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L INTRODUCTION

The Department tries (o confuse the issues, The Department
issuid Mr, Johnson (“Johngon™) 8 pergmgnent Dungensss crab
commercial Hoense,’ The Department’s August 27, 2008 Final Order
specifically finds that Johnson has held his permanent Heense since
1991.% Nobody challenges this finding by the Department, Despite this,
the Department has lortured all statulory construchion rales and clatms
Johnson™s fathure to use his permanent Heense inone year means he loses
bases its appeal on Johnson not holding his Heense past December 31,
2007,

The Department’s Brief tries to obfuscate the real issue, There 18
no argument that the Department had the right o deny Johnson’s late-
fited 2007 Heense renewal application that was submitted in March, 2008,
That is not the issue. Had the Departiment’s Final Order meraly muade
that determination, then no judicial review would have been necessary.
But, the Department did not stop there. It went on to conclude tha
Johnson could never fish apamn because he did not use his lcense in 2007,
Judge Godfrey read and re-read the statutory scheme and did not

understand the Depariment’s position and neither should this Court.

ep s
SOP 124, Finding of Faot (FFan. L



i ARGUMENT IN REPLY

A. Both ROW 77.65.838 snd RUW 7T0.70.360 are before this
Court

The Department’s argument that Johnson's Heense ronewal
application was never denied based on RUW 77.70.360 and that this
statute Is not before this Counrt is patently incorreet.” The Department’s
Final Order plainly states that the Department denying Mr. Johnson's
2007 renewal application “necessarily means that no renewal of Beense
nunber 0669 {sie] may be issued in the future ™ The Final Order
Conclusion of Law no, 4 specifically referenced RCW 77.70.360 and
stales this statple

mesns that when a commercial Dungeness erab-coastal

fishery license 18 not repewed i is ne Ronger capable of

being renewed in the future. Accordingly, when the

Petittoner fatled to renew License 60669 [sic] by the end of

2007, hie lost the ability © renew 1t i the fnture. Thisis not

a discretionary decision on the part of the Depariment, The

faw prohibits any ssuance of a renewal Hecrse in these

: s :

circumstanees.”

This legal conclusion—based entirely upon RCW 77.70.360—
formied the basis for Johnson’s request for judicial review. In his judicial
review petition, Johnson stated that the Department erred when it applied

ROW 77.70.360 coupled with RCW 77.65.030 "o create s hard and fast

* Appetlant’s Br. at 14, n.6.
fop

TP 123224, Conclosion of Law e, 4 {emplasic in original).

(2]



ride whereby a pennit holder who files a late application for repewal
automatically loses his commercial coastal-crab permit forever.

Finally, the Department itself argued to Judge Godfrey that the

lain language in both ROW 77.65.030 and RCW 77,70.360 diciate tha
plain language ia beth RUW 7765030 and RCW 77.70.360 diciate that
M, Johnson has forever lost his valuable crab fishing Hepnse,’

Bocause the Departroent’s Conclustons of Law and Finad Order
specifivally state that ROW 77.70.360 prohibits Johnson’s Hcense from
aver being renewed, becanse Johnson's petition for judicial review
specifically stated the Department’s Conclusion, Final Order and
statutory construction were erronsous, and because the Depariment

specifically argued RUW 77.70.360 clearly prohibited Johnson's Hicense

B. My, Johnson has held & Dungeness crab conmmercial fishing
Hicense since 1991,

Mer. Johnson has held his permanent crab fishing Hcense since
18991, "The Department bases s entire argument upen Mr, Johnson

having not held his permanent crab fishing Heense in 2007 and

g

‘Li} @
SOP 158 The Department’s sentence actualiy refors o an ROW 77,760,630, hut there §s
nosuoh statuie, and the paragraph fater vofors to and quotes ROW 7770360, The lalter
was obvioushy intendad

Xk



thereafter.® This argument is contrary 1o the express Finding of Factno,
1, the Department entered Aungust 27, 2008, stating “Petitioner has been
the holder of 8 Dungeness crab commercial Hoense since 1991, Nedther
party has claimed ervor regarding this finding. It is, therefore, averity on
appeal.'® Johuson, therefore, held his expired pérmanent crab fishing
ficense in 2007 and 2008, There has been ne further procesding to divest,
revoke, or forfeit Johnson's Hoense, He, therefore, continues to hold it
today. Inshort; he held the license the year prior as required by RCW
77.70.360 and is entitled to have it renewed in vears that he wishes to
fish.

