

they can seek remission at a later date. As a result, in most scenarios, an 

indigent defendant must 1) learn that a remission process exists under 

statute; 2) know how to ±1le a motion with the court; 3) gather all evidence 

necessary to present to the court regarding his or her fmancial situation; 

and 4) take a guess at what "manifest hardship" means and whether he or 

she meets that undefmed standard. Absent knowledge of the process, they 

will suffer the burdens of their LFOs, which could include incarceration. 

These problems and resulting consequences could be eliminated early in 

the process if the court conducted a meaningful ability to pay analysis. 

I 

4. The Court should revisit its holding in Blank and recognize the 
importance of a pre-imposition ability to pay inquiry. 

This Court in Blank upheld the constitutionality of Washington's 

appellate cost recoupment statute which allows the court to impose costs 

on an indigent defendant without first inquiring into his or her ability to 

pay. Blank, 131 Wn.2d at 242. The Court stated the relevant time to 
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inquire into ability to pay "is at the point of collection and when sanctions 

are sought." !d. It further held that the absence of an ability to pay 

requirement does not chill defendants' constitutional right to appeal, in 

part, because a defendant's ability to pay must be assessed before 

sanctions are entered. Blank, 131 Wn.2cl at 247. In doing so, it did not 

fully recognize the importance of the pre-imposition ability to pay analysis 

discussed in Fuller; it also did not contemplate that constitutional 

safeguards that protect indigent defendants are often meaningless in 

practice, thus creating damaging results fbr indigent defendants long 

before sanctions are sought. 

In upholding the constitutionality of a cost recoupment statute, the 

Fuller Court placed great importance on the consideration of a defendant's 

ability to pay at sentencing. Under the recoupment statute at issue in 

Fuller, the requirement to pay costs was never mandatory. Fuller, 417 U.S 

at 44; see also RCW 10.01.160. Only a defendant who was indigent at the 

time of sentencing, but who foreseeably had the ability to pay at a later 

time could be ordered to repay costs. Puller, 417 U.S. at 45. To make this 

determination, it was necessary that the sentencing court conduct a 

meaningf-ul inquiry into the defendant's ability to pay. The only way a 

defendant could avoid costs is if his or her indigence was unlikely to end. 

I d. Accordingly, the Oregon statute was constitutional because it was, 
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ld. 

[C]arefully designed to ensure that only 
those who actually become capable of 
repaying the state will ever be obliged to do 
so. Those who remain indigent or for whom 
repayment would work a "manifest 
hardship' are forever exempt fl:om any 
obligation to repay. 

Such a scheme does not unnecessarily burden indigent defendants 

with debts they will never be able to pay. Prior to Blank, Washington 

courts followed Fuller and similarly reco gnizecl the importance of an 

ability to pay analysis before costs are imposed. See State v. Curry, 118 

Wn.2d at 915 (citing State v. Barklincl, 87 Wn.2d 814, 557 P.2d 314 

(1976)). Blank, on the other hand, only recognizes the importance of an 

ability to pay analysis when it is often too late to tmclo the damage created 

by the imposition ofLFOs. Blank, 131 Wn.2d at 242. 

The Fuller approach promotes sound legal and public policy, 

whereas placing a repayment obligation on a person who lacks no present 

or future ability to pay defies common sense- and promotes debtors' 

prisons and the broken LFO system. See Blazina, 182 Wn.2d at 837 ("the 

state cannot collect money from defendants who cmmot pay, which 

obviates one of the reasons to impose LFOs."). 

Furthermore, when the state seeks to collect and enforce payment 

of appellate costs from a population that lacks any ability to pay, it 

significantly impedes an indigent defendant's rehabilitation a11cl successful 
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community reintegration- two goals the state seeks to promote through its 

criminal justice policies - and results in a significant waste of the state's 

time and resources - two goals the state seeks to avoid through its fiscal 

policies. This approach serves no incentive. It only saddles the indigent 

with additional unpayable debts and keeps them tethered to the criminal 

justice system, thus giving the impression that the state and courts are 

comfortable criminalizing poverty by punishing individuals and their 

families simply because they are too poor to pay. 

Additionally, requiring an ability to pay analysis does not confer a 

financial advantage on indigent defendants over non~indigent defendants. 

See State's Supplemental Brie±: at 14. If this Court were to find that an 

appellate court must consider a defendant's ability to pay prior to 

imposing the costs of appeal, and adopt the ability to pay scheme upheld 

as constitutional in Fuller and utilized under RCW 10.01.160, courts 

would be required to analyze the defendant's present and future ability to 

pay. Fuller, 417 U.S. at 46; RCW 10.01.160(3). This requirement creates 

strong safeguards against an indigent defendant receiving an advantage 

over a non-indigent defendant because it does not preclude the court from 

imposing costs of appeal on an indigent defendant; it only forecloses the 

imposition of costs on an indigent defendant whose indigence is unlikely 

to encl. Those with any foreseeable future ability to pay would not escape 
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appellate costs unless their indigence does not end and they are able to 

access relief through a meaningful remission process. Under these 

ciroumst~mces, all currently indigent defendants would be deterred from 

bringing :fi·ivolous appeals because the court could still flnd future ability 

to pay. In fact, even in Mr. Stump's case, there is no guarantee that he will 

escape costs of appeal if an ability to pay analysis is required. 

Fuller and pre-Blank case law in Washington is n9t the only source 

of support for an ability to pay analysis at sentencing. Local and national 

recommendations for LFO reform should also persuade this court to 

reconsider its decision in Blank. Advocates and experts have persistently 

recommended that courts be required to conduct meaningful pre~ 

imposition ability to pay inquiries. See Patel & Phillip, supra at 13 

(recommending states adopt up-front determination of defendant's ability to 

pay prior to imposition of fees and fines); In For a Penny, supra at 11 

(recommending that courts be required to consider ability to pay when 

determining whether to assess LFOs). 

V. CONCLUSION 

The LFO world has changed dramatically since Blank was decided. 

Since then, courts have become aware of the many unfair burdens that 

LFOs create for indigent defendants prior to incarceration, and the 

safeguards that are needed to protect those defendants from unjust 
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outcomes. Accordingly, in the interest of public policy, we respectfully 

request that this Honorable Court find that Washington courts have a duty 

to consider a defendant's ability to pay prior to imposing costs of appeal. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 14th day of December, 2015. 
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JN TfiE COURT OF AJ?PEALS O:F THE STATE OF WASI-DNGTON 
DIVISION III 

STATE OF WASHINGTON, ) 

v. 
CURTIS G. STUMP, 

Respondent, ) 

) 

) COST BILL 

Appellant, ) 
~~==~===·~~-~·#~==~==~·~====~~====~~-~=--=-=·===========-~-~•m-=~-====-==4 

Steven J, Tucket\ Prosecuting Attorney for Spokane Cot:mty,, Washington, by hi.s 
deputy, Andrew J. Metts, respondent, asks that the foLlowmg costs be awarded: 

1. 
2, 
3. 
4. 

