
2006 WCBA Officers: 
President: Jeff Lustick 

(360) 685-4221 
Vice President: Tom Fryer 

(360) 676-9974 
Treasurer: Jennifer Willner  

Secretary: Dominique Zervas-
Foley  

Newsletter Editorial 
Board: 

Peter Arkison 
Joe Bartek 

Karen Funston 
Steve Hager 

Paula McCandlis 
David A. Nelson 

Elizabeth Li 
Newsletter Editor:  

Mike Heatherly 
114 W Magnolia St. Ste. 104 
Bellingham, WA 98225-4354 

(360) 312-5156 
northwestdrg@mhpro57.com 

Inside: 

 

Please Recycle 

NOVEMBER 2006 

TTHEHE W WHATCOMHATCOM C COUNTYOUNTY B BARAR A ASSOCIATIONSSOCIATION  

NEWSLETTER 

Election Notice 
Lawyers Take Orders 

2 
3-5 

Lex Bestia 
Across the Line 

6 
8 

Pro Bono Page 
Lawyerspeak Decoder 

9 
10 

Classified Ads 
Support our Advertisers 

10 
10,11

Disclaimer: 

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 monthly Bar Lunch and Meeting will be at noon, November 1, 

2006, at Northwood Hall.  Guest speaker will be Whatcom County Sher-
iff Bill Elfo, who will discuss the new jail facility.  The lunch will be 
followed by a CLE on contract law. 

 BAR LUNCH 

This year�s installment of the annual 
Whatcom County CLE on Evidence/
Criminal Law should be even more 
scintillating than usual.  The event, 
which will follow the monthly 
WCBA meeting at Northwood 
Hall on December 6, will fea-
ture the always well-received 
annual evidence update by Wash-
ington law guru Karl Tegland.  In 
addition, this year�s CLE will include a presen-
tation by Roger Goodman, head of the King 
County Bar Association�s Drug Policy Project, 
as well as a different -- presumably divergent -- 

perspective on that topic by Whatcom County 
Prosecutor Dave McEachran. 

Goodman and the Drug Policy Project have 
received national, even international, attention 
for taking a controversial approach to fighting 
drug abuse.  The King County Bar assembled a 

blue-ribbon task force of lawyers, doctors, 
pharmacists and other professionals to 

consider alternatives to the conven-
tional law-enforcement-based 
�War on Drugs.�  The group is-
sued a comprehensive report last 

year that advocated a shift in em-
phasis away from criminal sanctions 

and toward drug-abuse treatment 
and education.   

Among the most controversial elements of 
the report is the suggestion that the state take 
over production of now-illegal abused drugs 

(Continued on page 10) 

Drug smackdown at December CLE? 
Proponent of  controversial 
drug-law reform plan to speak, 
prosecutor to give own perspective 

By Mike Heatherly 
WCBA Newsletter Editor 

Having issued me a license to practice law, 
the State of Washington in its wisdom ac-
knowledges that I am competent to represent 
people in court.  I am authorized, for example, 
to stand as the only barrier between an accused 
murderer and the execution chamber (not that 
it would be a good idea, given that I have never 
handled a criminal case in my life.) 

So, it seems ironic that my peers will not 
allow me to sit on a jury to decide whether 
someone was driving drunk or got too close to 

an ex-wife who had a no-contact order. 
It is a tradition in our profession not to let 

other members of our profession sit on the jury 
at our trials.  After having somehow avoided 
jury duty for years, I have been called to duty 
each of the past two Septembers and gotten as 
far as voir dire before being sent packing.  
Both cases were in district court.  One in-
volved an alleged violation of a no-contact or-
der, the other was an alleged DUI.  It was dis-
appointing, as I was curious to see how a trial 

(Continued on page 2) 

Voir dire disgrace: Lawyer keeps getting voted off 

Why am I not  worthy to be on your jury? 
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looks from a juror�s perspective.  Although I got dumped, my 
brief experience with the jury selection process was eye-
opening in and of itself. 

