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The information & various 
articles contained within this 
publication have not been 
checked for accuracy. All opin-
ions expressed are those of the 
authors and do not necessarily 
reflect the opinions of the Bar 
Association, the Newsletter, or 
the agents thereof. 

The September Bar Lunch and Meeting will be at noon Wednesday, 
September 6, 2006, at Northwood Hall.  The monthly business meeting 
will begin promptly at 12:15 pm.  Agenda items will include a discus-
sion of the new court calendars (see page 3). 

 BAR LUNCH 

New Project SAFER attorney 
has been around the block 

LAID DOWN THE LAW AS A BEAT COP IN IDAHO, JAILER IN MONTANA - CHECK 
OVERCAME CAREER-THREATENING HEARING IMPAIRMENT - CHECK 
NAMED TO ALMA MATER’S ATHLETIC HALL OF FAME - CHECK 
WON 2006 WSBA AWARD FOR COURAGE - CHECK 

Bellingham attorney Nancy Ivarinen has 
seen the legal system from all angles, but the 
view she likes best is the one she has now, as a 
public interest lawyer.  Ivarinen -- whose legal 
career followed stints as a cop and jailer -- is 
the new head of Project SAFER.  The pro-
gram, recently reincarnated as part of the 
Northwest Justice Project, provides emer-
gency legal assistance for victims of domestic 
violence. 

When Project SAFER was relocated to 
NJP recently and revitalized with longer-term 
funding, Ivarinen jumped at the chance to sign 
on.  After an 11-year hiatus from full-time 
public service work, she is thrilled to return, 
she says. 

The Project SAFER position is not the 
only big news for Ivarinen this year.  The 
Washington State Bar Association recently 
bestowed upon her its 2006 Courageous 
Award.  The bar cited not only her extensive 
public service and legal accomplishments, but 
also her triumph over a progressive hearing 
impairment that nearly deafened her a few 
years ago. 

As described by WSBA, the Courageous 
Award, “is presented to a lawyer who has dis-

played excep-
tional courage in 
the face of adver-
sity, thus bringing 
credit to the legal 
p r o f e s s i o n .  
Nancy devoted 
countless hours, 
pro bono, to low-
income clients, 
primarily those 
with landlord-
tenant and elder 
abuse issues. . . . 
She receives the 
C o u r a g e o u s 
Award for her contributions to the legal pro-
fession and activism for access to justice, all 
while overcoming a severe hearing impair-
ment.” 

A few years ago, it appeared that 
Ivarinen’s career -- at least in the courtroom -- 
might be in jeopardy.  Because of a progres-
sive, congenital disorder of the middle-ear, her 
hearing had worsened to the point that she had 
to rely on lip-reading and careful positioning 

(Continued on page 2) 

Nancy Ivarinen 



in a room in order to hear conversation.  She found herself 
withdrawing from social situations and wondered whether she 
would have to give up practicing in court.  In 2002, she be-
came the first person in the Northwest to receive a special type 
of bilateral surgically implanted 
hearing device.  She now describes 
her hearing as being close to normal. 

Even aside from her hearing im-
pairment, the degree of difficulty for 
Ivarinen’s career arc is in double dig-
its.  Before attending law school, she 
worked as a police officer in Mos-
cow, Idaho, for four years.  Follow-
ing that, she served as a jailer for the 
county sheriff’s office in Missoula, 
Montana.  She prefers not to dwell 
on the fouler aspects of those jobs, 
but she acknowledges the experience inspired her to seek a 
new vocational path.  She was drawn to public interest law and 
enrolled at the University of Montana School of Law, from 
which she graduated in 1988. 

After law school, Ivarinen worked at a public interest law 
office in Idaho before moving to Bellingham, where she 

worked at Evergreen Legal Services from 1992 until its de-
mise in 1995.  With her public interest career yanked out from 
under her, Ivarinen established her own practice.  However, 
she channeled her passion for public interest projects into nu-
merous community and educational activities, many of which 

she continues to pursue. 
     Since 1996, she has been an in-
structor at Skagit Valley Community 
College.  Beginning in 2003, she has 
served as director of the paralegal 
and administration of justice pro-
grams at Whatcom Community Col-
lege, where she also developed a 
street-law program in which parale-
gal students and volunteer lawyers 
provide legal assistance to students. 
     Ivarinen also has served as a 
board member for the Skagit Com-

munity Action program since 1995.  According to legend, she 
won that organization’s pro bono award so many times that 
she eventually asked them to stop giving it to her.  In 2002 the 
Washington Supreme Court appointed her to the Practice of 
Law Board.  She also serves at the pro bono legal clinic for the 
Town of Concrete, of which she had been town attorney. 