Preparation ofBl'ief of Respondent (3 pages@ $2.00 each) 
Prepamtion ofClerk's Papers 
Cost o:f Court Apj)Ointed Counsel 
Cost of Report ofP1·oceedings 

TOTAL COSTS 

$ 6.00 
46.50 

2,692.00 
280.00 

The above items are expenses allowed as costs by RAP 14.3 and RCW 10.73.160, 
reasonable expenses actually incurred, and ~easonably necessary for review. App~l,lunt sho·uld pay 
Item one to the Spokane Cotmty Prosecu.tmg Attomey's OftTce and the remammg 1tems to the 
Office of Public Defense (Lnc!Jgent Defense Fund), . · · · 

I certify u:nde1• penalty of perjtn•y undr~1· tho laws of the 
State of Washington that 011 September 113, 2014, I e
mailed a copy o£ this Cost Bill to David L. Donnan, 
u.1:to1•ney for the defendant at david@washnpp.ol'g 
p\\l'suant to the pal'ties' agi'eement. 
Dated thi.~ ~ clay of ..ful_ptembBl'. 2011 
/:lpokaM, Wf:, __ ,~ . .!42t:h~,(,w, 

(Plncc) (Signatmo) 

.• tr4'' 

COST BILL ·1 

ST'EVEN J, TUCKER 
Prosecuting Attorn.ey 

Andrew J, Metts, WSB # . 78 
DeputyJ>J'osecuftng Attomey 

·" 



SPOKANE COUNTY PROSECUTOR 

Septernb<:w 18, 201.4- 10:36 AM 
Tnmsmit:t<ll L.ette1· 

Document Uploaded: 

Case Name: 

Cou1·t of Appeals Case Numbt:r: 

Party Respn~sented: 

Is This a PcYsonal Restraint Petition? 

Type of Document be.lng l~lled: 

~~) D.eslgnatlon of Clerk's Papers 

CJ Statement of Arrangements 

[] Motion:_ 

[j Response/Reply to Motion: __ 

[] Brief 

3201.54-Stump • 320154 "CostBIII.pdf 

State of Washington v CUitls G Stump 

3;201..5·4 
Respondent 

Tr!DI Court County: ·- • Superlol' Court# 13·:LM0222lw5 

!:i] Statement of Additional Authol'ltles 

[] Affidavit of Attorney Fees 

liJ Cost Bill 

G} Objection to Cost Bill 

[J Affidavit 

CJ Letter 

[ ] 
Electronic Copy of Verbatim Repo1·t of Pmceedlngs • No. of VoiLirnes: _ 

,;;.;; Hearing Date(s): -··-

L,J Personal Restraint Petition (PRP) 

[] Response to Personal Restraint Petition 

[} Reply to Response to Personal R'~stralnt Petition 

t.::,J Other: __ _ 

Comments: 
:[, .. ~:~;~~.;~:~::;;~~=:~":;;~;;J~"·"'-"u"'""'M'~"·"''"'""'•"'.''"'"'·''"·""'"'"'"""''""'"''"'"''",'"""''~""·'~·''«"'""'".''"''"'""""'~'""~"''"'"""'""·"'"'""""""""""''""'"1 
· V.lll\'l<'l-ll.',..,.,..it<Lo~o<..t-11.:.1,.:.1:.>;t~d'~~i\·b:,w>t<I"I/.,\Tn"O.:.;.J~I~U~'o'lilili'~;~,;~,ulil;o$;./tl"~;tJ,<~~Uo<~'ll•~'llo\~"'))~i'.l1,if.lM:•I>t•IJ.l.WJ<Ol'lll.kUtoOJ~1<\til,)l~lli.~O";,,-,;uMVi0\-4..:.1.W:•\I\~;W'MM~~,.!~I.'j;:~.U.... 
Pl'oof or scrvic.o is nttachod nnd an em nil service by ugeeement. hus been made to dnvld@washapp.org and scpaappoals@spokanocounty.~)rg. 
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SUPEI~IOR COURT OF WASHINGTON 
COUNTY OF SPOKANE 
STATE OF WASHING1'0N ) 

) 
Plaintiff, ) 

) 
v, ) 

) 
CURTIS GUY S'fUMP ) 
WM 02/16/65 ) 

) 
Defendant. ) 

) 
SID: 012424445 ) 

) 

PA# 13·9·495'11~0 
RPT# 002-13~0201.846 

FILED 
ocr 1 s zot3 

'l'H(>MA$ H. rA~l..QUIST 
8POI\AN~ COUNTY OLCIAK 

I~CW 69.50.4013(1}-F (#56640) · 
FELONY 1JUDGMIENT AND SENTENCE (FJS) 
Drug Offender Sentencing Alternative 

[ ] Clerk's Action Roquirodf para 2:1, 3.2., 4.1, 4 .. 3, 
4.7,6.2, 5.3, l:t5and 5.1 
[ I DefGnd~nt us<1d Motor Vehicle 
[ l ,Juvenilij Decline [ 1 Mandati',lry [ ] Discretionary 

I. Hearing 
1,1 TM court oonduoted a sentencing hearing thl$ date; the. defendant, the defendant's 

lawyer and the (deputy) pr'OS(-;JCUtinbl attorney were present. 

11. Findings 
2.1 Currant Offenses: The defendant Is guilty of the following offenses, based wpon 

~9triit~lrut~~~...:. [ ']jury verdict (date) ___ [ x] b<·mch trial (date) ~/16/13: 

Count No.: I 

Clt1aa: FA (Felony·A), FB {F~)Iony-8), FC (Felony·C) 

to the Information 



v'ORf<ING copy·- ' 
( ., 

The defendant Is a drug offendet· who ls eligible ·for the drug offendersentencrng altematlve ar'd 
the court determines that the sentencing altetnatlve Is appropriate. RCW 9.94A660 

The jury returned a €lpecial verdict or the coun made;; ::l special finding wlth regard to the 
following: 
GV [ ] For the cr·lme(s) charged In Count·--·-~ domestic vlolonce was pled .and 

proved. f-{CW 1 0.99.02.0. 
r l 

[ ] 

[ l 

[)t: 

[ J 

[ ] 

( l 

[ ] 

( J 

[ J 

2. 

Count w·'"'""~--·-··' Violation o·f Uw Uiti,fotTn Contl·ollod 
Sub$tances Act (VUCSA}, RCW 69.50.40'1 and HCW 69.!50.435 took. place In a school, 
school bus, within '1000 feet of the perimeter of a school ground~ or within ·1000 feet of a 
school bus route stop deslgnatt7CI by the school dl~itt:lot; or In m public park, In a public 
transit vehicle, or public transit stop shelter; or It\ br within '1000 feet of the perimeter of 
a civic center der3ignated as a drug~free zone by a local govern.rr1ent authority, or In a 
pub He housing p1·oject desi~Jnated by a local governing authority a:s a drug-free zone. 
In Count----·--- the. defendant committed a robbery of a~ pharmacy as defined In 
RCW 18.64.01 1(2'1), HCW 9.94A. __ , 
The defendant committed a crime lnvoMn~; the mt.JmJfaoture of methamphetamine 
Including Its salts, Isomers, and ~~alts of isomers~ when a juvaniiG was pres ant in or 
upon the pram1ses ofmanufacttu·e ih Count(e) ~· F<CW 9.94A..605, 
RCW 69.50A01, RCW' 69.50A40. 
The defendant has a chemical defHlndencythat lias contributed to the offense($). 
ROW ·e.94A.607, 
Count --~~-is a criminal stl'~ot gang-related felony offense in which the 
defendant compensated, threatened; or solicited a minor In order to Involve. that minor in 
the oornmlsslon of the offense; RCW 9.94A.8~~3. 
Count----~---- is the crime of unlawful.ponsession of a firearm and the 
defendant was a criminal stroat gang member oras~wciate when the defendant 
committed the crime. HOW 9.94A.'l02, 9.94A829. 
Count~·. .. , -~-is a felony in tile cornmlsslon of which the defendant used a 
motor vehicle. RCW 46.20.285 
Count .. - ____ --~---- lnvolv~l$ attempting to elude a pollee vehicle and during the 
commission of the crime the defendant. ·<~ndangerGJ~d one or more persons other than the 
defendant or the pursuing law enforcement officer. RCW 9.94A.834. 
Counts .-.. .. --·--·encompass. the earne crlmlnal conduct and count as one crime 
In determining the offender ecora (HCW 9.94A.589) 
Oth.ar currant corwictions listad undet• different causa numbers used In 
calculating the oi~ronder scot·e< are (list offense and causa number): 