I now understand why jurors often seem to be in a lousy 
mood by the time they get into the courtroom.  Of course, 
most people are aggravated to be called for jury duty in the 
first place.  It�s an old, unfair, joke that the only people who 
get onto a jury are the people who weren�t smart enough to get 
excused from jury duty.  In truth, it is not exactly a pleasant 
way to spend a morning.  The first hour or two at the court-
house consisted of sitting in the county council chambers, 
watching a lame, generic video about the wonders of the jury 
system, and twiddling our thumbs.  I could see how someone 
might want to retaliate in some cosmic way by sending an in-
nocent man or woman to jail, or awarding no damages to an 
injury victim. 

On the other hand, if you actually get called into a court-
room for jury selection, things get much more entertaining.  
Voir dire is the closest that an official government process gets 
to the Jerry Springer Show.  Professionals at the front of the 
room goad the audience into disclosing their inner feelings 
about unpleasant things they ordinarily wouldn�t talk about in 
public.  My most recent would-be jury experience was for the 
DUI trial, and I was amazed at the polarization of opinion ex-
pressed by the members of the jury panel. 

After Judge Matt Elich finished the obligatory screening 
for outright prejudice -- things that would result in a challenge 
for cause -- Deputy Prosecutor David Freeman and defense 
attorney David Nelson (former WCBA Newsletter editor!) 
warmed up the crowd with the usual open-ended questions.  
Not surprisingly, that engendered little conversation.  Know-
ing there had to be some pent-up feelings out there, they 
gradually turned up the heat.  Nelson broke the ice by asking, 
in a challenging tone, whether anyone believed that the mere 

fact his client had been charged with a crime and had gotten as 
far as a trial meant that she must have done something wrong.  
A clear majority of the panel (myself included) raised our 
hands.  I mean, come on, you have to at least get pulled over 
for a traffic violation, or get in a wreck, to attract the attention 
of the authorities, right?  But Nelson made a good point.  
While the assumption of innocence is one of the most funda-
mental protections we have in our society, it is still a hard sell 
with the public. 

I did not envy Nelson�s job when it emerged that several 
members of the panel had close relatives (including a father, 
and a son) in law enforcement.  Even more problematic, one 
potential juror was close friends with a young person who had 
been killed in a drunk-driving crash, and another had been in-
jured by a drunk driver years ago. 

On the other hand, I did not envy prosecutor Freeman�s 
job when a couple of other would-be jurors admitted they 
could not vote to convict someone of DUI without conclusive 
breath- or blood-test evidence, regardless of whatever other 
evidence existed.  In fact, it seemed that many of the potential 
jurors were mystified to hear that conviction for DUI does not 
absolutely require scientific evidence. 

Eventually, questioning ended and the judge and counsel 
retired to chambers to handle peremptory challenges in pri-
vate, which I believe is one of the best ideas anyone has had in 
a long time.  We twiddled our thumbs a while longer before 
they returned and recited the numbers of the chosen few who 
would decide the defendant�s fate.  Although my number was 
low enough to have been chosen, I was skipped over, just as I 
had been a year earlier. 

It is a time-honored tradition for lawyers not to allow 
other lawyers to sit on juries.  I think there are two major rea-
sons for this.  One is the assumption that a lawyer is naturally 
going to be tempted to go beyond the facts admitted into evi-
dence and refer to his or her own legal education and experi-
ence in reaching a verdict.  Although I honestly believe most 
lawyers could be unbiased in deciding a case as jurors, I real-
ize it would be difficult not to read between the lines or draw 
inferences from subtleties of the trial that a non-lawyer would-
n�t notice. 

I believe the other reason lawyers don�t like other lawyers 
on juries is more personal.  Nobody wants someone from their 
own profession looking over their shoulder while they work.  
Trying a case is hard enough without one of your peers sitting 
in a box watching and second-guessing everything you do. 

I still hope one day to get on a jury and hear a case.  I 
would prefer not to have to retire from practicing law before 
that occurs.  If any of you should happen to be trying a case 
the next time I end up on a jury panel, please consider keeping 
me on.  I promise to be fair and follow the jury instructions.  
Besides, with the juror pay and mileage I could almost buy 
myself a muffin and a gallon of gas. 

