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Other Business 
The next DMCJA Board Meeting is scheduled for December 8, 2017, 12:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m., at the 
AOC SeaTac Office in SeaTac, WA. 

 
 

Adjourn  

Persons with a disability, who require accommodation, should notify Susan Peterson at 360-705-5278 or 
susan.peterson@courts.wa.gov to request or discuss accommodations.  While notice five days prior to the event is 
preferred, every effort will be made to provide accommodations, when requested. 
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DMCJA Board of Governors Meeting 
Friday, October 13, 2017, 12:30 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. 
AOC SeaTac Office 
SeaTac, WA 

MEETING MINUTES 
 
Members Present: 
Chair, Judge Scott Ahlf 
Judge Linda Coburn 
Judge Melanie Dane (by phone) 
Judge Karen Donohue (by phone) 
Judge Douglas Fair 
Judge Michael Finkle 
Judge Michael Lambo  
Judge G. Scott Marinella 
Judge Samuel Meyer 
Judge Kevin Ringus (non-voting) 
Judge Rebecca Robertson 
Judge Douglas Robinson 
Judge Charles Short 
Judge Judy Jasprica (non-voting) 
 
Members Absent: 
Judge Michelle Gehlsen 
Judge Dan B. Johnson (non-voting) 
Judge Mary Logan (non-voting) 
Commissioner Rick Leo  
Judge Damon Shadid 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 

Guests:  
Judge Blaine Gibson, SCJA (by phone) 
Ms. Cynthia Marr, DMCMA 
Ms. Stacie Scarpaci, MCA 
Judge David Steiner 
 
AOC Staff: 
Ms. J Benway (by phone) 
Ms. Vicky Cullinane  
Ms. Callie Dietz  
Ms. Sharon R. Harvey 
Mr. Brady Horenstein 
Mr. Dirk Marler 
Ms. Susan Peterson 
 

Judge Ahlf, District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association (DMCJA) President, noted a quorum was present 
and called the DMCJA Board of Governors (Board) meeting to order at 12:32 p.m.  Judge Ahlf asked 
attendees to introduce themselves. 
 
GENERAL BUSINESS  
 

A. Minutes 
The Board moved, seconded, and passed a vote (M/S/P) to approve the Board Meeting Minutes for  
September 17, 2017, with one clerical amendment to the Special Fund Report, which should state the balance 
is approximately “$50,600.”   
 

B. Treasurer’s Report 
M/S/P to approve the Treasurer’s Report.  Board members reviewed the Treasurer’s Report that was included 
in the meeting materials. 
 

C. Special Fund Report 
M/S/P to approve the Special Fund Report.  Judge Robertson reported the transfer to Judge Meyer is still in 
process.  She provided bank statements for the last three months.   
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D. Standing Committee Reports 
 
1. Legislative Committee  

 
Judge Meyer, Legislative Committee Chair, presented the seven legislative proposed bills, which are on the 
Board agenda for a vote.  He informed the Legislative Committee solicited the DMCJA membership for ideas 
and then narrowed them down to the following seven proposed bills.  He explained the first four are hold overs 
from last year, which include the (a) Discover Pass Bill [2SSB 5342; HB 1478], (b) DNA Samples,  
(c) Commissioners to Solemnize Marriage [HB 1221], and (d) Small Claims [SB 5175; SHB 1196]), and the 
others are new ideas this year that include (1) Powers of Commissioners, (2) Interlocal Agreements for 
Probation Services, and (3) Domestic Violence Protection Order (DVPO), Sexual Assault Protection Order 
(SAPO), Extension of 14 Day Period for a Full Temporary Order Hearing.  He briefly explained each bill to the 
Board for their consideration and answered Board members’ questions.  In addition, he informed 2018 is a 
short legislative session, and since there are a lot of bills this year it will be important to prioritize them.  There 
was discussion regarding the DVPO, SAPO, Extension of 14 Day Period for a Full Temporary Order Hearing 
bill related to whether the SCJA should take a look at the bill, and the specific language in the bill.  It was 
suggested if the Board gives permission to go forward with the bill, the numbers could be adjusted at a later 
time if needed.  M/S/P to move forward with all seven proposed legislative bills.   
 
