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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON 

AT SEATTLE 
 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, et al., 
               Plaintiffs, 

       vs. 

STATE OF WASHINGTON, et al., 
           Defendants. 

 
No.  C70-9213 
Subproceeding 14-1 
 
RESPONSE TO SUQUAMISH MOTION 
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
 
Note on Motion Calendar: April 1, 2015 
  
 

 
I. RESPONSE TO MOTION 

 The Port Gamble S'Klallam Tribe, Jamestown S'Klallam, Swinomish, and Tulalip Tribes 

("Interested Parties") submit this Response to the Suquamish Tribe's Motion for Summary 

Judgment. Dkt. #37 (January 23, 2015) ( "Suquamish Motion.")  The case area in this 

subproceeding is limited to portions of Padilla bay, Chuckanut Bay, and Samish Bay. Dkt. # 4 

(January 22, 2014).1 We write in opposition to the Suquamish motion because although 

                                               
1 Rulings in this proceeding should be limited to only those areas under review by the Court, and neither party may unduly 
expand the subproceeding area or Suquamish's U & A claim based on theories that lack proof or evidence.   
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proceedings are limited to specifically challenged2 areas, the motion raises finality concerns.  

Each new subproceeding should not give a party a new opportunity to re-litigate all proceedings 

that happened before it and all issues that were decided against it in prior subproceedings.   The 

Suquamish motion is such a relitigation. 

II.   ARGUMENT 

 The Interested Parties have two goals in this response. One to ensure and avoid re-

litigation of issues that have been decided explicitly or by necessary implication, and two, to 

avoid the dilution of treaty rights by requiring different levels of proof and evidence from 

different Tribes in  different U&A subproceedings. 

 A. Finality Considerations Require the Court to Grant Relief to Upper Skagit. 

 Upper Skagit is entitled to relief in this case because Suquamish has twice lost on the 

dispositive legal and factual issues applicable to this case, and issue preclusion prevents 

Suquamish from a third litigation of the these issues.  This point was ably made by Upper Skagit 

in its own motion, which cataloged the issues involved. Upper Skagit Motion for Summary 

Judgment, Dkt. No. 38, pp. 17-20.  We write separately only to emphasize the importance of 

finality considerations in this case. 

 The facts and issues are exactly the same as in subp. 05-3 and the Swinomish motion for 

summary judgment in 05-4.   The cases involve the same law, the same evidence, the same facts 

relevant to decision, and the same area of Suquamish U&As derived from its travel north to 

British Columbia.  The only difference is that this case involves a different spot that is located 
                                               
2 To this end, the interested parties urge the Court to limit the ruling in this proceeding to the "Relief Requested" by the 
Upper Skagit in its RFD, p. 4 (VII)(1). The only question is whether Suquamish has U & A in the subproceeding area.   
No finding as to the RFD, p. 3, VI(1) regarding areas westerly of Whidbey Island is needed to decide this issue and no 
case has been made regarding those areas.  See, e.g.  Order on Summary Judgment, 20 F. Supp. 3d 828, 834 fn. 2 (Court’s 
agreement that other areas need not be adjudicated if they are not part of the subproceeding and recognizing the precedent 
of the Ninth Circuit ruling with respect to the Strait of Juan de Fuca). 
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outside areas 1 and 2 of the crucial map just north of the previously adjudicated areas. Order on 

Motion for Summary Judgment, 20 F. Supp. 3d. 839; affirmed, Upper Skagit Indian Tribe v. 

Washington, 590 F.3d 1020 (9th Cir. Wash. 2010). This Court’s prior decisions establish that 

Judge Boldt did not include the area at issue in this subproceeding because he included U&As 

based on the travel route only in part of area 1 and area 2 on the map Barbara Lane used to 

describe the travel area.3 In fact, Judge Boldt himself referred this map and only mentioned areas 

1 and 2 to in his ruling from the bench.  This time Suquamish has mustered scattered materials 

from anything but the record before the judge at the Suquamish U&A hearing, which consisted 

solely of Dr. Lane’s report and testimony. In doing so, Suquamish is launching a collateral attack 

on this Court’s decisions in Subps. 05-3 and 05-4.  This attempt, if successful, would undermine 

many  prior decisions  in U.S, v. Washington, in those two prior subproceedings and beyond. 