(Continued from page 1) 

Jury . . . 

Right, jury of five feels that something is missing.  
Not pictured, Mike Heatherly. 

 
 

The Whatcom County Bar Association will be 
accepting nominations for individuals to serve as 
officers on the 2007 Whatcom County Bar Association 
Board. 

Each year, the association membership elects 
officers to fill the positions of Vice-President, 
President Elect, Secretary, and Treasurer. 

Nominations can be made at the November 2006 
meeting.  The election of officers will be held at the 
December 2006 meeting. 

Nominations, elections 
for new WCBA officers 
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 LEX BESTIA 
By ADAM KARP 

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

Humans are social animals. They crave companionship. 
While some satisfy this drive entirely through associations 
with fellow humans, others also develop bonds with nonhu-
mans.  Some even rely on technology as a sole means of as-
suaging loneliness.  But inanimate forms of personalty cannot 
provide �companionship� because they do not return affection 
or dialogue or sustain relationships akin to the sociologically-
significant diads of husband-wife, parent-child, sibling-sibling, 
friend-friend.  While artificial intelligence may some day chal-
lenge this assertion, at the current state of robotics and com-
puter science, only carbon-based life forms can provide com-
panionship.  

Because the law regards nonhumans as property, however, 
it follows that they may be owned.  An owner�s property rights 
must be compensated when the property is dispossessed. One 
aspect of valuation turns on the property�s lost utility.  In the 
instance of companion animals, the raison d�etre (at least from 
the human owner�s standpoint), or designated purpose or use, 
is �to accompany� or �provide companionship.� Since the ani-
mal�s use is societally-designated, the sine qua non of a 
�companion animal� is society�s willingness to value the ani-
mal�s capacity to provide human companionship, while the 
sine qua non of a �commercial or farm animal� is society�s 
willingness to value the animal�s capacity to provide itself or 
its product for human use or consumption.  The �value� pro-
vided by the commercial animal may be marketed in unit sales 
of eggs, pounds of muscle, yards of skin or grams of body oil, 
so that its �utility� is viewed from the perspective of what can 
be produced or �harvested� from the animal�s body.  

BUT THE �VALUE� of the companion animal is gauged 
by more personal and subjective measures not easily suscepti-
ble to market analysis.  This does not mean that an animal�s 
companionship is not a form of utility regarded as a precious 
economic component of the destroyed property.  Indeed, the 
companionship is enhanced by one-on-one investment of time 
and energy that improves the property�s �performance� (an 
awkward term that is best evaluated as trust, receptivity, re-
sponse, and the bond).  In other words, the companion ani-
mal�s utility is optimized for personal use.  In this regard, the 
bonded companion animal is specially manufactured property, 
like a stamp printed to advertise the services of one individual, 
which is of little or no use to anyone else. To create a new 
�stamp� of similar characteristics, as it were, requires an in-
vestment beyond just buying a generic model.  

While most toaster ovens function according to rigorous 
specifications established both by law and manufacturer 
guidelines, consumers and retailers alike rely on quality con-
trols that ensure that Toaster 1 and Toaster 1,000,001 will op-

erate within the same tight margin of performance.  But dogs 
and cats are not like toasters.  Though breeders may hope to 
create the perfect specimen, even geneticists cannot guarantee 
that a cloned animal will behave identically to its progenitor.  
The age-old debate of nurture versus nature applies with equal 
vigor to humans and nonhumans alike.  For this reason, the 
law cannot sensibly presume that �Lassie the TV collie� and 
Collie #47621 at Whatcom Humane Society are fungible.1 