*DV: Domastlc"Vlolence was"pT(;d an~ proved':........ ·-····-·-·~·-····· .. ___ ._,,_ 
[ ] Additional current convictions listed under different cause liumbers used In calculating 

the offender score are r.1ttachad in Appencllx 2.1 b. · 

JUDGML:NT .A"NO SENTENCE (J ~~r~~--·--.. -·-........... -·--------~·--................ -... ··--PAai:.i2~ 
(Drug Offender Santench1g Alternative) 
(RCW 9.94A.500, 9.94A.505)(WPF Cl~ 84.0400 Crl2013}) 

!d 
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2.2 Criminal Histor·y: (HCW 9.94A.o25}: 

"'DV: Dorr1estic Violence was rk~d and proved, 

Additional criminal history Ia sttached In Appendix 2.2 [ ] 
I J The defendant commill!:)d a current off<mse while on oomrmmity placement/community 

custody (adcJs onr;) poi:1t to scot•e). HCW 9.94A.52{5. 
[ J The prio1· convictions lis led as numbel'(S) ·------·above, or In appendix 2.2, are 

one offenee fol' purpose(~ of deterrninln.g tli~ offender score (RCW 9.94A525). 
[ l The pl'lor convictions listed as m1mb1~r(s) ~above, orin appendix 2.2, are 

not counted as points but as enhancements pursuant to RCW 46.6•1 .620: 

2.3 SENTENCIN<.~ DATA: 
'~.-.-.~~~r,:;;r~, 

Standard Range 
(not IM<:Iudlog Gr\11aMomonls) 

:.- . :;;-!:.. 

CTNO Offender Serlou~r : ... ;s 
Score l.evel 

Z:- (p 
::£'::.?:.~~ .. ~~-·~-i"" 

~-----.. ·-r--~ ··~···-

PI u.s 
enhance·· 
ments" 

Total 
Stand~:u·d 
[·lange 
(lncludlnn 
Mi1UI1e<lrnanM 

Maximum 
Term 

~,!Q:t:..-'"::: 

' 
'-.~,_,_-. 'mtl'tl~rnt<f;;an::~:t .. J>.tt."ii.'!;.'ftt~rr.m:~~·""'""""''d , • ...,...........tt.;;;l;llO=·~""';=:~~· ~~"'\"""'==..:::;!~ 

"(V) VUCSA ln a prot<»ct~d :Zl;l\\, (RPh) Robbt.\ry of~ phtll'tMcy, (JP) Juvm'lli!'l pt'<JMntj (CSG) crhnlnal 
strGet gang involving minOr', (i·.i~) ertdunganmmtwhila attampt!nuto olucle, 

[ ] Additional current offr::r1:;e sentencing dat~1ln Appendix 2.3·. 

2.4 [ ] !Exceptio mil ::,;c:ntance: The Court finds aubstantlaJ and compelling reasons that 
justify an excc;;'ional st~ntence: 
[ J below tho st~mdard range for Count{s).~--· 
[ J above the standard range for Count(s) ~--· 

[ J The dek:ndant and etate stipulate thatjustlcels bast served by imposition 
of the exc(•"tional sentence above t~le ~~tandard range and the court finds the 

JUOGM5N1' AND SENTSNCE '(i.s)···~--.. ---··~···-· .. --.~-·---.. ···-·-·--......... *······· 
(Drug Offender Sontoncing Alt·::matlve) 
(RCW 9.94A.500. 9.94A..f305)(Wi'i: CR 134.0400 (7!2013)) 



, •. 

axceptlor: .. : sentence furthers and is consistent with the interests of justice 
and the pwnoses of the sentencing reform act. 
[ ] .Aggro .. .~'.ing factors were [ ] gtipul!iltad by the defendant, [ l found by the 
court aftc: . ·,e defendant waived jury trial, r l found by jury by special 
interrClgalc: ;. 

J within the ~,~:~mdard rang<:l for Count(s) ...... --.,~ ... ~--· but served 
consec:uti'ir ly to Coutlt(s) ~-~ .. -·----· 

Findin~JS of f<:h:~ and conclusions of law are attached In Appendix 2.4. [ ] Jury's 
speclt111nterro~;atory Is attached. The Prosecuting Attorney ( J did [ ] did not 
recommend z: :rnllar sente·JnC(:). 

2.5 Legal Financial Obli .;atlonsiR:elf~titutlon, The court hHe considered the total!iltflount 
owing, the defendont' ·. present and future abl11ty to pay legal financial obligations, 
Including the defend,::~:'s financial resources and the likelihood that the defendant's 
status will change. T' , court makes the following specific flndinga:: 
[ ] The fol.lovvln~J ·.<lraordlnary circumstances exist tha1t trHake restitution 

lnapproprl&1tr; 'CW 9.94A7Ga): ~--~w--··-~~------~--·~ 

[ ] The o0f·endr,; ~asTIW pre~;ent m"6'ru1'st0~)iiYCQ8ts of ilieat:Cerat!o·n~RCW -"~ 
9,94A.760. 

2.6 Felony Fit·aarrn OtL:: !er Reglsto·ation. The defendant committed a felony firearm 
offense as defined ii\, :..::.we.-,41.010. 
[ ] The court co: i Jered the following factors: 

I 1 the ck. . 1dant'$ criminal history. 
[ l wheth· : the defendant has previously bEH~n found not guilty by reason of 

lnsan: of any offense In this state or elsewhere. 
[ ] evidu ; of tile de}fendant'l3 propensity for violence that would Ul<ely 

end2.:. r persons. 
[ l other: 

[ 1 The court d<) ··. :(J· the ctefe.r1dant [ J shOGICffT shoLtld not re~Jister as a feiony 
flrearrn offet 

Ill. Judgmant 

3.1 The defendant is guir /of the Counts and Charges listed In paragraph 2.1 and Appendix 
2.1 

3.2. [ ] The defend;:: . :; found NOT GlJlt.:rv of Count(s) ~---·-···In the charging 
document 

[ ] Tlie Court D: ISSES Counts in the charging document. 