More unconvineingly, the Department also uses the term “holder™
or “held™ in two different ways. In Finding of Fact no, 1, the Department
nsed the ferm “holder™ to mean a person o whom a Heense was granted
and who hag not transferred the license to another party. This iy
consistent with the way Johnson uses the term holder. Now, however, the

Departmient argues that & “helder”™ means the person must have also

¥ Appfeiiam s Broat 13,
U’ 118, Binding of Fact nov 1
R Jensen v, Loke Jane Estates, 165 W App. i{?r!} FOS, 287 P3G 35 30N
{"Unchallenged Hndings are verities o appesl.™)



renewed his or hor Boense far every vear prior o the yodr that he orshe
applies to use it in a given season.

Additionally, the agency’s interpretation creates absurd resulis,
‘The agency argues that Mr. Johnson vould have, and should have,
renewed his expired, but permanent; erab fishing Heense prior to
December 31, 2007, Who then held the Heense from January 1, 2007
through December 31, 20072 Was it Mr. Johnson? If so, then cestainly he
held his Hcense in 2007—the year prios to 2008-—and he was entitled to
reniew his license in 2008, If Mr. Johnson did not “hold™ the unexpired
Heense during 2007, then who did?

1. A person may still hold 2 lapsed or expired license.

Contrary to the Departiment”s assertion, people typically continue
to “hold™ a Heense despite it having not been timely renswed. ™ For
instance, the Heensure law for cosmstologists, barbers, and manicurists,
ROW 18.16.110, refors 1o licensees with unrenewed loonses as
“holders.™ It states, “Failure to renew & Hicense by its expiration date

widis

subjecty the holder to apenalty foe...” There is nothing strange about

how this statute reads. The Heensee continues o hold the license after it

Y See, e Appeliant’s Broat 14 CF 123, Conelusion of Lyw no. 4 {ROW 77,7036
“mans that when s commarciad Dungendss crab-doastal fishery Hodose is nof renewed it
iy i longer oapable of being rencwed i the fdwre™)

= See Appeliant’s Br. at 17,

YROW 18.16.110(2 ) {emphasis sdded).

t#



expires and the Heensee is subject to g penalty fee. The holder then must
pay the penalty foe to renew and use the expired Heense. Thos in RCW
18,16, 110, “holder” plainly does not mean a person possessing a valid,
unexpired Heense,

Washington State Bar Heenses are another example. The holder
does not nocessarily have “active™ status, For example, the license might
be inactive, or it might be suspended. ™

Washington courts also refer to parties with expired licenses as
“ficense holders.” In & case involving driver’s Hoenses, Cite of Redmownd
v Arroyo-Murillo, the Washington Supreme Conrt stated that “livense

*\“\

holders often... fail to renew their Heenses gffer they expire.™ In
Arrovo-Muritle, cur Washington Supreme Court still refors to “license
holders” even gifer the Heense in question has expired.

During 2007, My, Johnson held an expired permanent crab fishing
Hicense. The Heense had not been wransterred 1o another individual. The
Heense had net been rovoked. The Department’s Final Order found that
Johanson continued to hold his expired permanent Hcense through Angust

2008 when it issued #ts Final Order. Rl today, in 2012, Johnson

continues to hold s expired permanent crab fishing Heense.

Sewwoseda orglitensingand Lawer-Condheorivansin )"'ifémb{:‘i‘&!:{p*
annrersDirectory-Status-Refesvne, astacessed Jaly 12,2013

i ol R@dmmm‘  Arroye-Migilio 149 Wa 2 607, 5!‘} 0 P 947 {2063
{smphasis added).