OVER THE YEARS I have tried with limited success to 
argue for a common law or statutory extension of the tradi-
tional interference-with-parent/child-relationship claim.  Re-
cently, however, judges have embraced the argument that loss 
of an injured or killed companion animal�s �utility� (a strictly 
economic concept) is recoverable.  In Washington State, the 
decision to disallow loss of use and companionship damages 
from the death of a nonhuman animal ignores the clear hold-
ings of two lines of precedent � through McCurdy v. Union 
Pac. R.R. and Straka Trucking, Inc. v. Estate of Peterson on 
the one hand, and Holmes v. Raffo on the other. These cases 
support recovery of loss of use damages for destroyed (or in 
this case, unavailable) non-economically productive person-
alty.  For jurists bound by the atavistic view that animals are 
mere property, plaintiffs are logically entitled to loss of use 
over the term of their companion animal�s unavailability. An 
outline of this argument follows: 

1. McCurdy allows loss of use for damaged personalty 
during a period of repair. 
2. Straka Trucking extends the holding of McCurdy to 
totally destroyed, economically-productive personalty. 
3. Holmes predates McCurdy and Straka Trucking in 
allowing loss of use for negligently injured non-
economically productive automobiles. 
The law already allows for the recovery of loss of use of 

property while it is being repaired, so long as it is �reasonably 
susceptible� to repair and for a �reasonable period� of repair. 
McCurdy v. Union Pac. R.R. Co., 68 Wn.2d 457, 470 (1966).  
Although typically reserved for damaged property only, until 
payment is made by the defendant, loss of use is recoverable 
even on destroyed property.  Straka Trucking Inc. v. Estate of 
Peterson, 98 Wn. App. 209 (1999).  In Straka Trucking, de-
fendant totally destroyed plaintiff�s commercial logging truck. 
Straka Trucking Inc. v. Estate of Peterson, 98 Wn. App. 209 
(1999).  The plaintiff sought loss of use for the truck.  On ap-
peal, the trial court�s summary judgment in favor of the defen-
dant was reversed on the basis that the plaintiff was entitled to 
recover for loss of use damages over a reasonable period be-

(Continued on page 7) 

Why loss-of-use damages 
for pet should recognize 
lost value of  companionship 
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tween the date of loss and the date defendant paid for the truck.  
Straka distinguished McCurdy stating both that it does not con-
trol in matters regarding loss of profit, and that it focused on the 
period of time after the tortfeasor paid to repair or replace the 
lost chattel, rather than �on the loss of use before the tortfeasor 
pays, or, in alternative terms, with loss of use from the date of 
the accident to the date on which the tortfeasor pays (or tenders) 
the full value of the destroyed property.�  Id at 213-214 
(emphasis added).  

CONSIDERATION OF LOSS OF USE per McCurdy, 
Straka Trucking, and Holmes may alternatively be more prop-
erly analyzed as an element of damage ancillary to a finding of 
liability for property damage (much like prejudgment interest), 
rather than as a stand-alone cause of action (as in the case of 
statutory wrongful death or interference with parent-child rela-
tionship).  �Loss of use� damages may be awarded for damage 
or destruction of personal property, even when that property is 
not in business use and is not an economically-productive asset.  
Rocha v. McClure Motors, 64 Wn.2d 942, 949 (1964); Holmes 
v. Raffo, 60 Wn.2d 421, 430 (1962).  Washington courts� analy-
sis of this principle emphasizes that even if the property�s use 
was confined to �family purposes or simply for pleasure,� Ro-
cha, supra at 949, the owner is entitled to recover for its loss of 
use.  The Supreme Court agreed with the general rule that 
�damages for loss of use of an automobile may be allowed 
against one who negligently injures it, although the owner uses 
it only for pleasure and despite the failure of the owner to hire 
another automobile to take the place of the injured vehicle.�  
Holmes v. Raffo, 60 Wn.2d 421, 430-31 (1962).  

Although McCurdy, Straka Trucking, and Holmes all deal 
either with economically productive assets, or with motor vehi-
cles kept for personal use or for pleasure -- in which case ascer-
taining the value of �loss of use� is relatively easy -- the fact 
that an element of damage may be difficult to prove with cer-
tainty does not mean that it cannot be recovered.  �[D]ifficulty 
of assessment is not cause to deny damages to a plaintiff whose 
property has no market value and cannot be replaced or repro-
duced.�  Mieske v. Bartell Drug Co., 92 Wn.2d 40, 44 (1979). 