IV, 8EN1'ENC8 AND O~OER 
IT IS ORDERED: 

4.1 Confinement. ·rhc Tt waives imposition of a sentence wltliln the stand~1rd range and 
impoaes the fallowir. ..:mtence: 

(a) Prise·;. :lased Altormdlve ((;;f'fectlve for sentences Imposed on or after 
October 1, 2'• .'~ ): 

-·~·· . ~--·-~·~---~-·---.. JUDGMENt AND SEN1'ENct-(.'S) PAGIS 4 
(Drug Offender Santencfn~J t: nultlva) 
(r~CW 9.94A.500, 9.94A.50S)(V. · . CR84.0400 (7/20'13)) 
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(1) Confi1 
of Correction' 
whichever is,. 

nent. A t~mn of total confinement in the custody of the Department 
)00) (half of the midpoint of the standard re.m~J~l 1 or 12' months, 
1ter): 
:·mnths of total confinem~mt in the custody ·of DOC on Count _ ___,_ 

.10nths of total C<)nflnement In the custody of DOC on Count _ __.,._ 

----·---- .. :nonths of tot~:tl ooni'!nement In the custody of DOC on Count........,._ __ _ 

Confinernent · 

Work relea~;cJ 
range Is 24 I' 
release statu: 

Credit for Ti1· 
s~E~ntenclng ;~ 
9.94A.H05. ·; 

(2) Com,., 

!I commence immediately unless otherwise set forth here: 

1Uthorlzed, If eligible and approved. If tho midpoint of the standard 
.the ·or less, no more th~ln three rnonths may be served In worl< 
:cw 9.94A73i 

<~elVad. The defendant shall receive credit for time served prior to 
at confinement wa~-; solely under this cause number. RCW 
3pokane County D<:)tentlon Services shall compute time served 

·1ity Custody. ·rh(i) defendant shall serve: 

-,ntha In cornmunity custody on Count ~--··-~

. ,nths in community custody on Count·-~~-·~--

-~~--··-.. - "•nths !n cornmunity custody on Count-~~~--.. -····~·-
(OnfJ half thl; : .. :ipoint oftht:l standarcl rang~l.) The defendant shall comply with the 
community u • ·. dy conditions In pt1ragraph 4.2. 

(3) Adcii' 
complete, o · 
alternative p 
under RCW 

Reslckmtial 
sentences lr · 

(1) The defc . 

.:.14--~ 

>1! Term (>f Community Cu.stody. If the defendant falls to 
administratively tsnrtlnmted from, the drug offende1· sentencing 

·m1, the court impc)ses a tent1 of ·tz months community custody 
\. 701 unlest; community custody Is not authorized for the crime. 

.mica/ Dependency Treatment-Based A!termftive (effective for 
:don or after October 1, 2005). 

1t shall serve 

·ntht; ln community Cllstody on Count--·~-

~nths in community custody on Count ......... - ... ··---· 

~nths in community oustody on Co~mt -·-~·~ 

(A term eq' c:J one-half of tho midpoint of the standard range or two years, 
whichev<~r i:; , eater) unde1· the supervision of the Department of Corrections (DOC), 
on the concil 1n th~t 'the defendsmt enters and remains in residential chemical 
depenthjllcy :re8tment certified under chapter 70.96A RCW for~- months. 

(2) Tho derend~mt shr~ll comply wlth the community custody conditions ln 
paragraph 4.2. DOC $hell\ make chemical dep<·mdency llHssessment and treatment 
servlcea Hvallable to \he def<md~mt during the term of comrnun!ty custody, within 
avallabl.e ·funding. 

,JUDGWJiei\fr AND SENTENCE{J"'""s}:-----~ .. "·--· 
(Drug Offend or Santonoh1 £1 Alternative) 
(RCW 9.94A.500, 9;94A.505)(WPF CR 84.0400 (7/2013)) 
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(3) The defendant shall ~1ppear ln p(m,on or by telepflone at a progress hearing 
and a termination hearing to be set by the court at a lat~:w dati.\l, 

(a) Confinement Por (.)tiler Non·Dosa CJnwges '(ft~r 0-12 month rtmge) 

CT ·-- days!rnonths ___ .... months community custody 

CT days/months __ months comrmmlty custody 

CT ·-- days/mot1ti1S months con1munlty custody 

The time served shal.l bc1 computed by the Spokane County Detention Services 
unless the credit for time e.erved prior to St;;mtenolng Is sp.eolfically set forth by the 
court: ___ , daya croci it. 

Defendant shall also r<1ceive credlt·fortlme served at treatment center pursuant to 
Residential DOSA sentencing alternative. 

4,2 Conmmnity Custody Conditions. 1\CW 9;1)4A.660 Defendant shall report to DOC, 
located at West 17 ·J 7 Broadway ~ Second F'loor, 8pol<anel Wm$hington 99201, 568-3123, 
no later than 72 hours after sent~mclng or releaaa frorn custody. The defendant shall 
comply with the instructions, rules and regulations of DOC for the eonductofthe defendant 
during the pe)riod of community custody. The. defendant shaH perform afFirmative acts as 
required by DOC to conflnrt ciomplisrice with the ord(11rs of the .court. The defendant shall 
not use Illegal controlled st~bstances. The rJefendant sh.all. comply with any other conditions 
of community custody stated in this Judgm1~nt. mnd Smntence or Imposed by DOC under 
RCW 9.94A.704 and .706 dLir!ng community custody. While under supervision the 
defendant shall not own, Ltse or posr~ess firearms or ammunition, The court orders that 
during supetvielon the defendant shall: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

Undergo and su.ocessfully complete a substance abuse treatment program 
approved by the Division of Alcohol and Substance Abuse of the Dspartment of 
Saolal and Health Services. 

Underg<) urinalysis or otht-;r testing to monitor drug~ free status. 
[X] The defendant sh~ll pay the statutory rate to DOC, while on community 

custody, to offset the cost (.If mincllysls. 

Addltionul conditions (choose c:tt leaet three): 
[X] pay air court ordered lo~1 ai [X) report as directed to a Community 

financial obligations Corrections Officer 
[ x l notify the Court or Cornrnunity [X] r~~maln wltllin oi· outside of prescribed 

Corrections Officer In mJvanr..e ot' geagrapl11cal b01.mdaries 
any change. In defendanes [X 1 devote time to spr~clfl.c employment, or 
address or employment training 

[ J Perfor·m community restitution [ ] stay out of area~s designated by the 
(service) work judge. 

Court Ordered Treatment If any court orders mental health or· c~hemlcal dependency 
treatment, the d(,~f~;ndttnt must notify DOC and the defendant must release treatment 
Information to DOC for the duration cf ir'lcarcen-ltlon and supervision. RCW 9.94A.562, 

JUDGMENTANOSSNTENC-rT(~·""'JS,.,..)--------·---·· ................... ~··-·"~~-··----- ..... ..-...------
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Other conditfons: J.:LQ....l-JruLEICl~i(QL.J?.Qruil..Q§..~9i.J~.IcohoJ.1..J1QU::P~J11PllPll......Q.Q.ntroJl~ 

§Ubst~nces~egencL.Qrugs e~ru:Jior S~.\d!Ltllif.il'IQh19tnfi\lia. NQ._Q_QDt.f:lQL wltb DOC ID'q .GlJ:llil 

~ngan~.J7.K®QtJ11.lL(zgtmQDi.M.\'iilJ.a_.Q.llliili'l..QQQJ?.ro··aQproy@..mlf.lllllving_St.rrangernEJnts 

F!Od ~es idEHIC§j.QQ.~I.lL9llJ f::J 0 !J Sa 9.t:.J!Dli~liilJllllJd.D.J2LM£\tliulilll9 .•• f!O.d .or .m:oq_yQ.t\'LQQ.UtW.DlU9. 