Judge Meyer then informed that to address the recent issue in Blomstrom v. Tripp, 402 P.3d 831 (2017), 
regarding urinalyses testing, the issue will be brought up with the DUI Workgroup, which will be convened later 
this year.  In addition, Judge Meyer informed the Senate Law and Justice Committee is having a work session 
in Spokane on October 24, 2017.  One of the items on the agenda is proposed expansion of small claims court 
jurisdiction, and Judge Jeffrey Smith, Spokane County District Court, will attend and report back to the 
Committee.  The Board discussed taking a position if the proposal moves forward.  Judge Meyer will also talk 
to Judge Brett Buckley, former DMCJA Legislative Committee Chair, about the topic.  Lastly, Judge Meyer 
informed that the Committee discussed bringing back the previous proposal regarding court security; however, 
due to the new court rule, General Rule (GR) 36, they decided not to pursue the proposal at this time. 
 

2. Rules Committee  
 
The Rules Committee minutes from August 23, 2017 were provided for the Board’s review. 
 

3. Therapeutic Courts Committee  
 
Judge Finkle reported on the results of the Therapeutic Courts Committee (Committee), which was sent to the 
DMCJA membership in August 2017, and he provided a written summary of the results for the Board.  
Highlights of the survey included the following:  Question 1 (size of court) did not provide a lot of help, and he 
noted the size does not appear to matter when it comes to these questions.  Question 2 (when became 
interested) showed that over 90% are interested and/or already have a court, and 6% became interested since 
the conference and would like more information and help.  The Committee noted it appears that further 
conference training should be “nuts and bolts,” and not focus on whether or not to actually develop a 
therapeutic court.  In addition, many courts are interested, and committee resources should continue to be 
spent on those who are interested and need help getting started.  Question 3 (options for help) showed that 
over a third of respondents selected the “other” response and provided several good suggestions, including: 
neighboring small courts meet with each other; BJA webinars be made available; and forms, guides and 
checklists be available to help interested judges get started.  He noted this does at least indicate that sitting 
down and sharing ideas is a good idea.  In addition, about a third are interested in more DMCJA conference 
presentations, and more judges would prefer visiting other therapeutic courts with their own teams rather than 
having a mentor judge or a team visit their court.  Question 4 (barriers) showed that funding is a big issue (for 
55%), and some judges feel they would be unable to fill a therapeutic court docket (50%).  In addition, some 
are having issues with: buy-in from the defense bar, time commitment, lack of knowledge, and unfavorable 
political climate.  Therefore, the Committee concluded their work should relate to networking opportunities, 

2



DMCJA Board of Governors 
Meeting Minutes, October 13, 2017 
Page 3  
 
development of a “beginner packet” or primer, and providing talking points to help judges sell their projects.  
Question 5 (interest in judicial training) showed there is a definite interest in additional training, and the 
Committee concluded, a “nuts and bolts” presentation at conference would likely be welcomed (but it should 
not be a plenary session), and the webinar option should be explored.  Judge Finkle said he believes there are 
ideas they can come up with to make that happen.  He said one suggestion may be setting up a group of 
judges who are willing to put on a nuts and bolts training, but they do not schedule it until they are asked to do 
so (thus they are prepared if/when they are needed to do it).  Another suggestion was to start out by utilizing 
some of the therapeutic court policies and procedures (i.e. treating defendants with that kind of justice, without 
actually having a court), and if there is enough interested then going forward and creating a therapeutic court.  
The group discussed some ideas, and Judge Finkle answered members’ questions.  Ms. Dietz informed some 
states have gone through a certification process, which helped them get support in the Legislature.  She said 
they did a lot of that in Alabama, and if she can help, she would like to. 
 

E. Trial Court Advocacy Board (TCAB) Update 
 
Judge Marinella reported today’s TCAB meeting was cancelled.   
 