It thus follows that use value for a deceased companion 
animal kept solely for family purposes or simply for pleasure, 
whether or not the animal is replaced, is recoverable as a matter 
of law irrespective of his or her economic productivity.  

Even if plaintiffs adopted another canine, this act does not 
constitute, as a matter of law, a perfect substitution for the de-
ceased companion animal.  Without a similar investment of 
time and love and under comparable life circumstances, nor 
could such a relative newcomer to their family achieve the 
same bond that previously existed, one based on thousands of 
hours of close attention, training, and cohabitation.  A compan-
ion animal (though personalty) is not like a car but, as in the 
case of raising a human child, a work-in-progress that matures 
into a one-of-a-kind entity.  It cannot be substituted by simply 
putting in a new engine or buying another from the dealer�s lot.  
To restore such a relationship with another animal would re-
quire that they invest considerable labor to make up for lost 
time. 

If rental value may be relevant evidence for determining 

general damages for loss of a car kept for pleasure, per Holmes, 
then utility or companionship value must be recoverable as gen-
eral damages for the loss of a companion animal, whether or 
not he be replaced or kept solely for family purposes.  No good 
reason exists to disallow loss of use for animate personalty 
when Holmes and Rocha permit it for inanimate hunks of steel.  
An analogy could be made to renting a horse to ride for a day.  
Many people enjoy equestrian sports or desire to take a horse 
on a trail ride.  This type of avocation is not a business-oriented 
affair, but solely adds to the rider�s recreational and aesthetic 
enjoyment. The �economic value� of riding a horse for pleasure 
(like racing a car for thrill or renting a limousine for a refined 
evening out on the town with 10 of your closest friends) may be 
calculated. It has nothing to do with emotional distress or senti-
mental value, but is pure joie de vivre. There is no fundamental 
difference between renting a horse for a trail ride and taking a 
dog to the park to play ball and go for walks.2 The temptation to 
convert these simple pleasures from the permitted class of eco-
nomic value (in its recreational, therapeutic, artistic, or aesthetic 
form) into the prohibited class of �loss of companionship� 
should be resisted.3  

The recovery of loss of utility is particularly applicable 
where the animal in question is not just an unclassified member 
of the animal kingdom, or an animal kept solely as a means of 
financial gain (as in the case of a �commercial animal� or �farm 
animal�), but is defined by law as a �pet animal� or 
�companion animal.�  See RCW 9.08.065(1) (defining �pet ani-
mal� as �tamed or domesticated animal legally retained by a 
person and kept as a companion.  �Pet animal� does not include 
livestock raised for commercial purposes.�) To be �kept as a 
companion� defines the animal�s purpose and distinguishes him 
from other animals � e.g., those classified as wild, service, 
farm, commercial, livestock, experimental, endangered, threat-
ened.  Accordingly, to assess the lost utility of a companion 
animal, the court must penetratingly analyze the companion 
animal as a special form of personalty sui generis. 

In the end, even if courts are loathe to recognize a loss of 
companionship claim per se, many will allow loss of utility 
damages, which, where the �use� of the property in question is 
�to accompany,� becomes �loss of companionship.�4 

(Continued from page 6) 

1Washington law professor Daniel Warner notes that loss of home-place 
should also provide a separate basis for recovery, analogizing to loss of 
spousal, parental, and pet companionship and citing to Washington decisions 
on point. Daniel M. Warner, No Place of Grace:  Recognizing Damages for 
Loss of Home-Place, 8(2) Wis. Env. L. J. 3, 15, 29-34 (Spr. 2002). 
2The Delta Society, located in Bellevue, Washington, has launched a Pet 
Partners Program, training and screening volunteers and their pets to visit 
hospital, rehabilitation centers, schools, and nursing homes as a means of 
providing �animal-assisted activity� and �animal-assisted therapy.� 
www.deltasociety.org. 
3Though not �economically-productive,� utility derives from cable TV 
(recreational), a fine piece of artwork enjoyed over the mantelpiece 
(aesthetic), tickets to a movie (aesthetic), or a massage (therapeutic). Each 
service or product has value which, when withheld, results in lost utility. 
4Two courts that recently accepted this notion include Hane v. James, King 
Cy. Sup. Ct. No. 05-2-31243-2KNT (July 10, 2006, Darvas, J.); Valpiani v. 
Reising, King Cy. Sup. Ct. No. 06-2-05560-8SEA (Oct. 2, 2006, Downing, 
J.). 
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Congress OK�s 700-mile fence for Southern border 
Fences on the Border.  In an effort to get something done 

