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Triumph vs. Surrender 

 
 I’ve been reading an excellent biography of Franklin D. Roosevelt, written 

by Conrad Black (or, as he is more properly known, Lord Black of Crossharbour). 

The book is voluminous and well researched. I’m a couple of hundred pages in, 

and haven’t yet reached the point where Roosevelt is elected Governor of New 

York, let alone his ascension to the presidency and leadership during World War II.  

Black devotes a considerable amount of time to discussing the effect of crushing adversity on Roosevelt’s life 

and career. Franklin Roosevelt contracted the poliomyelitis virus in the summer of 1921. While vacationing at 

Campobello Island, Roosevelt complained of feeling weak and fatigued. He initially blamed it on swimming 

in the cold waters of the Bay of Fundy, but was eventually stricken with the paralysis and pain we now know 

to be symptoms of polio. Medical science of that era offered FDR few answers and little hope. For a time, it 

was feared that Roosevelt’s paralysis might be total, and not just rob him of the use of his legs.  

When he became ill, FDR was a vigorous 39 year old who had served as an Assistant Secretary of the Navy, 

and had ambitions to run for higher office. He was suddenly faced with the prospect of life without the use of 

his legs, at a time when physical disability was not well accepted. Roosevelt was certainly wealthy enough 

that he could have simply withdrawn from public life, and spent the rest of his days dabbling in writing, while 

under the care of doctors and servants. Instead, Roosevelt’s response to his unexpected disability was nothing 

short of astonishing and inspirational. 

For many of us, sudden paralysis might be a blow from which we would not recover. Roosevelt refused to sur-

render. When he had visitors, he had a way of confronting his paralysis so that his visitors felt sympathy for 

him, but never pity. Though it could be excruciating to watch FDR try to walk with crutches and leg braces, 

perspiring profusely because of the tremendous physical effort, he had a way of bantering with his guests so 

that they stopped seeing the discomfort he was in. By all contemporary accounts, Roosevelt never gave in to 

melancholy, and for years would talk about making a “full recovery” to buoy the spirits of family and friends. 

This was the crucible in which the Franklin Roosevelt who was able to lead the nation in war was forged. His-

torians like Black often speculate about what kind of man FDR would have been if he had not been forced to 

go through this trial by fire. Would he have simply been an ambitious, well-born patrician who was well-

intentioned but lacked the inner strength to face the trials that would confront him two decades in the future? I 

tend to believe so. There is a value in adversity. We find our true character when things are hard, not when 

they are easy. All of us have faced personal and professional setbacks, and we are defined by how we deal 

with those circumstances. In no small part, Roosevelt’s greatness as a president was a result of his misfortune. 

His response to the adversity he confronted continues to inspire us, nearly a century later.  

The President’s Column 
  By Mark Kaiman, WCBA President 2015 
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Editor’s Pick—Reader Submitted Photo 

Bellingham Sunset.    Photo taken by Simi Jain of Carmichael Clark, PS. 

Clarification on Last Month’s Article re: Interview with J. Montoya-Lewis 

 

 I appreciate the in-depth story about me and the recent announcement of my appointment 

to the Whatcom Superior Court -- I have never had the honor of so many words being written 

about me. 

 

 However, I must clarify my statement regarding campaigning. I was speaking in the hypo-

thetical in that being appointed means that if one wants to keep the judicial seat, she must seek 

office and begin campaigning almost immediately as the election would be in November of this 

year. I did not mean this to suggest that I was announcing my candidacy to a job I have not even 

begun. After being sworn in and getting my feet on the ground as a Whatcom County Superior 

Court judge, then I will decide whether or not to seek that office later this Spring 

 

         Sincerely,  Raquel Montoya-Lewis 
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Office Space Available –  Bellingham Towers -  119 N. Commercial Street – downtown!  Nancy at 

647-1916, ext. 112; Or email nancy@hollanderinvestments.com   Conference Room available for 

Rent to Tenants and Non-Tenants.  New Cardio Room & Shower available for Tenants – access 24h! 