(Continued from page 1) 

UPCOMING WHATCOM CLE’s 
(please note changes) 

 
● October 4 (1:30 – 4:45) 

New Ethics Rules 
(see insert to this newsletter) 

 
● November 1 (1:30 – 4:45) 

  Contract Law 
(featuring Kate O’Neill, U.W. professor & con-

tracts specialist) 
 

● December 6 (1:30 – 4:45) 
Criminal/Evidence 

(featuring Karl Tegland; Whatcom County 
Prosecutor Dave MacEachran; and Roger 

Goodman of  the King County Bar Assn., who 
will address that county’s Drug Policy Project) 

SAVE THE DATE:   

October 12 
Lawyers Take Orders 

2006 
 

Mark your Calendars for 
Thursday Evening, October 
12th, at the Ferry Terminal.  
The annual Lawyers Take 
Orders Fundraiser is at a 
new location and will feature 

wonderful 
food and fun. 

Bar event 
of the 
year! 
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Astonishing Fact! 
In 1990, Ivarinen was 

inducted into the Athletic 
Hall of Fame of her under-
graduate alma mater, Min-
nesota State University at 
Mankato, for her accom-
plishments in cross country 
and track. 
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Washington Women Lawyers Annual Leadership Symposium 

“Leadership and Women in the Law: 
 The Changing Profile of the 

21st Century Attorney” 
 

November 17, 2006 Bell Harbor Conference Center, Seattle 
 

 
 
By Joan Tierney, Events Vice-President and WWL President-Elect 
& Tracy J. Sarich, Events Vice-President 

This year, the Washington Women Lawyers will present an Annual Leadership Symposium focused on leadership and 
diversity.  With an eye on where we have been, where we are now, and where we need to go, “Leadership and Women in 
the Law: The Changing Profile of the 21st Century Attorney,” is a symposium and CLE designed to examine the history 
of the Glass Ceiling Task Force and the Commission on Gender and Justice and teach participants what employers and 
women in practice are doing to hire, retain, and advance women in the legal profession. 

Participants will also learn what legal employers can do to integrate diversity best practices and support sustainable 
mentor programs. The all-day CLE will also teach attorneys how to enhance their level of competency as lawyers, improve 
attorney/client relations, and develop the leadership skills necessary to advance their legal careers.   

The luncheon keynote speaker, Karen Lockwood, a partner at Howrey, LLP, a 
firm in Washington, D.C. and Immediate Past President of the Women’s Bar Asso-
ciation of the District of Columbia, (WBA) will discuss the WBA’s Initiative on 
the Advancement and Retention of Women. 

The Initiative is designed to identify the perceived challenges faced by women 
in the legal marketplace, identify common strategies currently used to help women 
in their development and advancement, and identify what D.C. firms do to retain 
and promote women in the legal profession.  The Initiative addressed these issues 
by calling together 230 interested women and law firm leaders to engage in a full 
exchange about the problems and solutions facing women in the legal profession. 

The Symposium will also include a cocktail reception and the Annual WWL 
Awards Dinner.  The WWL State Board Award recipients include:  The Honorable 
Mary Kay Becker, Passing the Torch Award; The Honorable Cynthia Imbrogno, 
Heritage Award and Joan Tierney, State Board Member of the Year Award. 

Our Chapters will also recognize their “Chapter Members of the Year,” making this an all-chapter event.  The Right-
eous Mothers will provide entertainment. 

Whatcom County 
Women Lawyers to Meet 

The next Whatcom County 
Women Lawyer’s meeting will be 
the Fall Social on September 20 at 
Amy Robinson’s loft.  Details will 
be provided to members shortly. 