2. ROW T7.70.3610°s plain language requirves only that
Johnson have held his liconse the prior vear, but the
Depariment insists the term “held” means reaewed,

The Department ignores all statutory constraction rules and insists
that ROW 77.70.360 means the same thing as other subsections in
Chapter 77.70 ROW despite RCW 77.70.360 using differon language,

“{ Wihen the legislature uses different words in statules relating to g
similar subject matter, it intends different rocanings. ™" In addition to the
saloion, herring, and whiting statutes Johnson cited in his opening brief,
Chapter 77.70 ROW 1ncludes two other stgtutes with clear, unambiguous
provisions that evidence an annual rengw-it-or-lose-it scheme, First, a
Washington Pacific sardine purse seine fishery hoense “miust be
repewed annually to remain active.™'” Second, @ Washington-coastal spot
shrimp pot fishery heense “[mjust be renswad annually by December
3zt of the calendar year o remain active™™ All that ROW 77.70.360
requires 1s that the person held the license sought 1o be renewed during
the previous year Johoson met that requirement, The salmon, berring,
and whiting annual Hcense statiies say flatly and oxpressly that a Heense
“not pengwed cach year shall not be renewed further™” Despite the

lanpuage being substantially different, the Depactment would like to have

% Srate v, Florex, 164 Wo. 2d 1, 14, 188 P3d 1038, 1044 {2008},
YROW TTLI0490(DHE

ERCOW 77021000

FROW 77700500, TLI01200), and 777013008,



this Court aseribe the exact same meaning o the language used in the
Dungeness crab-coastal fishing Hoonse statute as the langoage the

legislature clearly and plainly used in the other fish Hcensing statules,
Such an argument ignores the tenets related to statutory coustruction.

The Department argues that the language of RCW 77.70.380, read
in conjunction with related statufes, and read within the context of the
statutory regime as & whole, creates a licensing scheme under which
holders of Dungeness crab-coastal fishing Hicenses may renew sach year,
“but only if he or she possessed a renewed license in the provicus Fﬂfm.mm
ROW 77.70.360, however, does not say that. The statute does not use the
plain, tnambigoous language that the Department did o iis brief, What @t
says iy that an existing license may be renewed “only il the person keld
the license sought to be renewed during the previous vear™ OR “acquired
the Heense by transfer from someone who held it during the previous
year”™ AND “if the person has not subsequently transferred the license io
another person.”

Finally, conteary to the Department’s argument,”’ neither is
Johuson's reading at odds with RCW 77.63.070. This stanate states only

that licenses “may be renewed amnually apon application and payment of

* Appellant’s Broat 140
k$} }i g ¥y »
= Appetiant’s Broat i



the prescribed fees” (emphasis added). 1t does not state that Hcenses must
be renewed annually to prevent them from becoming canceled and void.

. O Respondent’s reading of RCW 77.70.366 iz cousistent with the
Legisiature's intent fo create 3 imited entry progran

Respondent does not dispute that the legislature imended 10
reduee the number of fishers taking crab in coastal walers: # However,
Respondent’s reading of RCW 77.70.364 is consistent with legistative
intent. First, Respondent agrees that this statute clearly prohibits the
Divector from issuing any new Dungeness crab-coastal fishery Heenses
after December 31, 1995, No new licenses being issued, by defisution,
means fewer licenses,
abandonment. More significantly, the Department may also initiate a
ticense buy-back program. The Department testified that it is considering
a Dhmgeness crab-coastal Hoense buy-back ;::mgramfg and on Jannary 31,
2007, it sctually issued a report to the legishature on developing @ buy-
back program for the Washington voastal commuereial crab fishery. These
measures, revocation, abandonment, and bay-back, together with the
prohibition on tssuing any new licenses, fulfills the legislature’s intent to

reduce the number of fishers taking cealy in coastal waters,

&z Fee Laws of 1994, ¢k 280, § 1,
SRP LIS (uly 2, 2008



Finally, allowing a crab fisherman 1o not use Bis or her beense in

a given vear would also reduce fishing. The Department’s reading would

require mandatory renewal every year, g licensee renews his or her

Hcense, then they would be more {ikely to use or lease their Hoense if

they pay the renewal fee. That means more fishing-—not less fishing. By

allowing licensees 1o not fish for a year without repercussion would lead

o fess fishing.

. The Depariment ignores statutory construction rules when it
tries to have this Court add the renew-it-or-lose-it language in
the salmon, herring snd whiting Heense statules to RCW
T7.78.366.