CLASSIFIED ADS 
Free to all WCBA members & firms 

e-mail ad copy as MS Word .doc file to: 

rajeev@northwhatcomlaw.com 

by the 15th of the preceding month 

Questions? Call 360 527-9400 

Furnished Bay-view Office for Rent in Bellingham— $925/mo with free parking 
Quiet, private building only 6 blocks from courthouse.  Long-established law firm in building making 
changes due to retirement of a partner. Rent includes reception, telephone answering, use of con-
ference room, high speed internet, all utilities, and use of kitchen, copier (15¢ per page) and fax 
machine (LD phone charges only). Bookkeeping and secretarial services available as needed for ex-
tra charge. Parking lot for clients and free on-street parking for you. Office available January 1, 
2014.   Please call 647-0234 for more information or to set up appointment to view office. 

Two offices for rent in Executive Suites on Prospect. Tenant will have shared use of two confer-

ence rooms, receptionist to answer phones and greet clients.  These two offices have their own indi-

vidual thermostats to control heat and air conditioning.  Signage is available for business name and 

free parking for clients. Permitted parking is available for tenant.  One office is 152 sq. feet for 

$600.00 per month.  The other office is 216 sq. feet for $800.00 per month.   The monthly rental 

amount includes heat, electricity, water, sewer, garbage, and internet access.  Call Katti Esp at (360) 

715-3100.  

Attorney Available to Assist with Overflow Work.   Former Sole Practitioner licensed in both 

Georgia and Washington, will assist with your Overflow needs; now you can have the part-time as-

sistance you need, when you need it.  Professional and dependable.  Can work on-site or off-site at 

my own well-equipped home office.  Rates variable by complexity of work; minimum 3 

hours.  Contact me directly as follows:  Carol Sheppard (770)366-8186 or CSShep-

pard100@gmail.com. 

mailto:CSSheppard100@gmail.com
mailto:CSSheppard100@gmail.com
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Civil Procedure Corner 
By Bryan L. Page * 

  

Judicial Estoppel 
 

 We all know the old adage that you cannot take back words that 

have already been spoken. Once something is spoken, it cannot be un-

spoken. As lawyers we are very familiar with this concept. Once we say 

something on the record in court, it is there forever. Our words remain 

forever spoken no matter how quickly and emphatically we shout “strike 

that!” This adage also applies to a little known procedural tool that can 

have huge implications on the substantive outcome of a case. This tool is 

known as “judicial estoppel.” 

 

“‘Judicial estoppel is an equitable doctrine that precludes a party from asserting one position in a 

court proceeding and later seeking an advantage by taking a clearly inconsistent position.’”  1  The 

prior inconsistent position does not have to have been made in a different case. Judicial estoppel 

can apply to assertions made within the same trial or case. 2  

 

“There are two primary purposes behind the doctrine: preservation of respect for judicial proceed-

ings and avoidance of inconsistency, duplicity, and waste of time.” 3  Not surprisingly, the judiciary 

does not like to be disrespected, mocked, fooled, or rendered inefficient.  

 

Three factors guide a court’s application of judicial estoppel:  

 

(1) whether the party's later position is clearly inconsistent with its earlier position;  

 

(2) whether acceptance of the later inconsistent position would create the perception 

that either the first or the second court was misled; and  

 

(3) whether the assertion of the inconsistent position would create an unfair advantage 

for the asserting party or an unfair detriment to the opposing party. 4 

 

These factors are not exhaustive, but the Washington Supreme Court has yet to require considera-

tion of other factors. 5 

 

Judicial estoppel has other limits though. A recent decision from Division 1 of the Court of Appeals 

held that judicial estoppel can only be applied when the party’s prior inconsistent position benefited 

the party or was accepted by the court. 6   Also, courts may find application of judicial estoppel in-

appropriate if the party’s prior, inconsistent position was based on inadvertence or mistake. 7  

 
(Continued on page 6) 
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A typical situation in which judicial estoppel is used successfully is when a party fails to disclose 

a potential claim in bankruptcy. The Washington Supreme Court has “recognized that judicial es-

toppel can be used to prevent a party from pursuing a claim that he or she had an obligation to dis-

close in bankruptcy and failed to do so.” 8   Debtors must disclose all of their assets in a bankrupt-

cy. Failing to disclose a potential claim in bankruptcy is seen as inconsistent with a later attempt 

to pursue that claim outside of bankruptcy. 9   If a person attempts to pursue that undisclosed 

claim later, the lawsuit could be dismissed using the doctrine of judicial estoppel. I have personal-

ly seen this result a few times.  