Bellingham immigration attorney Greg Boos participated 
in the U.S. Army War College’s 1st Annual Strategy Imple-
mentation Seminar on July 24-27, 2006, at Carlisle Barracks, 
Pennsylvania. The seminar was the final event of a two-year 
program of study for senior military personnel focused on stra-
tegic aspects of national security. 

Chosen to participate in the event because of professional 
background, personal experience and knowledge of key na-
tional and international issues, Boos joined a select group of 
non-military seminar participants who influence policies af-

fecting national strategy. 
“Since 9/11, my practice has been increasingly focused on 

border security and other aspects of national security," Boos 
explained. "This seminar was an incredible opportunity to 
meet many of the people implementing strategies that will af-
fect the future of our country.” 

Boos is a partner at the Bellingham office of Chang & 
Boos, an immigration law firm with offices in Bellingham and 
Toronto. 

Boos attends Army War College Seminar 
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ATTENTION YOUNG LAWYERS, COLLEAGUES, AND FRIENDS! 
 

We are long overdue for a local Young Lawyer’s event, and Elizabeth Li has graciously offered us the use of 
her home for an informal gathering.  Please mark your calendars and join us for a Happy Hour at 5:30 p.m. on 
Thursday September 7, 2006, at 1415 H Street (corner of H and Bancroft) in Bellingham.  

 
To be sure that we are appropriately supplied with refreshments, please drop me a line or give me a call if you 

will be able to attend.  Of course, even if you aren’t able to let me know in advance, please come join the festivi-
ties.  While this is mainly an opportunity for us to mingle and catch up with each other after a very busy summer, I 
also have some new and exciting WYLD projects and activities to tell you about- both locally and on the statewide 
level.   

 
I look forward to seeing you all there! 

 

 
Amy Robinson 
Washington Young Lawyers Division, Northwest District Trustee 
 
Phone:  360.733.0212 
Email:  arobinson@bdlawonline.com 

Ron Hardesty 
Whatcom County Courthouse Security Badge Number 036 

Let’s face it.  Getting into the courthouse has been a pain 
in the kiester for attorneys since the new security rules went 
into place.  It’s like being checked before entering my own 
house, because it is my house (and yours), after all.  It is where 
we earn our living, represent our clients, in short, where we 
belong, as officers of the court.   I understand the powers that 
be want to limit the ingress of dangerous persons to the court-
house.  Courthouse employees are subjected to background 
checks and fingerprinting before they are hired as county em-
ployees.  They, however, did not have to pay for that privilege; 
we (taxpayers) paid for them.  And I realize it ain’t the post 
office, but there probably are still a few wackos among the 
employees in that building regardless of what a background 
check might say.   

Unless things have changed, I know I was required to have 
a background check when I applied to the Washington State 
Bar for admission.  (I was somewhat surprised I was admitted, 
but that’s another story)   And I would be subject to discipline, 
which would be made public, if I were to commit a crime of 
moral turpitude.  We are held to constant scrutiny above that 
of the normal county employee.  So why weren’t we given 
access to the courthouse as a courtesy when these new security 

rules came to be?  Can we really be more dangerous than the 
average county employee? 

Skagit County (who heeded the security warnings years 
ago) made it extremely easy for lawyers of the local bar, and 
others who frequented their courthouse, to have unfettered 
access.  My understanding is that a couple of our local judges 
were less than interested in making it easy for us to have the 
same access to our house as our brethren to the south have of 
theirs, and so it was months before it even became possible to 
apply for a security badge.  My thanks to whomever provided 
the pressure or cajoling sufficient to reach such an obviously 
reasonable result.    

A great deal of thought must have gone into the applica-
tion process to insure that such could be accomplished with a 
minimum amount of intrusion into our already overtaxed time 
schedules.  After all, as mentioned above, we pose less risk 
than the norm (given our previous background checks, disci-
plinary code, etc.).  One might think, then, that the process 
would be painless.  O contraire, mi amigos. 