The Department ignores statutory construction rules when it {vies

o add the repew-it-or-lose-it language into RCW 77.78.360. No court

can add words or clauses 1o a stanste where the lepislatare chose not to

include them ™ ROW 77.70.030(1) s second sentence, regarding salmon

charter Hoenses, 1s wdentical to the second senionce of ROW 77.70.360,

regarding Dungeness erab-coastal Heenses, except for the addition of the

words “sabmon charter” B reads:
A person may renew an existing salmon charter Heense
only if the person held the Heense sought 10 be renewed

during the previous vear or aoguired the liconse by transfor
from someone who held it during the previous year, and if

Yk

“

* Srate v Delgude, 148 Wa, 24723, 737, 63 P3d 792, 793 (2003}
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the person has not subsequently transferred the Hicense to
2%

another person®
The major difference between the salmon sharter statute (ROW
F7.70.050) and the Dungeness erab-coastal statate (ROW 77.70.360) i
that the salmon charter statute then adds a repew-it-or-lose~it provisiom
A salmon charter Hcense which is not renewed cach vear shall not be
renewed farther. ™ Having these two statutes read almost idemically, but
then having the salmon charter statnte have anexplic renewsit-or-lose-iv
provision and not including s renew-it~or-dose-it provision in the
Dungeness crab-coastal fishing statute indicates that the legislature did
not intend for the Dungeness crab-coastal fishing license to be sulyject to
# reniew-it-or-lose-1t scheme.

The Depariment again ignores the statutory construction rdes and
characterizes the renew-ti-or-lose-it provigion in the salmon charter
statute as mere “clarifying language™ Basically the Department argues
the renew-it-crolose-it provision in the sabmon charter statates is
superflucus—it was used “to clavify that & person who failed to renew his
or her Hoense 1 a given vear would lose the appostunity o renew that

2wl

license in future vears.™ But, again, courts presume the legistature does

ROW T7.70.0501) {emphasis added).
f&" ROW 72.70.050(0.

¥ Appelfant’s Bro st 18 08,

* Appetiant’s Br. 18 o

1



not use superfluous words ina sta_mm_@ Having chasen 1o usc an explicit
renewsit-or-lose-it provision in a statute and then leaving it out in another
related statute wdieates legislative intent that the repewsit-or-Tose-it
provision not be included in the latter statute. To construe or interpret the
statutes identically, as the Deparbment suggests, would violate numerous
statutory construction principles,

E. My, Johnson’s reading of ROW 77.70.360 ix cousistent and
coherent.

When determining a statutory termt’s plain meaning, courts may
look to the dictionary,™ To be entitled to renew a Dungeness erab fishing
Heense in a given vear, all that is reqguired is for the Heensee to have held
the license the previous yesr, The dictionary defines to “hold™ a3 1o have
and keep in possession; to own; to be the lepal possessor.’! Me. Tohnson
still holds his Heense and has continually held it since it was issued
because he has not sold it or transferred . He still owns i) heds sl the
Hegal possessor, Clearly, by the plain language of RCW 77.70.360, and

also under the Department’s own Finding of Fact No. 1, Mr. Johnson was

and is the holder of his Dungeness crab-coastal fishery Heense.

’} i re Recoll of Pearsall-Siipek, 141 W ld 756, 767, 10 P.3d 1034, 1941 20000,
T Estare of Hasebeood v Bremerton foe drena, fac, 166 Wi, 2d 489, 408, 210 P3d

308, 312020093,

M American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language 627 {1982), See Appendix A,
attached hereto,



Additionally, and contrary 1o the Department’s m‘gnmmﬁfz
Johrson's reading of ROW 77.70.360 does not depend on the 1993 letter
from the Director issuing him a “permanent” leense.™ Johnson's reading
also follows from the plain language meanings of “held” and “obiain,”
the verbs ased in the statute itself. The dictionary defines “obtain™ as to
suceced in gaining possession of something as the result of planning or
transfer frony another person. The sentence immediately prior speaks of
avquiring a leense by transfer and not having subsequently wransforred
the license. In context, therefore, “obtain” means “acquire by transler
fromm another person,” particudardy in lght of the statute’s prohibition on
issuing any new licenses after December 31, 1995, Per the express
fanguage of the statute, a new Hoense van no longer be obtained from the
Dieparteaent, but an existing license may be obtained frony an existing
ficense holder