F. Judicial Information Systems (JIS) Report 
 
Ms. Cullinane reported they are working through negotiations with the vendor regarding the Courts of Limited 
Jurisdiction Case Management System (CLJ-CMS) Project.  In the meantime, the Court User Work Group 
(CUWG) is doing what they can and preparing to start working with the vendor in January 2018.  She informed 
they have visited 126 courts around the state to date and have gained lots of valuable information.  She further 
reported that the Superior Court Case Management System (SC-CMS) Project is in the third to last 
implementation and expects to be done at the end of November 2018.  In addition, she reported that the AOC 
worked with Judge Ahlf to prepare a letter regarding the Odyssey Portal access, and the letter was mailed to 
Ms. Barbara Christensen, Washington State Association of County Clerks (WSACC) President.  Ms. Cullinane 
explained the importance of the Odyssey Portal access and why judges will not have access to documents if a 
county is using a third-party document management system.  She further reported once the King County 
Clerk’s Office goes live in January 2018, updates to existing cases and new cases will not be available in JIS.  
Everyone will have to access that information in the Judicial Access Browser System (JABS).  Lastly, she 
reported the Department of Licensing (DOL) is currently replacing its systems with a single modern integrated 
system called DRIVES, and DRIVES Phase 2 will replace the Drivers Licensing System in September 2018.  
The DRIVES project will require AOC to modify all of its applications that have exchanges with the DOL’s 
system, and will be a lot of work on top of all the work they are doing on these other large projects.  Ms. 
Cullinane answered Board members' questions and is available if members have additional questions.  
 
LIAISON REPORTS 
 

A. District and Municipal Court Management Association (DMCMA) 
 
Ms. Cynthia Marr reported the DMCMA has not met since the last Board meeting.  
 

B. Misdemeanant Corrections Association (MCA) 
 
Ms. Stacie Scarpaci, new MCA Liaison to the Board, reported the MCA has their next meeting on Monday, 
October 16, 2017.  She further reported the MCA is changing its name to “Misdemeanant Probation 
Association.”  She informed their spring conference is scheduled for April 30 to May 2, 2018.  In addition, she 
informed there were 21 graduates from the Misdemeanant Corrections Academy. 
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C. Superior Court Judges’ Association (SCJA) 
 
Judge Blaine Gibson, SCJA President Elect, reported the SCJA just completed a court security survey, and the 
results are being compiled.  He informed the results show that 50% of courts in Washington State do not have 
any security mechanisms.  In addition, the SCJA is conducting a survey on committees, because there are so 
many judges serving on committees.  He informed today is the last day to respond to the survey, and he hopes 
to report on the outcome at the next Board meeting.  He further reported the Pretrial Reform Task Force has 
created three subcommittees: (1) Pretrial Services, (2) Risk Assessment, and (3) Data Collection, and they are 
getting up and running.  Lastly, he reported the SCJA is working on their response to the Salary Commission 
and provided some background on the topic.  He said the SCJA has prepared a letter, and the plan is to send it 
out this week.  Judge Ahlf informed that the Court of Appeals (COA) decided not to sign off on the joint letter; 
however, the other court levels are on board.  Judge Gibson said his understanding is the SCJA’s letter is a 
slight variation from the original letter.   
 

D. Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) 
 
Ms. Callie Dietz, State Court Administrator, reported the AOC is extremely busy with information technology 
(IT) projects at this time.  In addition, the AOC is working on legislation.  Ms. Dietz is also working with  
Mr. Ramsey Radwan, AOC Management Services Director, on the supplemental budget request.   
 

E. Board for Judicial Administration (BJA) 
 
Judge Ringus, BJA Legislative Committee Chair, reported the next BJA meeting is October 20, 2017, and that 
Mr. Horenstein, AOC Associate Director of Legislative Relations, is helping with their legislation.  Judge Fair 
informed he is Co-Chair with Judge Joseph Burrowes on a two-year BJA Court System Educational Funding 
Task Force, and they are looking to recruit DMCJA representative members.  Anyone interested in joining the 
Task Force should contact Judge Fair.  Judge Robertson, BJA Policy and Planning Committee Chair, reported 
the Committee has chosen to survey all legal associations to determine what each association is working on so 
we can coordinate on specific issues, with the goal of improving the justice system and enabling the judiciary to 
speak with one voice whenever possible. 
 
ACTION 
 

1. DMCJA Spring Conference: Whether to Retain Security Officers 
M/S/P to approve spending up to $2,500 for security officers at the DMCJA Spring Conference by the Chelan 
County Sheriff’s Office.   
 