 Issue preclusion is based upon the concept of finality, a ‘pillar of modern judicial 

philosophy.”  18 Moore’s Federal Practice §131.12[1” (Matthew Bender 3d ed.).  Its core 

principle is that “a claim or issue which parties had a full and fair opportunity to litigate should, 

after judgment, forever be put to rest between those parties.”  Id.  Since, as Upper Skagit has 

pointed out in its motion, the dispositive issues and claims in this case have been fully and fairly 

litigated in subs. 05-3 and 05-4, they bind Suquamish in this case. 

 Finality considerations are more important in complex cases like this one stretching over 

many years and many rulings.  Case law involving  continuing jurisdiction cases ,such as  water 

rights decrees, is helpful here.  In one such case, Arizona v. California, 460 U.S. 605 (1983), a 

                                               
3 This fits entirely with Dr. Lane's correction of her lawyers questioning, when he leads her to include all of Area 1 and 2 
she declines to be lead into being over-expansive "Part of Area 1." Dkt. 37-1, Exhibit A, p. 58:11(Answer from Dr. Lane 
regarding Suquamish travel: "Part of Area 1"). 
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party argued that the looser principles of law of the case be applied to a prior decree, but the 

Supreme Court disagreed, noting, 460 U.S. at 625: 

We fear the urge to relitigate, once loosed, will not be easily cabined.  … It would be 
contrary to the interests of all parties to this case to reopen what may become a Pandora’s 
Box, upsetting the certainty of all aspects of the decree. 
 

In that same vein, the Ninth Circuit noted that in complex water rights litigation extending over 

decades,  the parties “are entitled to rely on the finality of decrees as much as, if not more than, 

parties in other types of civil litigation.”  U.S, Alpine Land & Reservoir Co., 984 F.2d 1047,1050 

(9th Cir. 1993). 

 This case is a good example of why the concept of finality embodied in issue preclusion 

must be applied in order to prevent chaos.  Suquamish is working on its third bite of the apple 

and its second attempt to collaterally attack this Court’s decision, affirmed by the Ninth Circuit, 

in Subp. 05-3. Upper Skagit Indian Tribe v. Washington, 590 F.3d 1020. This is possible only 

because after subproceeding  05-3 was decided, Suquamish moved into other waters it had not 

fished previously which  were not addressed in Subp. 05-3. After subproceeding  05-4 was 

decided Suquamish moved again into the new waters at issue here.  In each case, the new waters 

were subject to issue preclusion arising from Subp. 05-3, but Suquamish, hoping against hope for 

a change in ruling, has forced other tribes to bring another subproceeding each time to oppose 

the incursion.  The parties and the Court will pay a steep price if the Court opens Pandora’s Box 

by rewarding such a strategy.  Finality considerations dictate that Suquamish has had its day in 

court and lost - twice.  It is not entitled to another.  

 Suquamish also disregards the precedential impact of prior rulings against it in prior 

cases, another aspect of the finality doctrine, by rearguing several such issues as if they have no 

Case 2:14-sp-00001-RSM   Document 44   Filed 02/27/15   Page 4 of 14



 

 
RESPONSE TO MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGEMENT 
C70-9213, SUBPROCEEDING 14-1 
 

- 5 - 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

 

LAW OFFICES OF LAUREN P. 
RASMUSSEN 

1904 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 1030
SEATTLE, WA 98101 

(206) 623-0900 

precedential impact on the present case.  For example, Suquamish argues that Upper Skagit 

cannot meet its burden of showing the marine waters of Puget Sound is an ambiguous phrase 

claims that the phrase necessarily and unambiguously includes all of the saltwater in the disputed 

areas, including areas that have already been found to have been excluded in other proceedings 

before this Court. Suquamish Motion at p. 6:25-7:1-2. They argue again that the disputed areas 

are undisputedly included within the broad description in their U & A because the phrase is 

unambiguous. Id. at 7:11-12.  

