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SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON 

COUNTY OF KING 

 
 
Washington Election Integrity Coalition 
United, et. al,  
                               Plaintiffs, 
v. 
 
Julie Wise, et al.,  
                               Defendants. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)  
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
Case No. 21-2-12603-7 KNT  
 

SUPPLEMENTAL OPPOSITION TO MOTION 
TO INTERVENE 
 
 
 

 
Plaintiff Washington Election Integrity Coalition United (“WEiCU”) respectfully submits the 

following supplemental opposition to the Motion to Intervene filed on October 6, 2021 by the Wash-

ington State Democratic Central Committee (“DCC”).  

Since the time WEiCU filed its opposition to the present motion in October 2021, the stance 

of this case has changed, and a persuasive ruling has issued, further underscoring why the DCC’s mo-

tion should be denied. 

A. Lawfare Update 

On October 13, 2021, Defendants Julie Wise and King County improperly removed this ac-

tion to federal court.  

On October 20, 2021, Defendants sued the citizen plaintiffs in federal court via counterclaims 
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on a cause of action to which they were not parties (the Public Records Act claim was brought by 

WEiCU, only, as specified in the complaint).   

On October 27, 2021, the DCC filed a Motion to Intervene as a defendant in the federal action 

replete with a handy proposed Motion to Dismiss. 

On November 18, 2021, Defendants filed a CR 11 motion for sanctions in federal court 

against the pro se citizen plaintiffs. 

On September 30, 2022, after the action had been effectively stayed for over 11 months, the 

federal court granted WEiCU’s motion to remand, denied Defendants’ motion for CR 11 sanctions, 

and denied the DCC’s Motion to Intervene.   

However, on October 25, 2022, Defendants renewed their CR 11 threats via letter to the pro 

se citizen plaintiffs asserting sanctions in an amount in excess of $40,000.  As a result of these direct 

threats, almost all of the citizen plaintiffs have now sought dismissal of their claims in the action.  

The DCC – a political party entity – has now renewed its attempt to intervene as a defendant 

merely to seek preemptive dismissal. 

The conduct by Defendants and the proposed intervenor has exposed an ugly underbelly of 

our current legal system, replete with threats against citizens seeking review of election processes and 

inspection of public records, of which this inappropriate motion to intervene for political purposes is 

but a small example.  

The instant Motion to Intervene should be viewed from the perspective of the overarching 

theme of ‘lawfare’ being asserted in what should be a nonpartisan, straight-forward statutory review 

of election processes and public records. 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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B. Intervention Is Not Appropriate Where the DCC Lacks Standing to Enjoin Examina-

tion of the Requested Public Records 

On January 6, 2023, Defendants filed an “Amended King County Defendant’s [sic] Answer to 

Plaintiff’s [sic] Complaint and Counterclaim and Jury Demand”.  Per Defendants’ counterclaims, as-

serted under RCW 42.56.540, standing to enjoin the examination of any specific public record is lim-

ited to “[a]n agency or its representative or a person who is named in the record or to whom the 

record specifically pertains. . . .” RCW 42.56.540; Exh. A hereto (emphasis added). 

In the present action, the DCC is not an agency, an agency representative, or a person named 

in the records or to whom the records specifically pertain. The lack of standing is further confirmed 

by the DCC’s own proposed Answer filed on October 6, 2021, in which the DCC asserts that it is 

“without sufficient information or knowledge” as to the allegations of Paragraph 51 of WEiCU’s Ver-

ified Complaint, which sets forth the facts of WEiCU’s public records request and Defendants’ denial 

of same. 

Consequently, with regard to the instant Public Records Action, the DCC is not an agency, an 

agency representative, a person named in the records, or a person to whom the records specifically 

pertain. As such, as a matter of law, the DCC lacks standing to intervene. RCW 42.56.540. 

C. Intervention Is Not Appropriate Per Recent Persuasive Authority  

On October 11, 2022, federal District Court Judge John Kness, Northern District of Illinois, 

issued a ruling in Bost, et al., v. The Illinois State board of Elections, et al., (No. 22-cv-02754) deny-

ing a motion to intervene by the Democratic Party of Illinois. Exh. B hereto. The party sought to in-

tervene in a case involving a challenge to an Illinois election statute.  

The federal court found that the Democratic Party’s interest in protecting its members’ inter-

ests was adequately addressed by the interest of the defendants in preserving the law for all voters, 
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Democrat voters included. Exh. B, at pp. 9-10. The federal court further determined that the Demo-

crat Party could not demonstrate “some conflict” with current representation, i.e., how its interest in 

the action or litigation strategy was at odds with the existing defendants’ representation. Exh. B, at 

pp. 14-15. Where the interests were effectively aligned, and where arguments on motions to dismiss 

were practically identical, intervention was inappropriate. Id. 

As for permissive intervention, equitable considerations weighed heavily against intervention 

where the Democrat Party’s interest in litigation was categorically the same as defendants’ interests. 