The Department also argues that Mr. Johnson's interpretation of
ROW 77.70.360 would “rewrite” the statute to say that 8 person may

renew an existing license i the person held the Heense in the past

¥ Appetlant’s Be. at 18,

Lo s

# American Heritage Dictlonary of the Boglish Langusge at 907, See Appendiy &,
attached horsto.



provided it hasnot been transferred.”™ but that is what the plain language

of RCW 77.70.360 says: “A person may renew an existing leense enly if

the person held the license sought to be renewed during the previous year
or acquired the Heense by transfer from someone who held it during the
previnus yvear, and if the person has not subsequently transferred the

Heense o another person,™ B s the Department that Is asking the count to

rewrite the statute when it insists that “held™ be understond to mean not

“possessed™ or “owned” but “rencwed.” The Department has cited

authority that 2 court cannot fewrifc a statute under the guise of

interpreting i, vet rowriting the statute is precisely what the Department
is asking this Court to do,

F. if the Department's reading of RUW 77.70.368 is valid, then
the statute iy subjeet (0 tweo reasonable interpretations and iy
void for vagueness.

If & statute is framed in terms soovague thal persons of common

intelligence must necessartly guess at its meaning and differ as to its

L N L g . 3? P F X . il
application, then it is void for vagueness.”™ A statute is ambiguous it

5 Appellant's Br. ar21.

* Appeltlant's Br, at 21, vhing Devore v Dep 't af Soc. And Hewlth Servs., B0 Wa. App.
177, 183,906 P2d 1016 (1908

* Mave v Stare, 116 Wi App. %64, 868-69, 68 £.3d 1114 {2003), guoting Haler v
Med Diseiplinary 8B4 11T Wa2d 720, 739, 818 P.2d 1062 (1991}



can veasonably be interpreted in two or more ways, but it is not
+ ; i N s . 18
ambigucus simply because different interpretations are conceivable ™

Here, RCW 77.70.360 uses terms so vague and so inconsistently

Department and Mr. Johmsor differ as 1o its application. At least two
interpretations are reasonable. M. Johnson has argued that “held™ and
“obiain™ be understood pursuant to thetr ordinary dictionary definitions.
The Department argues that “held™ and “obtain™ do not literally mean
“held™ and “obtain,” but should be read narrowly as meaning “renewed”
amd “renew,™ and that what the statute really meoans is that a Dungeness
crab-coastal fishery livense has 8 renew-it-or-lose-it provision like pther
statytes even though it does not expressly include such a clause like the
other statutes do. If the Department 18 correct, then persons of comeon
intelligence cannof rely on “held” and “obtain” meaning what they
ordinarily do and instead these persons must puess af this statute™s
meaning and differ as to is application. The statute therefore fails to give
notice, which is a violation of the first essential of due process law,™ and

is void for vagueness.

® Eraternal Urder of Bagles, Terdno Aevie No, ‘e’{id v Grand derie. of Frateraal Order
@}‘ z&as{wa i»S Wn 2{1 28, 23930 Padess 200y

® e 8340y, Washington State .zﬁéfp;, aif gl 168 Wn2d 57

3 s{}{j { m{}GE} quating Roberic v Uniled Stares Anwees, 368118, 609,828

4,82 L. Bd, 2d 462 (1984).

e
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G. ROW 77.65.030 includes no provision permanently reveking a
Heense for fnilure to renew.

The Department relies heavily on RCW 77.65.030 for its denial of
Mr. Johoson's Dungeness crab-constal fishery license renewal
application. This statute states, in relevant pad,

The application deadline for a conmmercial icense or permit

established in this chapter is December 31st of the calendar

vear for which the license or permit is sought. The

departiment shall accept no license or permit applications

after December 31st of the calendar vear for which the

license or permit is sought.

M. Johnson concedes, as he must, that his 2007 application that was
submitted in 2008 must have been denied under this provision. [fthe
Department’s Pinal Order had merely determined this, then no judicial
review would have been required.

The Department’s Final Order, however, did much more than
merely deny Mr. Johnson’s application for a 2007 lcense because i was
submitted in 2008, The Final Order alse held that Mr. Johnson's license
having been denied for 2007 “necessarily means that no renewsal of
ficense number 60669 {sic] may be issucd in the future.” HROW
77.:65.030 tncludes no such provision of notiee.

Given this {egal conclusion Inthe Dinal order, any attermpt o apply

for a crab Heense renewal in a futire year would have been futile, Neither

R et

k6



the Department nor this Court can reasonably have expected Mr. Johnson

to apply for a 2008, 2009, orsubsequent Heense while the judicial review

process was still underway.