 This argument was explicitly rejected by the Court in Subproceeding 05-3, however.  The 

Court rule “that there is sufficient ambiguity surrounding Judge Boldt's use of the term ‘Puget 

Sound’ in describing the Suquamish U & A to require clarification,” thus allowing this 

subproceeeding to go forward. Dkt. # 43, pp 2-3; Dkt. # 71, n. 2. Order on Motion for Summary 

Judgment, 2007 WL 30869 (January 4, 2007), 20 F. Supp. 3d. 828, 832.   The Court then ruled 

that although the waters at issue were in Puget Sound, they were not within the specifically 

described portion of Puget Sound described as Suquamish U&A. The Ninth Circuit in 

reviewing 05-3 noted the places where Suquamish did fish: 

The places Dr. Lane listed where the Suquamish fished for salmon, herring, 
steelhead, halibut, and shellfish by trolling, spearing, nets, or traps were: Apple 
Cove Point, Hood Canal, Dye's Inlet, Liberty Bay, the head of Sinclair Inlet, 
Skunk Bay, Union River and Curley Creek, Blake Island, Jefferson Head, Point to 
Point, Rich's Passage, Orchard Point, Indianola, Ross Point, Miller's Bay, Agate 
Passage, and the area between Chico and Erland's point. 
 

Upper Skagit Indian Tribe v. Washington, 590 F.3d 1020, 1024, fn. 7. 

To this the Court and the Ninth Circuit added only the travel route north to the Canadian border, 

part of area 1 and area 2 on the map Lane used.  Suquamish has U&As nowhere else, as the 

decision in Subp. 05-3 and the Ninth Circuit affirmance establish. 
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 B.  Dilution of Treaty Rights 

 The Interested Parties are concerned about the dilution of established treaty rights that 

would necessarily occur if the standards for determining U&A areas were watered down in the 

manner Suquamish suggests.   Tribes whose U&As were determined by more stringent standards 

would be the victims of any relaxation of the standard. See e.g. Judge Coyle’s 1990 Decision on 

Summary Judgment, 89-2, Dkt. #11596, at p. 18 (expressing concern about dilution of treaty 

rights). In Suproceeding 09-1, for example, the Interested Parties have consistently expressed 

concern that for these same reasons the standard of proof should not be reduced by burden 

shifting. Dkt. 284 (Subproceeding 09-1) (Klallam and Tulalip Response on Burden of Proof). 

This Court recently agreed that the burden should not be switched merely because one Tribe has 

to bring a lawsuit to adjudicate another Tribes' rights. Order on Partial Motions for Summary 

Judgment, Dkt. # 304 ( "As to the appropriate standard of proof, the Court rejects the Quileute 

and Quinault’s assertion that anything other than the usual standard for a Paragraph 25(a)(6) 

subproceeding applies in this case.")  

 This same issue is presented when a Tribe such as Suquamish seeks to avoid presenting 

specific evidence of travel for the purposes of fishing, but rather attempts to either reduce the 

standard4 to one where other Tribes must in reality disprove travel or fishing in the disjunctive. 

At its most reduced level  Suquamish appears to suggest that it would be enough to show that a 

Tribe  merely transited waters “adjacent”  to other fishing  U & A areas to obtain a favorable 

ruling as to the new waters. Suquamish Motion, at p. 3: 13 (disputed areas are adjacent to and 

near other waters included in the Tribe’s U & A); 4:fn.3; 6:22-24;10:24-25;11:19-21. Suquamish 

                                               
4 It appears it is now popular to attempt to reduce the standard to avoid having to show U & A was either already 
adjudicated or to adjudicate it by pointing to actual evidence. A related issue will also be argued on March 2, 2015 in the 
context of Subproceeding 09-1. 
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wants the standard, which currently requires evidence of regular fishing while traveling, reduced 

downward to include an area that was adjacent to an area potentially (and perhaps not actually) 

travelled, and not ever fished. See, e.g. Suquamish Motion at pp. 3:13;4:fn.3; 6:22-24;10:24-

25;11:19-21. In the Suquamish view, the burden is on Upper Skagit to show " there is no 

reasonable inference that can be drawn from the evidence" in front of Judge Boldt. Id. at p. 5:4.  