on the issue of immigration, Congress passed the Secure Fence 
Act last month, right before going home for election season.  
The Act authorizes the construction of a 700-mile fence on the 
southern border.  However, only $1.18 billion was appropri-
ated for the massive project, which will cover just the first 100 
miles of fencing.  The Act includes a section requiring the De-
partment of Homeland Security (DHS) to conduct a study con-
cerning a state-of-the-art barrier system along the northern 
border, including a discussion of both the necessity and feasi-
bility of constructing such a barrier.  This study is to be done 
in the next year.  Senator Murray, Senator Cantwell, and Rep-
resentative Larsen all voted against the Act. 

Newspapers across the country have panned the law, at-
tributing it to 11th-hour politics for a hotly contested election 
season.  The Baltimore Sun likened the fence to building 1/3 
of a dam.  Similarly, the Denver Post predicted that the fence 
will reroute illegal immigration to desert areas, increasing the 
risk to migrants and the fees paid to smugglers.  The Boston 
Globe ran an editorial headlined �Good Fences Make Bad 
Law.�  The Chicago Tribune called the fence the �post-
modern equivalent to the Berlin Wall.�  Local officials on the 
southern border do not want the fence.  As Governor Janet 
Napolitano of Arizona has said, "You show me a 50-foot wall 
and I'll show you a 51-foot ladder at the border.  That's the 
way the border works." 

A fence of such scale raises concerns that go beyond im-
migration.  The Real I.D. Act, passed primarily for requiring 
proof of lawful status when applying for a driver�s license, 
included a provision exempting DHS from complying with 
environmental laws concerning the building of border fences.  
In 2005, DHS Secretary Chertoff used his newly granted au-
thority to �waive in their entirety� the Endangered Species 
Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, the Coastal Zone Management Act, the 
Clean Water Act, the Clean Air Act and the National Historic 
Preservation Act to extend triple fencing through the Tijuana 
River National Estuarine Research Reserve near San Diego.  
There is nothing to prevent this from occurring again, for na-
tional security. 

This is not popular in southern border communities, as it 
would not be here.  Ranchers who use the Rio Grande for their 
cattle reportedly may sue over the law, and environmentalists 
are concerned about the effect the fence will have on the mi-
gratory patterns of wildlife and endangered species. 

The criticism of the Fence Act is not an endorsement of 

illegal immigration.  Representative Larsen stated, �Let me be 
clear.  The United States must have secure borders.�  How-
ever, he called the bill fiscally irresponsible, as the money 
would be much better spent on improved surveillance tech-
nologies and more agents.  Further, he said, expert security 
defense officials rather than Congress should determine where 
to put up barriers.  Others have pointed out that fences will not 
deter desperate workers trying to provide for their families, 
and that one long fence sends the wrong message internation-
ally. 

Supreme Court Considers Immigration Consequences 
of Drug Case Convictions.  On October 3, the U.S. Supreme 
Court heard arguments in two consolidated cases interpreting 
the definition of an "aggravated felony" in controlled sub-
stance cases.  The issue before the Court was whether drug 
possession convictions that qualify as state felonies, but do not 
qualify as felonies under federal law, are still �aggravated 
felonies� for removal purposes.  The cases are Lopez v. Gon-
zales, No. 05-547, and Toledo-Flores v. U.S., No. 05-7664, at 
www.supremecourtus.gov. 