I was pleased that the process began with picking up the 
needed forms at the County Executive’s Office, and I did.  
Three little forms, which took about three minutes to com-
plete.  One form required acknowledgement of one’s signature 

(Continued on page 10) 

FEEDBACK ON SECURITY PASS PROCESS 

Attorney encounters delays; questions need for fee 



A C R O S S   T H E   L I N E 
IMMIGRATION AND CROSS BORDER UPDATE FROM CHANG & BOOS           

By Scott Railton, 1305—11th St, # 301, Bellingham, WA 98225, E-Mail:  srailton@americanlaw.com 
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On August 7, two subcommittees of the U.S. House of 
Representatives’ Committee on Homeland Security conducted 
a joint “field hearing” at Bellingham City Hall, where they 
examined “witnesses” on the subject of Northern border secu-
rity.  The hearing was pure politics.  It was not advertised lo-
cally, and it was announced by the committee just the day be-
fore on its website. 

As the House and Senate remain split on immigration, 
both have held field hearings around the country, in hopes of 
generating more support for their bills.  The hearings have 
been widely and accurately reported as being unduly slanted.  
Although Bellingham’s hearing lacked the rancorous tenor of 
some House hearings in the South, the witnesses were clearly 
selected to promote the House’s “enforcement-only” border 
bill.  Unfortunately, the Representatives only gave lip service 
to the importance of our relationship with Canada, as they fo-
cused on “tightening” the border and further empowering Cus-
toms and Border Protection (CBP). 

Thomas Hardy, Director of Field Operations for the Seat-
tle Office of CBP, was questioned intently on how undercover 
Government Accountability Office inspectors were able to 
enter through local ports with forged documents.  Hardy re-
plied that the agency is still looking into the situation.  In 
short, he said, the agency is still shifting its focus from vehi-
cles to persons at land port inspections.  Later, when pressed, 
Hardy said, “I will need more manpower.”   

RESOURCES HAVE AT LEAST tripled on the border 
since 9/11, according to information aired at the hearing.  Nev-
ertheless, CBP needs 400 more officers in the area to properly 
fulfill its mission, various witnesses said.  Witnesses also 
stated that CBP needs a more unified command structure, 
wireless interoperable frequencies with Canadian enforcement, 
and increased funding for emergency preparedness.  Hardy 
identified the biggest local border threats as terrorism, mari-
juana, and the drug XTC.  He said illegal aliens are not as big 
a threat locally. 

Five Representatives attended the hearing, including 
Washington’s Dave Reichert and Norm Dicks.  Although the 
committee is Republican-controlled, three Democrats formed 
the majority for this hearing.  The Democrats seemed as much 
or more interested than the Republicans in border enforce-
ment. 

Rep. Dicks expressed concerns about the Western Hemi-
sphere Travel Initiative, saying the legislative deadline could 
choke cross-border commerce.  He also voiced apprehension 
about prior expenditures in technologies that have failed, such 

as a sensor system defeated by temperature changes. 
David Harris, Director of the International Terrorist Intel-

ligence Program, was the best example of a planted witness.  
Harris was highly critical of Canada’s immigration system, 
painting a picture of a wide-open program that created a 
“terrorist haven.”  Harris described Montreal as teeming with 
Hezbollah members and sympathizers. Ambassador Martin 
Collacott criticized the U.S. for being ambivalent with its 
Southern border policy, making Canada reluctant to work with 
the U.S. on border issues.  

THE REPRESENTATIVES SEEMED most interested 
in the testimony of Greg Johnson, president of the local union 
for border officers.  Johnson began his testimony by saying 
officer morale is low at local ports.  Many of the officers are 
from Texas and wish to go home, he said.  Some are not get-
ting enough overtime, while others are getting too much.  The 
officers would like more drug-sniffing dogs, as they don’t 
have them for every shift, Johnson said.  He favors consolidat-
ing CBP with Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), 
Homeland Security’s interior enforcement arm, he said.  ICE 
reportedly has better retirement benefits. 

Johnson also claimed there are now too many supervisors.  
He was critical of the CBP’s “One Face at the Border” pro-
gram, which made officers jacks of all trades, but masters of 
none.  Johnson said immigration, customs and agriculture are 
all enforcement disciplines that require great lengths of time to 
master.  Meanwhile, because of the emphasis on immigration 
enforcement, other issues -- such as customs and trademark 
violations -- are almost never addressed at the Peace Arch, he 
said. 