2. 2018 Legislative Proposals 
M/S/P to approve moving forward with the following proposed legislative bills: 

1) Discover Pass Bill (2SSB 5342; HB 1478) 
2) DNA Samples  
3) Commissioners to Solemnize Marriage (HB 1221) 
4) Small Claims (SB 5175; SHB 1196) 
5) Powers of Commissioners 
6) Interlocal Agreements for Probation Services 
7) DVPO, SAPO, Extension of 14 Day Period for a Full Temporary Order Hearing 

 
3. Judicial Independence 

M/S/P to approve the creation of a “Workgroup on Judicial Independence” to convene for a maximum of  
six (6) months. 
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DISCUSSION 
 

A. Judicial Independence  
 
Judge Ahlf provided background information about Judicial Independence and explained this topic comes up 
significantly every four years, and that this year a number of issues came up.  Therefore, when the Board had 
their retreat earlier this year, they decided to refer all issues related to these judicial independence matters to 
the Judicial Independence Fire Brigade.  He noted that sometimes the district and municipal court judges can 
have different opinions on some issues, and he directed the Board’s attention to five particular issues provided 
in the meeting materials, which have come up in the recent past.  There was Board discussion, and it was 
noted that back in 2000 a lot of work was done on this topic.  Back then the BJA tried getting cities, the 
judiciary, and others together to address the topic, and an attempt was made to create a judicial services 
model contract.  However, in the end there was not a lot of confidence the cities would use it, and the BJA was 
not sure it would be helpful.  The AOC was also concerned that judges should not be under contract at all.  
Since then there has not been a good consensus on what the approach should be, but a lot of groundwork has 
been laid that could be useful.  The following suggestions were made: a list of issues and responses could be 
written up to allow the Judicial Independence Fire Brigade to act more quickly, a standard presentation on 
judicial independence could be created for presentation at legislative conferences and orientations, and an 
educational aspect needs to be included.  Mr. Marler informed that cities have contacted the AOC for 
assistance with contracts and other judicial independence issues.  
 
In addition, it was suggested a temporary workgroup could be set up, for one purpose for a fixed period of time, 
to develop ideas and create a system of responses.  It would not change the Judicial Independence Fire 
Brigade (the permanent committee, which would be tasked with following through with any workgroup 
recommendations and procedures).  The workgroup could include the city attorney, cities, and others, along 
with the following judicial officers: Judge Rebecca Robertson, Judge Kevin Ringus, Judge Michael Lambo, 
Judge David Steiner, Judge David Larson, Judge Linda Portnoy, Judge Jeffrey Jahns, Judge Michelle 
Gehlsen, and Judge Melanie Dane.  In addition, an advertisement should be sent to the membership listserv to 
get more municipal court judges involved.  Judge Ahlf said the Ferguson Report can be used as a resource.  
Ms. Harvey will also locate the following resources: (1) GR 29(k) workgroup that dealt with contracts and  
(2) the survey that AOC already sent out that dealt with this topic.  Mr. Marler will provide information and 
background on the topic.  M/S/P to move this topic to an action item.   
 
INFORMATION 
 
Judge Ahlf provided the following information for the Board’s review.   

A. 2017-2018 Nominating Committee Roster 
 
Judges Marinella and Ahlf contacted a judge from northeast Washington and are awaiting the judge’s 
response.  Judge Ahlf will reach out to other judges from northeast Washington who may be interested in 
joining the Committee.  

B. Board members are encouraged to apply for DMCJA representative positions.  Available positions 
include: 
1. Engrossed Second Substitute House Bill (E2SHB) 1163 - Domestic Violence Perpetrator Treatment 

Workgroup 
2. Presiding Judge & Administrator Education Committee (Co-Chair) 
3. BJA Court System Education Funding Task Force 
4. Minority and Justice Commission 

 
C. DMCJA Board members are encouraged to submit Board agenda topics for monthly meetings. 
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D. SB 6360 Statewide Relicensing Workgroup met on August 31, 2017 and September 15, 2017 to 
provide the Washington State Office of the Attorney General (OAG) with recommendations regarding a 
plan for the consolidation of traffic-based financial obligations.  The OAG will provide a report to the 
Legislature, Washington Supreme Court, and Governor by December 1, 2017. 