I~nb.~grgoannn!2~)nr}ol {TI:IC). ___ ~----·~ ........ --... -.~~-~---
4.3 Legal Financial Obligations: The defendant shall pay to the clewk ofthls court 
.!ASS CODE 

PCV 
PDV 

$500.00 Victim Assessment RCW 7.68JJ35 
$ Domestic Violence Assessment RCW 10.99.080 

eRe $2a·o:oocourt 'coGts, including: RCW o.o4A.76D, 9.94A.605, 10.o1.·wo. 10.46.1HO 
Criminal Filing fee $.~ . .,.,~ ......... ___ -·~-rnc 

PUB 

WRF 

Witness costs 

Sheriff S(?rvlce fe(-JS 

Jury demand fElE'J 

Exlrc.Klition costs 

Otlwr 

$ _________ will{ 

$.---~-~·-·--81"11/SFSISFW/SRF 

$ JFR 

$ ___ ,, __ ,Fee~; for court appointed attorney RCW 9.94A.760 

$,......,...,..._,.,_~ ... ~ __ court appointed defense expert .and other defense costs RCW 9.94A ·reo 
FCM/MTH $ __ Fine RCVV 9A.20.021; [ J VUCSA chapt~)r 69.50 I~CW, [ ] VUCSA 

r:J.dditional fine dehmcd due to indigency HCW 09.50,430 

MTH $ _____ Metll//\rnphetamine Cle<mup Fine, l/!3000. RCW 69,50.440, 
6D.50.40'f (a)(1 )(li) 

CDFtLl)l/ $_. ___ JJn.i~J onfowernent fund of ________ _ RCW 9.94A.760 
FCO/NTF/SAOISOI 

CLF ('A $ __ ~w~ __ CriiYI':; J;.·,b fee [ ] suspended due to indigency RCW 43.43.690 

FPV 
$._ .. ..19Qw··~-·DN.\ cc)llectlon fee F<.CW 43.43.754'1 

$---~--Spec·'~1llzed forest rxoducts~RCW '1'6.48.140 

$ ~Oll :- :· :::1es or C<.i$ts f'cr: __ ~·-.. ·--··~---~ .. ·-·~--~~--~· -----

RTN/RJN $. __ ~ __ 1-\e~: lituUon to; --·-· .. ····----·-··-------·----·-~~·· 

[ ] 

$_,. __ _ nnc.·i::tl1ion to:-~·--·--·-· -------· --~·-·-·~--

The above total c!o1)s not include Dll restltutlon or other legal financial obligations, which 
may be set by l<:~k1 orcJor of the court. An agreed restitution order may be entered. RCW 
9.94A.753. A rE::;':t,•':c:n hearing: 

J UDGMEN'r/.\"N[fslft~Pfiii:IC.;'[:-·(J s) -~---------·· 
(Drug Offender Sontencin D /,lrcrmttlvo) 
(RCW9.94A.500, 9.94A.!l05)(WPF CH 84;0400 ('1/2013)) 
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[ ] 

( J 

[ J 

RJN 

-? 
[ ] 

[)<f 

[ ] :.->h<:J'I he~ set by the prosecutor 
{ l Is schedulecl for· ·-~~~-·-~·~-~~~·--·~-···-···-··---

The defend alit vm ': s clllY right to bo pres<;ll1i at any ,·estltutlon hearing (sign Initials): __ 

Restitution. Schc·cl• JIG attached, 

Restitution ordw,, .· ' :.·-ove shall bo fX1id jointly and eeveralfy with: 
NAME 9f.9.lli.§.L~l,-L.' :L0Dl f:ausn 1{.1!J.!.!GJ~J: .Q&/11m N13m.t2.! .0-roount$1 

---~---·--·---·------··--·------~·~----~-----

The D.ep~rtmGnt of Corrections (DOC) or clel'l\ of tl'la court shctllirnmedlately lasue a 
Notice of Payroll DE::cluctlon. RC\N 9.94A.7602, RCW 9.94A760(8) 

All -payments shall be made In accordance with the policies of the cl.erk of the court 
and on a schodu!D established by the DOC or the clerl< of the court, commencing 
lrnm~dlat~ly, tJ:1!0 s" the court sp<:~c!ficai_IY_ SfJ~ ·F~£-tt_T I tbe rate here: N_o_t le~~s than 
$___2~ . per n ::1th cornml::mcir19 _ _:::lfj$ Tj;}?_, ROW 9.94A.760. 

The defendant SH/\L.L ,,_ po1·t to the S1)ckane County Superior Court Cl~1rk1S Office 
Immediately after scn 1 c::~;!n~J If out of cu~:;tody or within 48 hours after release from 
confinement If In cw;tc .... Tl·1e defencl~Hlt is required to l<aep an accur41te address on file 
with the Clerk's Offi:·e ~~' J to provide l:runciallnformiZttlon when requeBted by the Cleri<1s 
OfAce. The defendat~~:. also requin>;:!:' make payments on thelegal~flnanoial obligations 
set by the court. Fai!w·c to do any o: t:~o above will n.MHllt In awa.mmtf<Jr your arrest 
l':{CW 9.94A.760(7)(b). 

[ 1 The Court Ol'rkw; ~':u clefc?ndan: !.) oay costs of inm:u·cc;"~ration at the rate of a; · 
per day, (actuol costs not to exccod $100 per day). (JLR) RCW t1.94A.760. (This
provision docs w;t "pply to -cosl:3 of lncrarceratiol1 collected by DOC undc1r RCW 
72.09.1 '11 c.\lld ·, ::_C;J.480.) 

The financial obligatiQii . ; 'i:<lsed in tr~:,,: judgment shall b~~s,r Interest from the dmte of the 
Judgment until paymen: ·' 1 lull, at the r;Jtc oppllcable to clv11Iudgments. RCW 1 O.S2.090. An 
award of costs on <:1 ppe .· ' ~Hpinst the c1 ::feMiil.t1t may be added to the totallegai financial 
obligations. RCW ·1 0.7: . ! ,,.J 

4.4 DNA Testing. Th ,:. ndant sh:·:!! have a biological sample collected for purposes of 
DNA identlflcrltion · !~~.;is and tl· ·. 1tlfEmdant shalt fully cooperate in tl1e teatlng. The 
appropriate .agnnc · .. l be respr , 'bin for obtaining the sample.'> prior to the defendant's 
release from confh ··· ,.,~lt. This r · :·,:·;)ph do.es not apply If it is established that the 
Washington Stale 1: :~:rol crime lobo: dtory already has a sample from thc~ defendant for a 
qualifying offense. i~CW 43.43.7~~~; FAILURE TO R5POR1' FOR TESTING MAY BE 
CONSJOIER.ED GC'' :· r:::1 ~PT Of~ c' 1 JF<'f. 

[ 1 1-IIVT<-Jsfin~·- "i'!'n~ defendf.>~ ~~ ~;hnllsubmlt to HiV testing as directed by court 
order. I~C\ '.· -'·:' 1\.340 F .i:.um:: TO PROVIDE DCJCLJMENi'AriON FOR 
TESn~-10 r · · ( Lit~ GONSiUt::rmo CONTEMPT OF COURT. 