 

While situations in which judicial estoppel can be used effectively are rare, they do occur. And if 

successfully employed, judicial estoppel can help cut down an opposing party’s case or get it dis-

missed entirely. So be cognizant of what your client and the opposing party have said and asserted 

previously. They may be stuck to their previous positions.  

 
 * Bryan Page is a shareholder at Carmichael Clark, P.S. (formerly Zender Thurston) and prac-

tices civil trial and appellate litigation in state and federal courts, with an emphasis on business, 

commercial, and real estate disputes.  He can be reached at (360) 647-1500 or 

BPage@CarmichaelClark.com. 

 
Endnotes 
1.  Arkison v. Ethan Allen, Inc., 160 Wn.2d 535, 538, 160 P.3d 13 (2007) (quoting Bartley-Williams v. Kendall, 134 Wn. App. 95, 98, 138 

P.3d 1103 (2006)).  

2.  Anfinson v. FedEx Ground Package Sys., Inc., 174 Wn.2d 851, 864, 281 P.3d 289 (2012) (“While the two assertions were made with-

in the same trial, this does not preclude application of judicial estoppel.”). 

3.  Id. at 861.  

4.  Taylor v. Bell, ___ Wn. App. ___, ___ P.3d ___, at ¶ 31 (Div. 1 No. 70414-1, Dec. 29, 2014) (citing Anfinson, 174 Wn.2d at 861). 

5.  Id. at ¶ 31 n.12. 

6.  Id. at ¶ 32. 

7.  Arkison v. Ethan Allen, Inc., 160 Wn.2d 535, 539, 160 P.3d 13 (2007). 

8.  Miller v. Campbell, 164 Wn.2d 529, 540, 192 P.3d 352 (2008). 

9.  Id. at 540–41. 

(Continued from page 5) 
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A Big Whatcom Bar Welcome to Carol Sheppard 
 

 Carol Sheppard was sworn in as a new What-

com County lawyer at the end of 2014, having relo-

cated from North Georgia to be closer to family 

along the West Coast of the U.S. and Vancouver Is-

land.  

 

 After graduating from Western State Universi-

ty in Southern California, Carol was transferred by 

Digital Equipment Corporation Atlanta, where a new 

U.S. Technical Support Center was being estab-

lished.  She sat for the Georgia Bar within four 

months of her relocation, passing her first time.  

Combining a background in computer hardware and 

software with her law degree, she spent the next few              Carol scoping out the Snake River 

years drafting systems integration labor and materials subcontracts for DEC, working with sales 

teams on large projects for companies like Bellsouth. 

 

 In 1994, Carol opened her own general practice in metro-Atlanta, and began to concen-

trate on family law cases.  Becoming active in grandparents’ representation and child welfare 

cases, including termination and adoption matters, she moved her practice to the town of 

Dahlonega in rural North Georgia, where she served as Guardian Ad Litem in numerous cases in 

both the Superior and Juvenile Courts 

for Forsyth County and the Enotah Ju-

dicial Circuit, covering 4 counties sep-

arated by the Appalachians.  She taught 

Family Law for Paralegals as an ad-

junct faculty member at the American 

Institute for Paralegal Studies, deliv-

ered a course on Contracts for Small 

Businesses for the SBA Small Business 

Development Center, and was a guest 

lecturer for both CASA and NGCSU’s 

Juvenile Justice program. 

 

 Shortly before relocating, Carol 

  Carol making her way to Whatcom  was designated as Judge Pro Tem for 

(Continued on page 9) 
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the Enotah Circuit Juvenile Court. 