Ironically, the lines at the border were over three hours 
long just prior to the Representatives’ tour of the Peace Arch, 
Johnson pointed out.  Because of the politicians’ visit, supervi-
sors told officers at the booths to clear the lines expeditiously.  
When asked how they did that, Johnson explained that they 
simply said to each driver, “Hi.  How are you?  Have a nice 
day.”   

Local activists have scheduled a “counterhearing” on Au-
gust 16 to promote more comprehensive immigration reform.  
Rep. Rick Larsen should be in attendance, as well as many 
other local politicians.  The hearing is planned to mirror the 
House’s hearing, with “witnesses” that give testimony.  How-
ever, the testimony is to focus on the benefits of immigration, 
the need to keep families unified, and defending democratic 
principles. 

Local Homeland Security hearing looked like pure politics 
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Consider the following scenario: A heeled, seated and 
leashed dog is declared potentially dangerous (“PDD”) for 
biting a stranger’s lip off after she leans into the dog’s face on 
a public sidewalk, without permission or introduction by the 
dog’s guardian. The stranger’s husband then leans down and 
moves the guardian’s foot to retrieve his wife’s lip. The dog 
does not bite the husband. 

Although the stranger’s injury might be regrettable -- and 
is assuredly significant -- placing undue emphasis on the out-
come, while ignoring the bitee’s causal role in choreographing 
her own injury, would result in an injustice. 

Assume that the dog -- an old, spayed female German 
Shepherd mix with cataracts -- had lived her entire life to that 
point without ever having been declared dangerous or poten-
tially dangerous.  Prior to this occurrence, there is no evidence 
that she was cited for running at-large, trespassing on private 
property, damaging personalty, biting people or harming non-
human animals. There is also no evidence that the dog had 
been neglected or abused, or that she had a propensity to es-
cape, chase, attack or kill any being. In essence, the potentially 
dangerous dog designation signifies the dog as a “first-time 
offender.”  

If your dog were declared PDD for this incident, would it 
be justified? What if you were forced to acquire liability insur-
ance in the amount of at least $50,000, had to build a secure, 
locked, six-sided enclosure in which to keep the dog, had to 
register the animal as a potentially dangerous dog for the rest 
of her life, needed to muzzle her at all times she was outside 
the enclosure, and ran the risk of her being declared dangerous 
if she so much as chased a person on public property without 
making contact? Should the law not recognize extenuating 
circumstances related to the inherent natures of our canine 
companions? Indeed, would not the stranger’s conduct be con-
sidered provocation? 

WHILE MOST ANIMAL CONTROL agencies regard 
“provocation” as involving taunting, teasing, beating or other 
harmful behavior, the Bellingham Municipal Code does not 
define “provocation.” Because this term admits more than one 
reasonable interpretation (i.e., intentional provocation versus 
unintentional provocation; provocation from the bitten per-
son’s perspective versus provocation from the biting dog’s 
perspective), the rule of lenity requires that ambiguous draft-
ing be construed in the light most favorable to the defendant. 
See State v. Jacobs, 154 Wn.2d 596, 600-601 (2005).  

To interpret as “provocation” the acts of a person quickly 
approaching and staring into a strange dog’s face at its level, 
while it is restrained by a leash, is not implausible, but rather 
entirely likely. The stranger in the above example should have 

been aware that it was unreasonable to approach in this fash-
ion. At a minimum, it shows poor canine etiquette. Animal 
ethologists and veterinary behaviorists can serve as potent ex-
perts in this regard. 

Such an interpretation is supported by case law evaluating 
the doctrine in the context of personal injury. See Toney v. 
Bouthillier, 129 Ariz. 402, 405-6 (1981) (finding that act of 3-
year-old punching dog may constitute provocation, irrespec-
tive of whether the child intended to provoke the dog); see 
also Nelson v. Lewis, 36 Ill.App.3d 130 (1976) (finding provo-
cation where 2 ½-year-old accidentally stepped on dog’s tail, 
and noting that unintentional acts may constitute provocation, 
as in “an act or process of provoking, stimulation or incite-
ment”); Nicholes v. Lorenz, 396 Mich. 53 (1976) (recognizing 
that determination of whether 6-year-old inadvertently step-
ping on dog’s tail constituted provocation was jury question); 
Messa v. Sullivan, 61 Ill.App.2d 386 (1965); Robinson v. 
Meadows, 203 Ill.App.3d 706 (1990).  