 Such a standard would erase the words “usual and accustomed” from the treaty.5  But the 

Ninth Circuit has not adopted that standard. See fn. 4 supra. Instead it has instructed parties to 

look at the specific geographic anchors that describe where the fishing occurred and determine if 

they “include or delineate” the subproceeding area.6  

 C. The Tulalip Case Does Not Support a Reduced Standard 

In looking at the precedent of U.S. v. Washington rulings it is clear that Judge Boldt did 

not intend to include simply fishing while traveling as sufficient to constitute U&A waters.  See 

e.g., Washington, 384 F. Supp. at 353; Judge Craig, who succeeded Judge Boldt followed the 

ruling in U & A cases., see, eg. 626 F.Supp 1405, at 1531;United States v. Washington, 730F.2d 

1314, 1318 (9th Cir. 1984) (even though Makahs were capable of travelling 100 miles out to 

                                               
5 In examining the Muckleshoot's claim to expanded areas, the Court recognized that the restrictive sense was to be 
applied to the terms "usual and accustomed" in the treaty: 
  
accustomed: Being familiar by use; habituated, inured . . . usual; often practiced . . . 
 
usual: Customary; common; frequent; such as occurs in ordinary practice or in the ordinary course of events. 
 
. . . The words 'usual and accustomed' were probably used in their restrictive sense, not intending to include areas where 
use was occasional or incidental. Washington, 384 F. Supp. at 356. 
 
Muckleshoot III, 235 F.3d 429, 435. 
 
6 Upper Skagit Indian Tribe v. Washington, 590 F.3d 1020, 1025 ("In Suquamish's case, the only inclusive geographic 
anchor points for the term "Puget Sound" are the "Haro and Rosario Straits," which do not include or delineate the 
Subproceeding Area.") 
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shore, and went out there to fish when the catch was insufficient closer to shore, the Court 

declined to find an inference that the Makah's customarily went out 100 miles at treaty times). 

Indeed, Dr. Barbara Lane, on whose testimony the court has often relied, was quite 

adamant that mere travelling through an area was insufficient and that abundant evidence was 

necessary to establish usual and accustomed fishing areas.  

Q Is it your opinion, Doctor Lane, that tribal members visiting or traveling, 
the frequency of which cannot be pinpointed, can establish a usual and 
accustomed place for fishing? 

 
A If we have abundant ethnographic reporting that this was what has been 

reported by peoples from all over the area, vis-à-vis people from other 
groups, then I can rely on that as hard evidence. 

 
Exhibit B, Declaration of Mason Morisset.  There is no abundant evidence but rather a dearth of 

such evidence here. 

 Suquamish attempts to argue, for the third time, against any recognition of the basic 

ruling and ignoring every speck of applicable evidence and its location in the hopes of expanding 

their U & A. But the Ninth Circuit has ruled that the reasonable inference is to look to see if 

those anchors “include or delineate” the subproceeding area. The Ninth Circuit recognized 

explicitly in the importance of the geographic anchors with respect to the inference the court was 

to draw from them: 

In addition, Judge Boldt used specific geographic anchor points in describing 
other tribes' U&As. See, e.g., Decision I, 384 F. Supp. at 360, 371 (Lummi and 
Puyallup U&As); Decision II, 459 F. Supp. at 1049 (Nooksack, Swinomish and 
Tulalip U&As). From this it is reasonable to infer that when he intended to 
include an area, it was specifically named in the U&A. In Suquamish's case, the 
only inclusive geographic anchor points for the term "Puget Sound" are the "Haro 
and Rosario Straits," which do not include or delineate the Subproceeding Area. 

 

Case 2:14-sp-00001-RSM   Document 44   Filed 02/27/15   Page 8 of 14



 

 
RESPONSE TO MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGEMENT 
C70-9213, SUBPROCEEDING 14-1 
 

- 9 - 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

 

LAW OFFICES OF LAUREN P. 
RASMUSSEN 

1904 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 1030
SEATTLE, WA 98101 

(206) 623-0900 

Upper Skagit Indian Tribe v. Washington, 590 F.3d 1020, 1025 (9th Cir. Wash. 2010).  In this 

contexts the inferences are only proper within the broader “grounds” described. 

 As the quote above demonstrates, Lane gave such geographic anchors in considerable 

detail in describing the fisheries closer to Suquamish’s home territory, and added one and only 

one travel route north of that home territory through Haro and Rosario straits in part of areas one 

and two on the map Lane specifically used to describe the travel route. This is the type of 

specificity that other tribes had to show to garner U&As, and it is the specificity which 

Suquamish must meet.   