[ ] The victin'l, :rc : upon th : :··;quest, sh1:al1 be notified ofthe results of the H1V 
teet whnthE· ,. · ·::~tive ot r:• , .'ive. (Applies only to victims of sexual offenses 
under F.CV . A.) RCV.' 1C.24.'105(7) 

JUDGMENT AND SSN~i:i:fN~ ... ,, :)~ .. ····-·- -----~ ........ -
(Or•ug OfhmderSontendnc 1. :<:rilativn) 
(RCW 9.94A.500, 9.94A.505){iNI'f~ Cl~ !31\,0tlr.,J (7/2.D'I:m 
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4.5 No Contact: 

4.6 

[ ] The JJef;'] nc! 
' -~------···•f'IY'"· 

verbal, tel~)phor Jic, , 
exceed the nw> irm 

· '· ~;hall not. hn ,; contact with 
·---- .. ·-- (mt: , D013) including, ,;'Lifn'ot lin~ltc-Jd to, 'l;ersonal, 

.l'. ·,n or conte ·' through a. third party for··~-·-~·- years (not to 
· 1lutory ser ~cnce.) 

r ] The defend: : ::; t:XCIUdC;Jd _)I' prohibited from coming within--·--····'-
(distance) o: r J -~-.. ---- ~--- ~-.. ~··-···~---(name of protected 
person(~;))'s [ )home/resic: ·11013 [ l worl< pl{i\08 I ] Sdi~iOI r ] (other location($)) 

==~=~~~=:~=-=:==·=:c;rffotFler'tOcatlo~· .. ---:.~ .. -... ==-~_,~ . 
•• w .... ....._ ___________ ~-~- .. -·' until-· -·-··· .. -------·--(which does not 
exceed th<"; nJ<:I~<imum etatlr.orysl':mtc:mc(9). 

[ ] A seporDte Do:m3stlc\llolc0r~~~c:: No-Contact Order or, Anti .. Harassment No~ 
Contact Ord-.·1·, or Sexual 1'-.·:cault Protection Order is flied concurrent with this 
Judgrnc:-.( c • :··:mtence. · 

Other:~--·---·· ....... --·-----·--·-- -·--·--------~ ..... -----

4,7 f:)toneration: ·· ·~1cJ :. .' rr~ hereby c nerc;rt(~t-J any bmll, bond f.lnd/or personal recognizance 
conditions. 

4.8 (a} .ADOIT!ON/\L CC>NFINE'!.~ENT UPON VIOLATION OF SENTENCE 
CONDITlONS, If t!:-~ c!rJ(·md8nt 1, :.:ates any of the sentence conditions In Section 4.6 
above, or, for O[lt)lb .i committed I ::or arter June el ::woo, Is found by the United $tf:)tes 
attorney genercil to ' , ~·;uhject to r' :'3portatlon order, DOC shall hold a violation hearing, 
unless waived l y t lefendant. ·r DOC fi11ds that the conditlons !lave been willfully 
violated, the def n( ·. ''lt1Y be rw a:;slfied to serve the remaining balance of the original 
sentence. For ofl- ' , B commit\ : on or after June 8, 2000, If DOC finds th~lt the 
defendant Is su: ;.x J valid cJer ·'atlon order, the DOC may adrnlnlstratively terminate 
the defendant f-::r: :··rogrnrn ·d reclassify the dt">fendant to servc-1 the remaining 
balance of the crigi,. , 'cntence. i :JC e~hall reclassify a defendant who fails to complete 
the special dnJ c !·:;r senter :ng. alternative program or who Is administratively 
terminated frorn ! he · c:wm·1 to Mr· : the unexpired term of the aentenee as ordered by the 
sentencing jlld;" _. '-' , . io all r·u JC' relating to community cus1ody and eamed ralear~a 
time. DOC may ~oanc . :) [~ defEmd2;nt who violates any conditions of supervision as defined 
by DOC. Bancl>)n~~ :, '''Y' include, but are not limited to, reclassifying the defendant to serve 
the unexpired k,,,,, ~;,;rnonce ,,,s c.1-c.ered by the sent<~nclngjLldge. If DOC reclasslflesthe 
defendant to sor·.·) t · :. ·xpirc<:l tc '.1 of the sentence, the defendant shall be subject to all 
t'ules relating lo •.;iHJ ... : \;k::Jase li;lh . ,-::._cw 9.94A.660 

(b) CONFI\' :M ORDF:fU~') AT THE THEI-\TMENT TERMINATION HEARING 
(effective for sc: · .:t' '1'Josed or '- r afkr October ·1, 2005). At the treatment termination 
hearing, tf1e CO':.·. 1: i!J8E) ;·1 l: . Of tc~<:ll COnfinement equal to 01'16whalf Of the midpoint 
of the standarc1 · .. -,. -: ransn c 1 ser~~r:mce wtthin the standerd range., Confinement 
Imposed at tile · .·;: >'1all be r~_ ved by the tern1 of community custody In paragraph 
4.8. Within l:W .:::: . 11 :.IJng, uc · shrl!i make chc·mliC~tl dependency assessment and 

-J=u=o..,..G=M=ENc=l"'AND~SEf\fh.;~C. . -------~ - ---·-~--~PAGE 9 
(Drug Offend~r Sent<mc1nrr l.<(:m~lilv(") 
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treatment serviens ··!,:<:~ilabie to the defendant during the terms of total confinement and 
community cu~: ~-:,. 

4.9 ADDITIONAL ·:TT' ·. i OF GOMMUN!TY CUSTrJrN UP()N r:AlLlJRE TO CCHillPlETE 
OR TERMINJ\. II : ::'ROM 1\! ... Tl::F~U\TIVE PROGRAM. 
(a) For of: .. , _, .;:ommitted en o:· aftc1· June 8, 2000, the following term of community 
custody is o1·::e1 ·. and shall bo lrrposc:d upon the defendfmt's failure to complete or 
defendsnt's c,r:Ji' :strat.lve termin: ion from the special drug offender sentencing 
alternative proyJ1 i i. 
(b) (effective for sentences lrnpcsed on or after bctob(!lr 'I, 2006), r.::or a defendant 
sentenced Utldet· tho residentlf.ll cheiYlical dependency tn~mtment~based alternative, the 
coUit orders lho following tarrn of community. custody. This community custody shall be 
imposed Lip on the deFendant after the term of total confinement Imposed at the treatrnent 
termtnation hearinn. 

A range from 

~-~-~-to _____ (2"".,......._._,._ months in comrnunlty c.ustody on Count _ __:;:.c. _ 
-~-----.... tc .......... ___ mor~thf in community custody on Count~---·---

\. ___ modhE in c:mmunlty custody on Count ___ _ 

While on corrlc1l:: • /custody, the: d·~ encJc:.nt shall oomply with conditions set by DOC, 
including but IL•t I i ited to: 
(1) report to <lr;ci i · , available for co1 ,tact vvith the assigned community com~ctlons officer 

~ls dlreGtc'ci; 
(2) worl< at IX>~ c<p~'lroved educ~1tlon, en1pioyment and/ol' COIYimunlty restitution 

(service); 
(3) not consume c: ntrollt~d subst::mces except pureUf)nt to lawfully Issued prescriptions; 
(4) not unlawfully pc:ssess controlled tJUbstanoea while In community custody; 
(5) pay sur:mrvishr·, fu(:J8 as determined by DOC; 
(6) perform affirrrw::· c: acts necer.:s8ry to monitor compliance with the orders of the court 

as requlre::ci ': / 't JC; 
(7) obtain pric:· •· ·· · · '/:11 of DOC ·~·or rc:sL'entiat location and living arral1fJements. 