FROM AN EQUITABLE STANDPOINT, and as a 
practical matter, the stranger in our scenario assumed the risk 
of being bitten by approaching the dog without permission or 
introduction by the dog’s handler, invading her space and 
threatening her (and from the dog’s standpoint, her guardian). 
In this regard, see Stehl v. Dose, 83 Ill.App.3d 440 (1980) (the 
court found that the evidence supported jury verdict that dog 
was provoked into attacking where prospective new owner of 
German shepherd came near dog for purpose of feeding it, fed 
the dog scraps, and petted it, but when he turned his back the 
dog bit him; in reaching this conclusion, the court noted that 
the jury could regard crossing the perimeter of a dog’s chain, 
entering protected territory and remaining while the dog ate as 
provocation). See generally, Jay M. Zitter, Intentional Provo-
cation, Contributory or Comparative Negligence, or Assump-
tion of Risk as Defense to Action for Injury by Dog, 11 A.L.R. 
5th 127 (1993). 

Certain salient factors to evaluate in any dog-bite scenario 
such as this, all of which support the claim that this matter was 
provoked, include: 

 
1) Did the dog bark, growl, or show physical manifesta-
tions of aggressive posture at the time the stranger was 
bitten? 
2) Was the dog restrained by a leash and unable to retreat 
from the stranger’s rapid, warning-free advance? 
3) Was the dog in a heeled position and seated, on a 
leash, at the time the stranger approached her face with-
out warning or permission by the handler? 

(Continued on page 10) 

 LEX BESTIA 
By ADAM KARP 

adam@animal-lawyer.com 
(360) 738-7273 

Can dog-bite victim 
be considered an agent 
provocateur? 
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[Editor’s note: Melissa is on vacation this week.  Her 
father, John, an attorney, kindly volunteered to fill in.] 

Dear Melissa: 
I’m totally in love with this guy I met at camp who looks 

just like Orlando Bloom.  Seriously!  We e-mailed and IM’d 
for weeks and now he calls me every night and we talk for 
hours.  His voice is so luscious that I secretly recorded it and 
put in on my iPod!  Anyway, although I know he likes me, he 
hasn’t asked me out on an actual date yet.  Should I take the 
initiative and ask him out?  Or will that make me look pushy? 
Sincerely, 
Stressed-out Tess 
 
Dear Tess: 

I would be remiss not to point out that Revised Code of 
Washington Section 9.73.030 expressly prohibits the recording 
of a telephone conversation without the prior consent of all 
participants.  Given your admission that the recording of your 
acquaintance’s voice was secret, I must advise you to seek 
legal counsel immediately.  In the meantime, I would recom-
mend initiating no social interaction with this individual, as it 
might prompt him to seek a no-contact order against you.  
That could adversely affect everything from your credit record 
to your ability to find future employment.  If you are able to 
avoid the legal pitfalls inherent in your current situation, I be-
lieve you eventually will be able to develop a relationship that 
will fulfill your romantic needs and comply with all applicable 
laws. 
Regards, 
John 

 
Dear Melissa: 

Our school has a big dance at the end of the month and 
this smokin’ hot girl has agreed to go with me.  Unfortunately, 
I stayed out past curfew last weekend, so now my parents have 
taken away my driving privileges for a month.  My date has a 
car and can drive to the dance.  But I don’t want to look like a 
total wuss riding shotgun.  If she lets me drive her car for the 
night, my parents can’t get mad at me for that, can they? 
Sincerely, 
Busted Justin 
 
Dear Justin: 

Driving a vehicle owned by, and registered to, someone 
outside your own household raises numerous legal issues in-
volving civil and criminal liability as well as insurance cover-
age.  I must advise that before the dance you and your date 

seek legal counsel and consult with the auto insurance carriers 
covering both of your families.  You need to thoroughly dis-
cuss issues including, but not limited to the following: a) in-
surance coverage for non-owned vehicles, b) the family car 
doctrine, c) permissive use, d) joint and several liability, e) the 
Washington financial responsibility statute, and f) express ver-
sus implied consent.  I hope you two kids have a wonderful 
time at the dance, assuming you are legally cleared to go. 
Regards, 
John 
 
P.S. You might want to consider taking the bus.  However, I 
would recommend first reviewing the law regarding liability 
of common carriers. 
 