 

 Carol’s passion is for photography, along with glass- 

and wirework.  Her stained glass, fused glass, glass-based 

mosaic art, and handcrafted wire-sculpted jewelry has been 

sold in galleries and boutiques in multiple states. 

 

 She is also an award-winning and published photogra-

pher, winning her first (1st Place) ribbon for her Student 

Portfolio work.  Since relocating in 2012 to Washington, 

Carol has lectured for camera clubs, led photography field 

trips, taught photography classes and had her travel blog 

published, including photographs, for photographers visiting 

the Galapagos Islands.  The bonus is that her son, who is 29, often accompanies her on her 

rougher travel adventures.  In 2014, she won awards for her images from the American Dahlia 

Society, the Cascade Seattle Bike Expo, and the Downtown Burlington Art Walk, along with 

having her image selected for the Whatcom Art Guild’s 2014 Spring Art Show publicity cam-

paign.  She is currently 2nd VP of the Bellingham Photography Club.   

 

 Carol was certified in mediation, both Civil and Domestic, for 

Georgia and North Carolina in 1993; she completed the Title 26 GAL 

Certification in King County in 2013.  Her current plan is to do sub-

contracted work for smaller law firms and sole practitioners, includ-

ing drafting of legal documents, agreements and contracts on a part-

time basis.  She lives in Bellingham with her bird-photography-

sidekick rescue dog, Keanu, a former “office fixture” in her North 

Georgia office.        
                   Keanu 
Editor’s Note:  Check out her classified ad at the top of page 4!  

(Continued from page 8) 
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Whatcom Women Lawyers’  
Clothing DRIVE is underway! 

 
DONATIONS collected at the February Bar Meeting  

and through the month of February 

The Whatcom County Chapter of Washington 
Women Lawyers and the YWCA are teaming up 
again to support low-income women returning to 
work. The YWCA’s Back to Work Boutique provides 
free clothing to low-income women who are either 
entering or are already in the workforce.  
 
Start cleaning out your closets and encourage your 
spouse, friends, and others to do the same!  We 
will gladly collect the following: 
 Business/professional clothes 
 Casual clothes 
 Outdoor work clothes  
 Shoes 
 Accessories 
 Coats 

 

THANK YOU IN  
ADVANCE FOR YOUR 

GENEROSITY! 

Please bring your donated items or donations payable to “YWCA” to the Febru-
ary Bar Meeting, or feel free to drop off items at Shepherd and Abbott (2011 
Young St, Suite 202) or Coppinger Carter (100 Central Ave) before the close of 
business on Friday, February 27th, 2015.   
 
 
All contributions are tax deductible, so please attach your business card or a note stating 
the value of your contribution and your contact information so a tax receipt can be 
mailed to you.  
 

If you have questions, please call  
Bethany Allen – 733-3773 or Karen Phillips – 676-7545. 
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Second Thoughts –  Lesser Included Offense – State v. Condon1 
 

By Michael Bersch 
 

 On January 20, 2009, Carmelo Ramirez and his wife Enedina Gregorio were home with four children.2  The 

couple were preparing dinner, while the two youngest children were playing in a bedroom, and their oldest boy and his 

cousin were watching television in the living room.  Little did they know that one of them was about to die.  Outside 

were two men, Joel Condon and Jesus Lozano, who mistakenly thought the family’s home was the house of the drug 

dealer they were planning to rob.  Condon, with gun at the ready, and Lozano kicked in the door and entered the house 

shouting at the family.  The elder son (and cousin?) went into the bedroom followed by Enedina who helped the chil-

dren to escape through a window.  Enedina then returned to the living room and saw Carmelo struggling with one of the 

intruders trying to take away the gun.3  Before Enedina could do anything, the other intruder grabbed her and threw her 

face down onto the couch holding her hands behind her back.  But, at that moment, as is if in a television drama, a fami-

ly friend, Martin Gutirrez pulled into the driveway.  This newcomer apparently spooked the would-be robbers.  Enedina 

heard gun shots, and the intruders fled out the back door.  Enedina and Carmelo went out the front door, and told their 

friend that Carmelo had been shot.  Gutirrez rushed Carmelo to a nearby Farm Workers Clinic, but the nurses there 

were unable to stabilize their patient, and Carmelo died before reaching the hospital. 