Passports and Child Support.  Failure to pay child sup-
port can prevent a person from getting a passport.  The Depart-
ment of State will now refuse to issue a passport for persons 
owing more than $2,500 in back child support, upon receiving 
certification from the Secretary of Health and Human Ser-
vices, as per Fed. Reg. Vol. 71, No. 192 at 58496 (10/4/06).  
Practically speaking, if passports are required to travel to Can-
ada as per the World Hemisphere Travel Initiative, this restric-
tion will likely cause problems for some truck drivers. 

NPR Reports on Corruption with Border Guards.  In 
the past year, nearly a dozen officials, including border agents 
and customs officials, have been arrested for letting hundreds 
of illegal immigrants slip into the country on their watch.  For 
the audio story go to: http://www.npr.org/templates/story/
story.php?storyId=6246133. (�Corruption Compromises U.S. 
Border Security�). 

Immediate Green Cards Running out For Nurses and 
Physical Therapists.  The Department of Labor has formerly 
acknowledged that there are worker shortages for registered 
nurses and physical therapists, and Congress has previously 
made a special allocation of green cards for these much-
needed workers.  However, while Congress was approving 
fences, the special allocation for these visas was running out.  
As such, beginning in November it will take much longer for 
nurses and physical therapists to obtain green cards unless 
Congress acts again. 
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PT EXPERIENCED TRANSCRIPTIONIST (MS Word) sought 
by Bellingham injury/disability law firm.  Salary DOE.  Fax re-
sume to (360) 671-1971. 

and allow regulated use of them, similar to the existing regula-
tion of alcohol, tobacco and prescription drugs.  This would be 
combined with a comprehensive public-health approach to 
education and treatment.  While prosecutors and law-
enforcement officials in recent years have endorsed reduction 
of drug sentences and an increase in treatment, they generally 
oppose plans as radical as that proposed by the Drug Policy 

Project.  In a previous Whatcom County Bar Association pres-
entation, McEachran criticized the liberalized approach our 
cross-border neighbors in British Columbia have taken to the 
drug problem there. 

A registration sheet for the CLE is included in this news-
letter.  More information about the Drug Policy Project is 
available at the King County Bar Association website: 
www.kcba.org 

(Continued from page 1) 

December CLE . . . 

230 SQ FT. STAND-ALONE OFFICE in the Key Bank Building  
(103 E. Holly Suite 510) overlooking the bay.  DSL included, 
shared copier down the hall.  Terms negotiable.  Contact Bob But-
ler, 360-734-3448. 

CLASSIFIED ADS 

Free to all WCBA members & firms 
e-mail ad copy as MS Word .doc file to: 

northwestdrg@mhpro57.com 
by the 15th of the preceding month 

Questions? Call 312-5156 

Coded 

�We are confident our case would present well to a jury 
should this matter proceed to trial.� 
 
�Our clients would make excellent witnesses.� 
 
 
�The law clearly supports our position.� 
 
 
�We expect to provide the interrogatory answers within the 
next 10 days.� 
 
�It has been a pleasure working with you.� 

Decoded 

�Our case sucks.  Please, please make us a settlement offer.� 
 
 
�If our clients find the courthouse and show up sober, we�ll 
be thrilled.� 
 
�We can�t believe you haven�t already gotten this thing 
thrown out on summary judgment.� 
 
�If you get anything from us before the Vancouver Olympics, 
consider yourself lucky.� 
 
�Your tires are being slashed as you read this.� 

WCBA NEWSLETTER LAWYERSPEAK DECODER 
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LAW OFFICE OF 
PAMELA E ENGLETT, PLLC 

580 Bellingham Towers ! 119 N Commercial St ! Bellingham, WA  98225 
 
 

Phone 360.738.4659 ! FAX 360.738.8498 ! Email pam@englettlaw.com 

Welcoming clients who need  
assistance in civil domestic violence  

and family law cases 
 

Thank you for your referrals! 



Advertise in  
the Newsletter 

RESORT TO CHEAP SELF-PROMOTION! 

Admit it.  You read the ads in the Newsletter to see what�s 
going on.  So does everyone else.  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. 

1/2 

1/4 

1/8 

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) 

And 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. 