Dear Melissa: 

I can’t stand my mom!  We went shopping for school 
clothes yesterday and they had all these cute skirts and tops 
out for fall.  They would look so good on me now that I lost 
five pounds and got all tan over the summer.  But the only 
things my mom would let me try on were these dresses that 
hung down to my ankles, and some dorky pants that were, 
like, from a business suit or something!  I can just hear Chloe 
and all her little fashion tramps unloading on me when I show 
up for class in that crap.  So, we went home empty handed, 
and now I’m ready to totally kill my mom.  Help! 
Sincerely, 
Cryin’ Kristin 
 
Dear Kristin: 

I must advise that it would be indisputably against your 
legal interests to kill your mom.  Aside from the obvious 
criminal liability, your actions would carry serious implica-
tions under civil law as well.  For example, Revised Code of 
Washington Section 11.84 would prohibit you from receiving 
any property or other benefits from your mother’s estate if you 
had caused her death.  This also would include proceeds from 
any life insurance policy she might have.  I would suggest in-
stead that you retain counsel to discuss the possibility of un-
dertaking legal emancipation.  Be aware, however, that you 
would sacrifice certain legal protections by doing so.  Alterna-
tively, you might try Banana Republic at that new outlet mall.  
They have some skirts and tops that might be conservative 
enough for your mom, but still hot enough to keep Chloe’s 
Botox-bloated mouth shut, if you know what I’m saying. 
Regards, 
John 

Ask Melissa! 
Relationship Tips for Teens 
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before a Notary Public.  No big deal, as my assistant is one.  
But the form specifically requires the Notary Public at the 
Sheriff’s Office to acknowledge one’s signature (how is that 
person more of a notary than another?) 

Once the forms are filled in, one needs only to make an 
appointment with George Reid, our county security adminis-
trator.  I did, and was in the basement of the courthouse as 
scheduled at 8:15 a.m.  George got there promptly at 8:15.  
His purpose was to ask us if we had filled out the forms we 
had already picked up, and to have us fill out another form 
onto which our fingerprints would be affixed.  To ensure we 
filled it in properly we were provided with a highlighted mas-
ter form.  Apparently he believes that lawyers are not familiar 
with filling out forms.  This took about two minutes. 

So now it is about 8:18 a.m., and George says, “Take this 
form to the Sheriff’s Office between 9 a.m. and noon.”    I 
suppose it was an odd thought to wonder why the form George 
gave us hadn’t been given to us at the County Exec’s office, or 
why the appointment with George wasn’t a bit closer to 9 a.m.  
So lets just wait around for a while (at $200 per hour). 

I arrived at the Sheriff’s office at about 9:05.  Three per-
sons had arrived around 9.  One was being processed.  The 
other two and I waited.  First paying the $75.00 at window A, 
then signing in, with picture ID, at window B to be Notarized 
by the only Notary In The World eligible for the task.  Did I 
mention the wait?  It was a full 45 minutes before I was called 
into the back to be fingerprinted, by computer, which took 
about three minutes.   If it only takes 3 minutes to do this, 
why, I asked myself, did it take 45 minutes to process three 
applicants?  One can only guess, but I found that I had now 
wasted nearly an hour and a half, for which no billing could be 
made (at $200 per hour).  Oh well. 

Later that afternoon I received a call from George, telling 
me that I had passed my security check (Surprise!  One would 
think a $75 check would take longer, hmmm . . .).   He also 
told me to call to make an appointment to have my photograph 
taken at the county facilities building.  I immediately called, 
only to be informed that no paperwork had arrived, and no 
appointment could be made until she had paperwork.  To the 
credit of the person on the phone, after a short argument 
(“How would I have known to call you if George hadn’t told 
me to?”) logic prevailed and she gave me an appointment for 
Friday morning.  