 

 As happens in most crimes, the perpetrators left clues.  In this case, one of them dropped his cell phone as they 

fled the house.  Police traced the phone to Lozano but news reports were out that he was a suspect, and Lozano fled to 

Mexico.  However, Lorenzo did not stay there, and six weeks later surrendered to police.  Lozano identified his accom-

plice as Joel Condon, aka Wak-Wak.  Lozano stated that after the two entered the house, he fought with Carmelo who 

got a choke hold on him and was about to lose consciousness when Condon shot Carmelo, after which the two fled.  

Thereafter, police apprehended Condon. 

 

 Condon was charged with one count of aggravated first degree (premeditated) murder, one count of first degree 

felony murder, burglary, and unlawful possession of a firearm.  The case against Condon was pretty good.  At trial the 

State introduced Lozano’s testimony that Condon was the shooter, testimony of a jailhouse informant that Condon ad-

mitted to the shooting, recordings of inculpatory statements between Condon and his girlfriend, and Enedina’s pretrial 

lineup and in court identification.  In his defense, Condon claimed the State failed to prove its case arguing mistaken 

identity; that the State’s witnesses were not credible, procedural problems in his identification, and lack of any forensic 

evidence.  After testimony was heard, but before closing arguments, Condon’s attorney requested that the jury be in-

structed on second degree intentional murder as a lesser included offense to the aggravated (premeditated) first degree 

murder charge.  The trial court denied the request stating that the evidence did not support an inference that the shooting 

was not premeditated, and while second degree murder was a lesser included offense in first degree premeditated mur-

der, it was not such to the first degree felony murder charge.  Condon was convicted of aggravated first degree murder 

(and other charges) to which the trial court imposed the mandatory minimum penalty of life without possibility of pa-

role.  Condon appealed his first degree murder conviction;4 the Court of Appeals reversed and remanded for a new trial 

concluding Condon was entitled to the lesser included offense instruction.  The State petitioned, and the State Supreme 

Court granted review. 

 

 The Court noted that the right to a lesser included offense instruction is statutory,5 and a party is entitled to the 

instruction whenever the instruction satisfies the Workman6 two-prong test:  The first part of the test, the legal prong, a 

court must determine “whether the lesser included offense consists solely of elements that are necessary to conviction 

of the greater, charged offense..” 7  Under the second part of the test, the factual prong, the court must determine if there 

was evidence presented that “supports an inference that only the lesser offense was committed, to the exclusion of the 

greater offense..” 8  If the answer to both prongs of the test is yes then the requesting party is entitled to the instruction.  

However, the Court noted that there have been some inconsistencies as to how the second prong of the test was applied 

when the State charges an individual with both intentional murder and felony murder.  In some cases, the Court ignored 

the felony murder charge finding the defendant entitled to the lesser included offense instructions, and in other cases the 

Court considered the felony murder charge and found the defendant not entitled to the instruction.  In Condon’s case, 
(Continued on page 14) 
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the Court expressly affirmed that the two prong test need not be satisfied as to the felony murder charge.9  For example, 

in Condon this meant that the Court applied the Workman test to the first degree (premeditated) murder charge, not the 

first degree felony murder charge.  The Court noted a second degree (intentional) murder charge consists solely of ele-

ments of first degree (premeditated) murder, and evidence was presented at trial which supported an inference that the 

lesser included offense had occurred to the exclusion of the great charged offense. Thus, the Court affirmed the Court 

of Appeals, and Joel Condon will get a new trial on the murder charge. 