Exh. B, pp. 15-16. The court concluded that if the Democrat Party wished to be involved in the ac-

tion, it could proceed as an amicus curiae. Exh. B, p. 17. 

 Here, as in Bost, any interests of DCC are adequately addressed by the interest of the King 

County Auditor and King County in the proper administration of a public records request that applies 

to all voters. 

 In addition, the DCC has not shown any “conflict” with King County’s representation of 

DCC’s purported interests, as in, it has shown no factual support for how its interest in the action or 

litigation strategy is at odds with the existing Defendants. The Declaration of Tina Podlowdoski, the 

chair of the Democrat Party for Washington State, which was filed in support of the motion to inter-

vene, contains no statements of any conflict with the current representation provided by a team of 

King County Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys. 

Finally, regarding permissive intervention, equitable considerations heavily weigh against in-

tervention where: 1) the DCC has zero statutory standing to enjoin inspection of the requested public 

records; 2) the DCC’s purported interests for Democrat voters are obviously encompassed within De-

fendants’ interests; 3) the DCC has failed to identify any factual support for a conflict between the 

representations of its purported interests and those of the Defendants, and, 4) if the DCC wishes to be 
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involved despite a total lack of statutory standing, it may seek amicus curiae status. 

For each of the above reasons, and in supplementation to the arguments presented in 

WEiCU’s opposition to intervention filed on October 15, 2021, the DCC’s motion to intervene must 

be DENIED. 

 I certify that this pleading contains 1,057 words in compliance with the Local Civil Rules.   

       Respectfully submitted,  

        VIRGINIA P. SHOGREN, P.C. 

        
Dated: January 25, 2023      _________________________________ 
       By: Virginia P. Shogren, Esq.  
       WSBA No. 33939 
       961 W. Oak Court 
       Sequim, WA 98382, 360-461-5551 
       WEiCUattorney@protonmail.com 

Attorney for Plaintiff WEiCU 
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     CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I hereby certify that on January 25, 2023, I electronically filed the foregoing document with 
the Clerk of the Court using the King County Superior Court E-Filing System and caused a copy to be 
served upon the parties listed below via the method indicated: 

 
SUPPLEMENTAL OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO INTERVENE 
 
Counsel for Defendants:  
Ann M. Summers 
Via email: ann.summers@kingcounty.gov  
David J.W. Hackett 
Via email: david.hackett@kingcounty.gov 
Mari Isaacson 
Via email: mari.isaacson@kingcounty.gov 
 
 
Counsel for Proposed Intervenor: 
Kevin Hamilton 
Via email: KHamilton@perkinscoie.com 
Reina Almon-Griffin 
Via email: RAlmon-Griffin@perkinscoie.com 
Amanda Beane 
Via email: ABeane@perkinscoie.com 
 
The foregoing document was also served via email provided by the following pro se plaintiffs: 
 
Doug Basler 
Howard Fersugon 
Diana Bass 
Timofey Samoylenko 
Mary Hallowell 
Samantha Bucari 
Ronald Stewart 
Lydia Zibin 
Catherine Dodson 
 
 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that the foregoing 
is true and correct. 
 
Dated: January 25, 2023    s/ Virginia P. Shogren 

       Virginia P. Shogren 
       961 W. Oak Court 
       Sequim, WA 98382 
       360-461-5551 



 

 

 

 

         EXHIBIT A 



RCW RCW 42.56.54042.56.540

Court protection of public records.Court protection of public records.

The examination of any specific public record may be enjoined if, upon motion and affidavit byThe examination of any specific public record may be enjoined if, upon motion and affidavit by

an agency or its representative or a person who is named in the record or to whom the recordan agency or its representative or a person who is named in the record or to whom the record

specifically pertains, the superior court for the county in which the movant resides or in which thespecifically pertains, the superior court for the county in which the movant resides or in which the

record is maintained, finds that such examination would clearly not be in the public interest and wouldrecord is maintained, finds that such examination would clearly not be in the public interest and would

substantially and irreparably damage any person, or would substantially and irreparably damage vitalsubstantially and irreparably damage any person, or would substantially and irreparably damage vital

governmental functions. An agency has the option of notifying persons named in the record or togovernmental functions. An agency has the option of notifying persons named in the record or to

whom a record specifically pertains, that release of a record has been requested. However, thiswhom a record specifically pertains, that release of a record has been requested. However, this

option does not exist where the agency is required by law to provide such notice.option does not exist where the agency is required by law to provide such notice.

[ [ 1992 c 139 § 71992 c 139 § 7; ; 1975 1st ex.s. c 294 § 191975 1st ex.s. c 294 § 19; ; 1973 c 1 § 331973 c 1 § 33 (Initiative Measure No. 276, approved (Initiative Measure No. 276, approved

November 7, 1972). Formerly RCW November 7, 1972). Formerly RCW 42.17.33042.17.330.].]

RCW 42.56.540: Court protection of public records. https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=42.56.540

1 of 2 11/23/2022, 1:46 PM



 

 

 

 

         EXHIBIT B 






