The court ord,,J~; t · : following condi"ons of COI'T1murdty custody: 
[X) The defr;··,J: · ' ~;halt not conciW1 ·l 1:1ny alcohol. 
[X] Dc~fend<:~ i f .I have no contsc wi:lt: J;>OC.:_I.Qj;Ld:l.!.ru,..g"-;::r.1of~fe:r.:..n~d::::~1"rl..:.l:a.:-. ~..,..,.------::---
[X] Defend"'' , ' remain [ )vvith' 1 [ ]outside of a specified geographical boundary, 

to~wlt: lX 1 _ _i ... ~-----·--~'""·"···~"-----·---"·--
[ X] rFie def:~:nci~ . '' ::i"il(particip~~-(e·i;·.; the ·r:ollowing orltne~rela'tecltreatm"ent'"or~---· 

counselin'l , .. , .. ,!ices: UA/BA.tllonjtorlo.q. ~-·-- __ _ 

[X] T~\\3 defer~.~·· ":II undergo an •waluatlon for treatment for [ ] domestic violence 
f X] sub~ !·:uGe [ J rnnnt• I !1e<:1lth [ ] anger management and fully comply 
with all rc nd<~d treatrnen . 

JUDGMENT AJJD~SET: I_,,. __ ,~ (J8) PAGE: 10 
(Orug Offondsr Sonionc:i:1q t\lternatlve) 
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[X] The defendant shall comply with the following crirne .. related prohibitions: ]'louse or 
tJ.P~~'?.Sl9.lJ .. J.JLD.QJ1:12r§.g, ... Q!:iQ.~.Q .. Q9.!.U~llL12.1.!Y.l?.§J.~i n Qe~ ~.J.tilg end drugs I aru;!!QIJJ run 
J1gj_t.fiUibf.liW I i q 

..--..-.. ..,.,..._ ................................ """ .... _ •• ,.~ •• --.... ~ ..... ,-------- ~---. _ .... ,.-~. ......... .u...... ....... ~~-.. ---·-·-

V. Notices and Signatures 

5,1 Collateral /l,ttaok on Judgment. If you. wish to petition or move for collat~)ral attack on 
this ,Judgment and Sentenoej Including but not limited to any personal rastraitit petition, 
state habeas oorpus petition, motion to VEicate judgment, motion to withdraw guilty plea, 
motion for new trkli or motion to arre~;t judgment, you must do so within one year ofths 
final judgment In this JT18tter, except es provided for In RC' .. W '10,73~ ·1 00, RCW 10.73.090 

5.2 Length of Supervision. lfyou committed your o'ffensr:¥ priorto July 1, ~WOO, you shall 
remain undt3r the: couli1s jurisdiction and the supervision of the Department of 
Corrections for ~ JX':·Iod up to ten years from the dater of sentence or release from 
confinement, whic 11L'Jer is longer, to assure payment of ~\II leg~11 financial obligations 
unless the court e: ': · 1c\::; the criminal judgment an additional1 0 years. If you committed 
your offenso on or ( t•;r ,July 1, 2000, the court shall ret~1ln jurtsdl.ctlon over you, for the 
purposes of your :~: ;npliance with payment of the lega.l financial obUgutions, Lmtil you 
have oomplotely s:l!;sfied your obligation, regardless of the statutory mflXimum for the 
crime. RCW 9.94:\.i'GO and RCW 9.94A.505(5)~ The olerk. of the court has authority to 
collect unpaid le~;<o!l financial obligations at any tirne while you remain under the 
jurisdi~)tion of tho court for the pul'poses of your legal flmmclal obligations. RCW 
9.94A~760(~1) and new o.94A.'T53(4). 

5.3 Notlca of lncon·lo.V/ithholdlng Action. If thttJ court has not mdered an lmrr1<1dlate 
notice of payroll deduction in Section 4. i, you are notlfle~d that the Departrnent of 
Corrections (DOC) cr \lie clerk of t11e court may issue a notice of payroll deduction 
without notke to y>u if you are more than 30 dayf~ paet dl.l.e in inonthly payments In an 
amount equal to o:· ~; ·:;;:\l~?r than the amount payable for one month. RCW 9~94A.7602. 
Other inoorne~witl; 1 l' ~iinGJ a<~tkm under RCW 9.94A760 may be taken without further 
notice. RCifJ 9 .. 9'1 '· JO 

5.4 Community Cm)tc·c ; Violation. 
(a) Prison-based r :t mative: If DOC finds tr1at you willfully violated the conditions of the 
drug offenci,:lt' ser, ,,, ,r:!n~J alternative prowam, DOC may reciM~lify you to serve the 
remaining balance 0. U;•,·: original sentc:nce. 
(b) Re.slde11llal chr:w ·~~:;\ depcmdenco treatment-based alternative: lfthe court finds that 
you willfully vtolaLd :w conditions of the drug offender sentencing alternative~ the court 
may order you to 1;orvo a term of tot~il confinement equal to one~half the mldpoint of the 
standard rtwge or a ,Am of total confinement up to the top of the standard range. The 
court m~ty rJ:::.>o 1t11r y· ' n term of community custody. 

JUDGMENT AND SicNliEf\; :·r • .'S) PAGE11 
(Drug Offend at• SO"n I mcln · : :·n atlve} 
(RCW 9.94A.GOOv 95l4A.506 ' .. ','F CR 84,0400 (7f20'13)) 
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(c) In any case, if you r:11·e subject to ~~ first or second violation hearing and DOC finds 
that you committ-::cl :h~' vloltttion, you may receive as a aanotlon up to 60 days of 
confinem<-:lnt per vi·::~:ition. Rcvv 9.91.rA.633. 
(d) In any c:1se, if ~~~·, hrwe not completed your maxit'llUrn term of totrtl confinement and 
you are su:l)ect lu .I third violation r11aaring and DOC finda that you committed the 
violation, DUC me/ : turn you to a elate correctional facility to serve up to the remainh1g 
portion of your ae: L H~e. RCW 9.94A.7'14. 

5.5a Firearm$. You n :. not own, use or possess any flreal'm, and tmdat· federal law 
any fireann or~~~ . , mltlcm unless your right to do so is restored by the~ court In which 
you are cc:.vlctec thE'.? superior court of Washington State wh$re you live, and by &l 
federal court If rc ; >c:cl. You mtHit Immediately $ilr·r.enr.fer• any concealed pistol 
IIC(llflSEI. (The cle11\ cf the court shall forwarq a copy of the ~efendant's driver's license, 
ldentlcard, or cornp::r·~:1ble identification, to the Depf.trtrrrent of Licensing along with the 
date of conviction m commitment). RCW 9,4'1.040, 9.41.047. 

6.5b [ J Felony Firearm Offender Regbtratlon, The defendant Is required to register as a 
felony flremrn oif·:: ~:,::r·, 1'he specific registration requirements are In the "Felony 
Firearm Offc,nder 1 · :;tratlon" attacf.:nent. 