 

Second Thoughts: The practice of finding a defendant guilty of a lesser included offense was originally developed 

at common law as an aid to the prosecution,10 but it is long held to also be a right of the defendant.11  Both the defense 

and prosecution can use the lesser included offense as a back-pocket theory of the case, to be sprung upon the jury by 

the most authoritative personage in the courtroom, the judge.  In Condon, the defense argued the State failed to prove 

its case against the defendant, that the defendant was not there, and it was all a case of mistaken identity.  But, near the 

end of the trial, Condon asked the judge to include jury instructions for second degree (intentional) murder.  So, isn’t 

this the equivalent of saying both: “I wasn’t there,” and “I did it, but I didn’t plan to do it.”  Although criminal defend-

ants are allowed to argue inconsistent defenses, a jury may be suspicious if the defendant says both “I didn’t do it;” and 

“I didn’t mean to do it.”  To avoid this suspicion, the defense should keep the argument in his pocket, wait until the 

close of testimony, and then ask for the lesser included offense instruction.  Once the defense knows the judge will give 

the instruction, he is free to argue it.  One can imagine closing argument:  “Ladies and gentlemen, my client was not at 

the scene of this tragic incident, and did not commit this crime.  But we know from testimony of the witnesses that 

whoever was responsible, did not plan to kill the deceased.  His death was not premeditated as the prosecution claims.  

No.  His death came about in a spontaneous melee.”  Likewise, and more disconcerting, the prosecution should hold a 

request for a lesser included offense instruction until conclusion of testimony.  If it appears that the jury is sympathetic 

to the defendant, ask for a lesser included offense instruction before closing.  Then the prosecution can argue if the de-

fendant isn’t guilty of charge A, then surely he is guilty of charge B, the lesser included offense, thus, blindsiding the 

defendant with a new charge.  Justice Talmadge wrote in a similar case: 

 

A judicial interpretation of RCW 10.61.006 that permits prosecuting authorities to charge very general-

ly and allows juries to find lesser included offenses as an alternative to the charging decision of the 

prosecuting authority is an invitation to uncertainty, sloppy charging practices and possibly the over-

charging of defendants in criminal cases.12 

 

Justice Talmadge’s concern may be mitigated in murder cases which tend to get publicity and much judicial scrutiny, 

but what of less severe criminal charges, especially misdemeanors?  Who can say? 
 

Endnotes 
1— Musing on State v Condon (Joel), No. 88854-0, (Wash., Jan. 08, 2015). 

2—There is a bit of confusion in the opinions as to the exact number of children present, the Supreme Court opinion states that there were three 

children, while the Court of Appeals opinion cites 4. 

3—Apparently there was conflicting testimony on exactly who Carmelo fought.  Enedina Gregorio said that her husband (Carmelo) fought 

with the taller of the intruders (Condon).  Lozano ‘s version was that Carmelo fought with him (Lozano).  State v Condon, No. 29710-1-III, 

(Wash. Ct. App. April 16, 2013). 

4—And other counts. 

5—RCW 10.61.006, .010. 

6—State v Workman, 90 Wn.2d 443 (1978). 

7—Condon at 9. 

8—Id., emphasis in original. 

9—While the exact wording in the opinion refers only to murder and felony murder, but it is very difficult to see how this would not extend to 

all alternative means of committing a crime. 

10—Beck v Alabama, 447 U.S. 625 (1980) 

11—See for example Stevenson v US, 162 U.S. 313, 315 (1896).  Where the Court opined that it was necessary to give jury instructions on the 

lesser included offense of manslaughter in a murder trial, as “[i]t is difficult to think of a case of killing by shooting, where both men were 

armed, and both in readiness to shoot, and where both did shoot, in which the question would not arise, for the jury to answer, whether the kill-

ing was murder, or manslaughter, or a pure act of self-defense.” 

12—State v. Belin, 133 Wn2d 541, 558.  

(Continued from page 13) 



WHATCOM COUNTY BAR  PAGE 15 FEBRUARY 2015  



WHATCOM COUNTY BAR  FEBRUARY 2015  PAGE 16  

Editor’s Note:  These Judges also sent 

along many many pages on the proposed 

rule– if you would like to see a copy, e-mail 

me at rajeev@northwhatcomlaw.com and I 

will send you the .pdfs. 

mailto:rajeev@northwhatcomlaw.com


Ramblings of a Small Time Country Lawyer 
 ~By Rajeev!  