H. Per the Department’s bricfing, the only pre-deprivation notice
Johnsen received that s fallure to renew weould mean
permanent loss of the license was by statuie. Because the
stntutes are arubiguous, such netice was constitutionally
inadeguate.

The Department argoes that “the plain. unambiguous lanpuage of
the applicable statutes provided adequate notice of the Dungeness orab-
coastal lieensing renewal requirements and the consequences of falling to
timely renew™ and that ¥{blecause they were not unconstitutionally
vague, the statues provided notice adequate to satisfy due process
requirements,” The Departnient can point tono other pre-deprivation
notive. Therelfore, i the statules are vagne and ambigoous, as Johnson has
argued, then there was no pre-deprivation notice gt ail,

The Department argues that the Johnson situation s analogous to
that in Fosy v, Nat 't Marine Fisheries Serv. ™ in which the Ninth Circnit
found that the notice provided and the opportunity for administrative

hearing were “constitutionally sufficient.™ The Depariment’s reliance on

Foss iy misplaced. The Ninth Cireuit deseribed the notice provedures in

! Appellant’s Br. at 26,
161 F.3d 584, 589 (9th Cir. 1998).
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Foss a8 “exiensive,”” citing a National Marine Fisheries Service
statement as follows:

Although official notice of the S application period will

be given in the Federal Register, [the National Oceanie and

Atmospherie Administration] will alert the fishing mdostey

through more widely read publications and news

announcements. In addition, NOAA will schedule the

application portod, &b least in part, during fall or winter

months when most of the fixed gear fishing fleet is not

active
Here, the Department has peinted to no notice appearing in “more widely

read publications and news sannouncements™ or anywhere else, bt only

-

1o what notice 1y purportedly in the Washington statutes. The “extensive’
notice i Foxg was lacking here. The Departiment cannot use Fosy to
argue that the noties 1o Johnsen was adequate. Lacking adequate notice,
Johnson's due process tights were vielated,

1. The Department bas raived several of is substantive
arguments in footnotes, which this Court need not address.

There is substantial awhority stating thay this Court need not
. . a e 3% 3 ¥ -
consider or address arguments raised in footnotes.™ Here, the Department

Department attempted to draw an analogy between fishing liconse

B

¥ 1 quoting 58 Fed: Reg, at 58,392

* Srare v Harriy, 164 Wa, App. 377,389, 263 PAd 1276, 1282 (2011), citing Stare v
NE. 70 Wi App. 502, 606 1.3, 854 P.2d 872 (1993) (arguments in Tootnotes need not
be considered), and Stafe b Fokngor, 63 W, App, 139,194 n 4 847 P2 360 (1993}
targumentralsed in footnote will not be addressed).

i3



renewals and mining claims in its nete §.7 The Department argued in it
note 6 that ROW 77.70.360 is not before this cowet” The Department
placed s argument sbout the additional language in the salmon, herring,
and whiting statutes in its note 8. Because these arguments were raised
in footnotes, this Court need not address or consider them,

DATED thig /

OLYMPIC LAW GROUP, PLLP

Y, ALY _
Dennis 1 MeGlothing WSBA No. 28177
Robert & Cadranell, WSBA No. 41773
2815 Eastlake Ave. E Sie 170
Scattle, WA 98102
Phone: 206-327-2500
Atterneys for Respondent

N Apneiidm s B st 13,15,
Appp lant's Broat 13-4, m6,
¥ Appellant’s Br. at 18- !9 LR
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICK

The undersigned certifies vnder penalty of perury under the laws
of the State of Washington that | am now and at all times hewein

mentioned, & citizen of the United States, w resident of the State of
Washington, over the age of cighteen years, not g parly (0 or imerested in
the above~entitled action, and conipetent to be a witness herein.
On the below written date, [ caused delivery of & true copy of
Curtis Johnson's Reply Bref to the following individoals vig US Mail:

Kiate of Washington
Court of Appeals, Division
934 Broadway, Suite 300

Tacoma, WA 98402-3930

Michael M. Young,
Assistant Afterney General
Attorney General of Washington
1125 Washington Street SE

Olymipla, WA 98504

Signed this 177 thday of July, 2012 Seatle, Washington.

DAL

guben
Ligal Assistant
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