I arrived at the county facilities building at the appointed 
hour and had my photograph taken almost immediately.  It 

took perhaps five minutes to develop it, cut it out and laminate 
it into a badge.  However, the photographer/laminator could 
not hand me the badge, no.  Instead, she dutifully called 
George, who then had to come across from the courthouse, 
and upon his arrival he took the badge from her, turned, and 
then handed it to me.  (I need to join that union) 

I only hope no one from the Department of Motor Vehi-
cles ever applies for one of these badges.  The worst thing pos-
sible is to give a government bureaucrat an idea for lengthen-
ing an otherwise long process.   

Don’t get me wrong.  I am glad I have the badge.  Now I 
don’t have to remove most of my clothing to enter my own 
courthouse, sometimes several times in a day.  But I do ques-
tion the need for this process.  And my professional self is 
somewhat miffed at being subjected to such an inefficient 
process. 

Here’s an idea: Pick a day each week, or month.  Have 
four or five openings available.  After having filled out all the 
forms picked up previously at the Exec’s office (or better yet, 
filling them out while we wait at the Sheriff’s office) we could 
simply hand our forms to THE ONLY NOTARY IN THE 
WORLD GOOD ENOUGH to acknowledge our signatures, 
pay the dough and get printed.  (It would be helpful for the 
Sheriff to figure out how to do more than one set of finger-
prints every 15 minutes.  We aren’t trying to get into a packed 
jail, after all). The photographer could just stand by at the fa-
cilities building from 9:10 to 10:00 (maybe doing whatever 
else she does if no one shows up), and we could just mosey 
over there after being printed, one at a time.  Go back to the 
office after the picture is taken. The whole thing should take 
no more than a half hour. Then, after we pass the security 
check that afternoon, instead of calling us to pick up the 
badge, mail it to us.  Or leave it at will call in the clerk’s of-
fice, at the County Exec’s office, or even at George’s office if 
he really needs to be involved. 

Or, and here is a novel thought, treat us with a little re-
spect, recognize our role in the county’s business, and give us 
access to our courthouse for free.  We deserve it.  One stop: 
get a picture, make a badge, give it to us.  Hopefully that will 
be the case before my current badge expires in 2008. 

Here’s one last thought.  I got my concealed weapons li-
cense, I think for $40 bucks or so, in about 15 minutes, but it 
took nearly two hours and $75 to get the security badge!  Go 
figure. 

I gotta go back to work. 

(Continued from page 5) 

4) Did the dog lunge or attempt to follow the stranger 
after the bite, showing evidence of this being a 
“kindling” event for an instant conflagration of vi-
cious behavior? Instead, did she keep heel position, 
without tugging on the leash or vocalizing?  
5) Did the dog bite the handler or any third-party eye-
witnesses who may have approached the dog’s space 
(e.g., the stranger’s husband)? 

6) Did the stranger admit to habitually getting down 
on all fours with unknown dogs in an understandable 
but misguided effort to be loving (as was the case in 
the above example)? 
 

Based on the rule of lenity, expert testimony and certain undis-
puted facts, your dangerous dog defense case, or civil dog-bite 
defense case, could turn on transforming the bitee into an 
agent provocateur under state and local law.  

(Continued from page 8) 
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Advertise in the Newsletter 

It’s easy to place your ad 
E-mail your ad as an MS Word .doc, MS Publisher .pub, .JPG, 
.GIF or .pdf file to: 

northwestdrg@mhpro57.com 
We’ll get it in the next issue and bill you.  Pre-size the ad if you 
know how.  Otherwise, tell us the size you want.  Questions?  E-
mail Editor Mike Heatherly at the above e-mail address, or call 
(360) 312-5156. 

If you have a service to offer to your 
colleagues in the local legal community — 
or if you just want to show off — you 
won’t find a cheaper, easier way to do it. 

1/8-page . . . $35/mo. 
2.46”H x 3.86”W 

1/4-page . . . $50/mo. 
5.00”H x 3.86” W 

1/2-page . . . $75/mo. 
5.00” H x 7.90” W 

full page . . . $100/mo. 
10.00” H x 7.90” W 

insert . . . $125/mo. 
(you provide 325 inserts) 
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