 

 “Snatching Defeat from the Jaws of Victory!” 

 Subtitle:   ‘Oh, man… that Super Bowl...’ 

  

 Look, I told myself, ‘Man, if the Seahawks win the Super Bowl then I won’t have to write 

an article, I’ll just plaster the Seahawks logo or something in this space.  People will be happy.’ 

Even better, I took this victory picture during the game, and I was just going to post it instead: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

If you can’t tell, those are Junior Whatcom County Bar Members, Eva Lackie1 and August Lyden2 

ignoring the madness around them.  Look at them, cool as cucumbers with their little digital 

devices.  Seahawks winning? Losing?  No sweat off their backs– true Zen masters.  I think we 

could all learn a lot from them.   

 

 I’ve had my share of slam-dunk (or should I say 1-yard to go on the 2nd down?) cases that 

have ended up off script.  Maybe next time that happens, rather than throwing a shameful Irvin-

esque punch at the drywall, I’ll take a look at this picture and put things in perspective.  Or, at 

least, I will use it as an entertaining excuse to not over pack a brim-filled issue of the WCBJ with 

melancholy ephemera– because who does that help?  Onwards & upwards to our next adventure! 

            ~R! 
Endnotes 
1— Daughter of Mamie Lackie of the Whatcom County Public Defender’s office, and Pat Lackie of the Law Of-

fice of Patrick T. Lackie. 

2— Daughter of Megan N. Yeates of Megan Yeates Law and Tom P. Lyden of Keating & Lyden, LLC. 
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Legal Transcription Service 

Express Legal Transcription, L.L.C. 

Fast * Accurate * Reliable 

Serving Whatcom County’s legal community since 2004. 

 
Let us transcribe your documents.  24 hour turn-around, $6.50 per page.  Pick-

up and delivery service in Bellingham.  Receive your drafts on disk or by email for 

easy changes!  Doctor letters, pleadings, demand packages, telephone interviews, 

GAL reports . . . you name it!  Resume and references available upon request. 

We can accept tapes, MP3, WAV, WMA, DSS and Dragon files. 

Express Legal Transcription, 

L.L.C. 

Sue Fox-Golombek  

Phone: (360) 734-7920 

             (360) 739-6707 

Fax:      (360) 734-7920 

express@openaccess.org 
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You are reading this aren’t you? 

 

You too, should be advertising 

right... 

 

HERE! 
 

 
 New and Old Sponsors… did you know 

as of today, if you pay your sponsorship for 6 

months or more in the WCBJ, you get a 5% 

discount?  If you pay for a year or more, you 

get a 10% discount!!!!  Who knows what the 

Editor will offer you if you want to pay for a 

decade in advance?!!!!!!!! 
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Whatcom County Bar Association 

January 7, 2015 Meeting Minutes 

 
12:15pm Meeting Called to Order by President Mark Kaiman 

 

Guests were introduced.  

 

December Minutes unanimously approved. 

 

Treasurer’s Report 

 

Olivia Burkland reported the latest numbers. 

 

The report was unanimously approved. 

 

Events/Announcements 

 

YMCA Mock Trial local competition will be at the Courthouse on February 28th.  Please contact Commis-

sioner Henley if you have interest in being a rater for the competition.   

 

Committee Reports 

 

CLE Committee – Mr. Buri updated us on the December 12 double-header CLE. 

 

WWL – announced annual clothing drive.  Bring items for donation to next bar meeting. 

 

LAW Advocates – Director Mike Hiestand reported.  February will be annual meeting. CLE surveys were 

distributed for 2015 prospective topics. 

 

 

Old Business 

 

None. 

 

New Business –  

 

None. 

 

Speaker Garrett Beyer from Higginson Beyer, P.S. in Seattle and Friday Harbor talked about pitfalls and tax traps 

for the unwary when dealing with Canadian residents/emmigrants.   

 

Adjourned at 12:58 

 

By: Thomas P. Lyden for David. A. Brown 



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 

 

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: 

rajeev@northwhatcomlaw.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 Rajeev at the above e-mail address, or call  (360) 

332-7000 . 