 D.  This Court Has Established the Law Governing the Interpretation of U&A Findings. 

Given the confusion that Suquamish has sown concerning the applicable standard, a 

precise discussion of the standards is in order.  Signatory tribes to the Stevens treaties reserved 

the “right to harvest anadromous fish at all usual and accustomed places outside reservation  

boundaries[.]”  Washington, 384 F. Supp. 312, 406 (W.D. Wash. 1974).  Judge Boldt explained 

the method for finding U&As as the “designation of the freshwater systems and marine areas 

within which the treaty Indians fished at varying times, places and seasons, on different runs.”   

While Judge Boldt included “every fishing location where members of a tribe customarily fished 

from time to time at and before treaty times” in U&As, he specifically noted that U&As exclude 

“unfamiliar locations and those used infrequently or at long intervals and extraordinary 

occasions.”  Id. at 332.  Fishing during “occasional or incidental” travel did not create U&As.  

See id. at 353.  Fishing must have occurred “with regularity” “[i]solated or infrequent 

excursions” do not meet the U&A standard.  Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. Lummi Indian Nation 
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("Muckleshoot III"), 235 F.3d 429, 434 (9th Cir. 2000) ("no evidence indicating that such fishing 

occurred with regularity anywhere beyond Elliott Bay").   

District Court Judge Walter Craig presided over U & A cases after Judge Boldt left the 

bench.  Judge Craig followed  Judge Boldt’s rulings and held that:  

“[o]pen marine waters that were not transited or resorted to by a tribe on a regular and 

frequent basis in which fishing was one of the purposes of such use are not usual and accustomed 

fishing grounds of that tribe within the meaning of the Stevens treaties.”  Washington, 626 F. 

Supp. 1405 at 1531 (Conclusion of Law 96).  

This Court has established the legal parameters for interpreting U&A findings.  Courts 

must look to the intent of the judge at the time the decision was made to determine the meaning 

of a U&A finding.  Muckleshoot Tribe, et al., v. Lummi Indian Tribe, 141 F. 3d 1355 (9th Cir. 

1998) (“Muckleshoot I”); Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. Lummi Indian Nation, 234 F.3d 

1099,1000 (9th Cir. 2000) (“Muckleshoot II”); Lummi, 235 F.3d at 452.  In order to determine a 

judge’s intent, courts must examine the record of the proceedings before the judge at the time of 

the decision and the evidence considered by the judge.  Muckleshoot I, 141 F.3d at 1360; 

Muckleshoot II, 234 F.3d at 1100-01; Lummi, 235 F.3d at 452.  In addition, courts  may consider 

“additional evidence if it sheds light on the understanding that Judge Boldt had of the geography 

at the time.”  Muckleshoot II, 234 F.3d at 1100 (citing Muckleshoot I, 141 F.3d at 1360).  That is, 

this Court “did not freeze the record.”  Id.  Courts must examine the judge’s intent regardless of 

whether the text at issue is ambiguous, because the U&A finding must be understood in the 

context of the facts of the case.  Muckleshoot III, 235 F.3d at 433; accord Muckleshoot I, 141 
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F.3d at 1359.  Lastly, courts may not “alter, amend or enlarge” the U&A finding.  Muckleshoot I, 

141 F.3d 1355 at 1360. 

 On p. 5:9-13 of the Suquamish Motion, Suquamish attempts to rely on the Tulalip 

proceeding found at 626 F. Supp. 1405 at 1531 (W.D. Wash. 1985) for the premise that they 

must merely show reasonable inferences of probable locations of where a Tribe might have 

fished.  However, in the Tulalip proceeding, directly after this citation was the following finding: 

Open marine waters that were not transited or resorted to by a tribe on a regular 
and frequent basis in which fishing was one of the purposes of such use are not 
usual and accustomed fishing grounds of that tribe within the meaning of the 
Stevens treaties. 
 

Id. at 1531 (Finding 96) (emphasis added).  The Court then further states "[t]he determination of 

any area as a usual and accustomed fishing ground or station of a particular tribe must consider 

all of the factors relevant to (1) use of that area as a usual or regular fishing area... ." (Id. at 1531 

(Finding 97).  Thereafter, in the context of the finding explicit to the Tulalip U & A ruling the 

Court finds that there is “sufficient specific documentation and evidence to establish usual and 

accustomed fishing by Tulalip predecessors at the following locations..."  Washington, 626 F. 