5.6 Reserved. 

6.7 [ J Oaparlrnent ,,, 1.1conslng Notice: The oourtftnde that Count·~""~- is .a felony In 
the oomrnl~:·;lon o :~h a motor vehicle was used. Clerk's J\ctlon ~~ The clerk shall 
forward sn Abst of Court f:tecord (ACR) to the DOL, which mu~1t n~voke the 
defendant'~; drive:' ;nse. RCW 4U.20.285. 

-------·------··---·-------- ·---~----

l>one in r:Jpen '· :lin the presen:·:e of the defendant this __i'fL::__ day of 

_ __f2.c:=-·---· .,o ·13. 

/rSJJ±-·-::? ,<-----.-·-· 

EDWARrJ D. HAY 
Deputy Prosecutinq Attor: · 
WSBA# 11846 

JtftYGMENTANiYs':·NTEN :· · __ · ! ~3) - .. ·~~---... -......... 4 
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Voting Rights St:1tement: I acknowledgo that I h~we lost rny right to vote becauHe of thls 
felony conviction. If l arn 1 ~··::'.>tered to vote, my voter registration w111 be cancelled. 

My right to vote is provi~:ir ·1 illy J'estored as long l!tS l am not under the autho1·1ty of DOC (not 
serving a sentenco of co:·'· · f11(~nt In the custody -of DOC f.md not subject to community custody 
as defined In RC\N 9.941-' · :.:), I must register before voting. The provisional right to vote n1ay 
be revoked If I f.::lil :·) em· ·/1th f~ll the terms of my legal financial obligatlom~ or an agreement 
for the payment of LJgal f O'ial obligations. 

My right tt1 vote 1·n:~v be .r· ·. ··· cmently r·estored by on<4 of the following for each felony conviction: 
a) a oertiflce\te of · ·schu c~ued by the Gentenclng court, RCW 9.94A6~~7; b) a court order 
Issued by the sen:, ncln~: . rt restoring the right, RCW 9.92.066; c) a. flnsl order of disohargc1 
issued by the lnc/;)t(~rm:: •. , sentence review board, RCW 9.96.050; or d) a certificate of 
restoration h3$U(ild b)' the r;()'>'c~rnor, RC'f:J 9.D6.020, Voting bt;rFOI'e the right is restored ia a class 
C felony, ROW 92A84.Gt:J:). R~g_\st;;: ng to v~oG elora the right Is restored is a clas• C felony, 
RCW 29A.84.140. _ /// # .::··-··-· .. ·· . 
Defendant's signature: (' . - · , . ···:j ... >?~-·· . 
---~------- _ .... .,.,·c:::·.:·.-... -~·;:--·-·~ 

1 am a certified or r·('glstr'~' ·1 interpreter, or th·"; court has found me otherwise qualified to 
interpret, in the ··-- .. -- .. ---~ lc.:r1guage, which the defendant understands. I 
Interpreted thts Juu :me1 ~3ontence for :he ck::.fendant into that language. 

I certify under pernfty of : · :y under the laws of the state of Washington that the foregoing is 
true and correct. 

Signed at __ 
(ci 1 •• _: 

-·--------·_ .. ___ ,_on ___ , ________ _ 
(sbt.c~) (date) 

------· .. ··-·---·~-·-·····-··----··----n-""•'-O,'t ........... -• ---·~ ............................... _ .. ~, ...................... -~ 

Interpreter Print Name 

-JUDGMENT AND'TE'NfE·, .... (i"s)-----·-----
{Drug OffendGr Sontr.Hlclr· · .· i' ilrnatlvo) 
(RCW 9.9'4A.500, ~l.~J::A.!i< r-: CH 84.0400 (//?.013)} 



'VORKING COPY 

VI. 11)5N'riFIC.ATION OF! DE!~~ENOANT 

SID No. 0124244115 Date of Birth 02/16/1965 

{If no SID take flnqerprlnl c;::,:·cl for State Pstrol) 

FBI No. 199937DA4 Loc£1IID No. 0083100 

PCN No. Other 

DOB 02/'l6/'196!;j 

Alias name 

Race: Ethniclty: Sex: 
/' 

J Asian/Paclfic ]l:llack/Afrlo~m· [ ] Caucasian ] Hispanic [~ale 
Islander ;\mcrican 

] Native Am(3t'ican J Other: 
~-~.,~-~ 

J Non~ [ ] Fe.mala 
hispanic 

FINGERPRINTS I attest fh?~t I saw the eamE.J defendant who :appeared In Court on this 
document affix his or he. . ~Nprilits and si~;:nature thereto. 

Left Right 4 fingers taken 
simultaneously 

JUD.GJliENi AND m::NTE .. 
(Da·ug Offender rif'lntonc 
(RCW 9.94A.500, 1·1/1..: 

JS) 
orrm.tfva) 
F CR 84.0400 (?::20 i · )} 



'OFFICE RECEPTIONIST, CLFRK 

-------------------------------------------------
To: Maureen Janega 
Cc: LHaskc:~ ']spokanecounty.org; jan@washapp.org; cindy@defensenet.org; pdave@aclue

wa.org; flick Allen; Rhona Taylor 
Subject: RE: St<:1te of Washington v. Curtis Stump, No. 915318 

Received on 12-15-2015 

Supreme Court Clerk's Office 

Please note that any pleading filed ;1c; t~n attachment to e-mail will be treated as the original. Therefore, if a filing is bye
mail attachment, it is not necess:. · · . mail to the court the original of the document. 

From: Maureen Janega [mailto:M 'W"en.Janega@ColumbiaLegal.org] 
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2015 5:14PM 
To: OFFICE RECEPTIONIST, CLERK <SUPREME@COURTS.WA.GOV> 
Cc: LHaskell@spokanecounty.org; jan@washapp.org; cindy@defensenet.org; pdave@aclue-wa.org; Nick Allen 
<Nick.AIIen@ColumbiaLegal.org>; l~hona Taylor <Rhona.Taylor@ColumbiaLegai.Org> 
Subject: State of Washington v. Cunis Stump, No. 915318 

Dear Clerk, 

Attached for filing please find: 

• Motion for Leave to Fi'·' .Amici Curiae Brief of Columbia Legal Services, the Washington Defender 
Association, and the t, ' .J of Washington; and 

• Amici Curiae Brief of r·. ·,,mbia Legal Services, the Washington Defender Association, and the ACLU of 
Washington 

• Certificate of Service f"r the above. 

Please contact me if there are any difficulties opening the attachments to this message. Thank you for your attention 
and assistance. 

Maureen Jc:mega, Paralegal 
Columbia Legal Services 
Institutions Project Group 

101 Yesler Way, Suite 300 I Seattle, · 104 I (206) 464·5911, ext. 123 
maureen.janega@columbialegal.org , w.columbialegal.org 
~for newsletters and updates. 

(i £l Our vision of justice: Wlw11 people have the necessary tools and opportunity to achieve social and 

economic justice, a more incluci. ,. Jnd equitable society is possible. 
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CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT: This email an ' '>;Jchments are for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). This communication and attachments may contain 
>privileged or confidential information. If you fu .: . c1 have received this message in error, please alert me of that fact and then delete it. Any disclosure, copying, 
distribution, or use of this communication by sc . · Jne other than the Intended recipient is prohibited. 
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