Supp. 1405, 1530, FF 380. 

 Thus, the Tulalip ruling, in the context of all the findings in that case, simply does not 

allow a Tribe to rely on happenstance , “adjacencies ” or inferences alone to establish or expand 

those grounds and stations.  

 The U&A findings of other tribes, such as the Tulalip discussed above as well as the 

Klallam and the Swinomish rulings (as examples), clearly show that not only are certain areas 

specifically named  in U&A findings, but the Court made rulings regarding regularly fishing 

certain areas (See e.g., Finding of Fact 340-342, findings of various locations and findings about 
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Klallam's regularly fishing,  626 F.Supp 1402, at 442 (1985), describing fishing in "the waters of 

the Strait of Juan de Fuca" and "Port Townsend, Port Ludlow, Port Gamble" and statements that 

the Klallam "regularly" fished at particular stations or grounds); (Finding of Fact # 6, U.S. v. 

Washington, 459 F.Supp. at 1049 findings of Swinomish locations including the marine areas of 

northern Puget Sound from the Fraser River south to and including Whidbey, Camano, Fidalgo, 

Guemes, Samish, Cypress, and the San Juan Islands, and including Bellingham Bay and Hale 

Passage adjacent to Lummi Island). 

 The Suquamish completely ignore  the findings in Dr. Lane’s  report, which notes that the 

findings represent her "complete survey of existing resources."  The report is attached hereto as 

Exhibit A to the Declaration of Mason Morisset, and was Exhibit USA-73 in the original case.   

The map on p. 22, of USA-73, represents those areas where Dr. Lane could demonstrate that 

Suquamish fished. Declaration of Mason Morisset, Ex. A. Suquamish relies on that map when it 

benefits them, and discounts it when it doesn't. The inference that could be drawn from this map 

is that it does not include any locations within this Subproceeding Area. 

III. CONCLUSION 

The Interested Parties urge the Court to protect the finality of its decisions by applying issue 

preclusion regarding the interpretation of Suquamish U&As and by adhering to established legal 

principles relating to how U&As are established.  The Suquamish attempt to change the 

applicable standards flies in the face of the requirements that have consistently been applied this 

case and would result in innumerable attempts to expand U&As.  A strong stand by the Court 

based in finality concerns is needed to head off future unnecessary litigation. For the foregoing 
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reasons we urge the Court to deny the Suquamish Tribe's motion, and grant the Upper Skagit 

Tribe's motion. 

 

 DATED this 27th Day of February, 2015  

 
s/ Lauren P. Rasmussen      
Lauren P. Rasmussen, WSBA # 33256 
Law Offices of Lauren P. Rasmussen, PLLC 
1904 Third Avenue, Suite 1030 
Seattle, WA 98101 
(206) 623-0900 
lauren@rasmussen-law.com 
 
Attorney for the Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe and the 
Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribes 
 
 
s/Mason  D. Morisset,_per email authorization                                  
Mason  D. Morisset, WSBA 00273 
Morisset, Schlosser, Jozwiak  & Somerville 
801 Second Avenue No. 1115 
Seattle, WA 98104 
206-386-5200 
m.morisset@msaj.com 
 
Attorneys  for The Tulalip Tribes 
 
 
s/James M. Jannetta, per email authorization 
James M. Jannetta  WSBA 26136 
Swinomish Indian Tribal Community 
11404 Moorage Way 
LaConner WA  98257 
360-466-1021 
 
Attorney for Swinomish Indian Tribal Community 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I hereby certify that the foregoing Response to Motion for Summary Judgment using the 

CM/ECF system, which will send notification of the filing to all parties in this matter who are 

registered with the Court’s CM/ECF filing system. 

 Dated this 27th Day of February, 2015, 

 
 

s/ Lauren P. Rasmussen      
Lauren P. Rasmussen, WSBA # 33256 
Law Offices of Lauren P. Rasmussen, PLLC 
1904 Third Avenue, Suite 1030 
Seattle, WA 98101 
(206) 623-0900 
lauren@rasmussen-law.com 
 
Attorney for the Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe and the 
Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribes 
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