 
E. The Municipal Court Judge Swearing-In Ceremony is December 11, 2017, from 9:30 a.m. to 12:00 

p.m., in the Supreme Court Courtroom at the Temple of Justice in Olympia, Washington. 
 

F. DMCJA Follow-Up Letter regarding Request for Odyssey Portal Access 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
The next DMCJA Board Meeting is scheduled for November 3, 2017, 12:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m., at the AOC 
SeaTac Office in SeaTac, WA. The Board will discuss whether to obtain a financial planner and view a 
presentation on the Forensic Competency Evaluation Videoconferencing Pilot Program. 
 
ADJOURNED at 2:37 p.m. 
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DRAFT 1 

 

 

EFFECT:  Allows individualized judicial determination of conditions of 

release for a person arrested and detained for driving under the 

influence. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 AN ACT Relating to pretrial release programs for driving under the 

influence; amending RCW 10.21.055; and creating a new section.  

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON: 

 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 1. The legislature finds that impaired driving 

continues to be a significant cause of motor vehicle crashes. The 

legislature further intends to require an individualized determination 

by a judicial officer of conditions of release for persons in custody 

for driving under the influence. This requirement is consistent with 

constitutional requirements and court rules regarding the right of a 

detained person to a prompt determination of probable cause and 

judicial review of the conditions of release. 

Sec. 2.  RCW 10.21.055 and 2016 c 203 s 16 are each amended to 

read as follows: 
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(1) When any person charged with a violation of RCW 46.61.502, 

46.61.504, 46.61.520, or 46.61.522, is released from custody at 

arraignment or trial on bail or personal recognizance, the judicial 

officer must determine whether there are conditions of release that 

will reasonably assure the safety of any other person and the 

community through review of available information as outlined in RCW 

10.21.050.  The judicial officer may at any time amend the order to 

impose additional or different conditions of release.  

(2) Appropriate conditions of release include, but are not be 

limited to, the following: 

(a) The defendant may be prohibited from possessing or consuming 

any intoxicating liquors or drugs not prescribed to the defendant. 

The defendant may be required to submit to testing to determine the 

defendant's compliance with this condition; 

(b) The defendant may be prohibited from operating a motor 

vehicle that is not equipped with an ignition interlock device; and 

(c) The defendant may be required to submit to 24/7 sobriety 

program monitoring as defined in RCW 36.28A.330. 

 (((1)(a)))(2) When any person charged with a violation of RCW 

46.61.502, 46.61.504, 46.61.520, or 46.61.522, in which the person 

has a prior offense as defined in RCW 46.61.5055 and the current 

offense involves alcohol, is released from custody at arraignment or 

trial on bail or personal recognizance, the court authorizing the 

release shall require, as a condition of release that person comply 

with one of the following four requirements: 

(((i)))(a) Have a functioning ignition interlock device 

installed on all motor vehicles operated by the person, with proof 

of installation filed with the court by the person or the certified 

interlock provider within five business days of the date of release 

from custody or as soon thereafter as determined by the court based 

on availability within the jurisdiction; or 

(((ii)))(b) Comply with 24/7 sobriety program monitoring, as 

defined in RCW 36.28A.330; or 
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(((iii) ))(c) Have an ignition interlock device on all motor 

vehicles operated by the person pursuant to (a)(((i))) of this 

subsection and submit to 24/7 sobriety program monitoring pursuant 

to (((a)(ii)))(b) of this subsection, if available, or alcohol 

monitoring, at the expense of the person, as provided in RCW 

46.61.5055(5) (b) and (c); or 

(((iv)))(d) Have an ignition interlock device on all motor 

vehicles operated by the person and that such person agrees not to 

operate any motor vehicle without an ignition interlock device as 

required by the court. Under this subsection (((1)(a)(iv)))(2)(d), 

the person must file a sworn statement with the court upon release 

at arraignment that states the person will not operate any motor 

vehicle without an ignition interlock device while the ignition 

interlock restriction is imposed by the court. Such person must also 

submit to 24/7 sobriety program monitoring pursuant to 

(((a)(ii)))(b) of this subsection, if available, or alcohol 

monitoring, at the expense of the person, as provided in RCW 

46.61.5055(5) (b) and (c). 

(((b)))(3) The court shall immediately notify the department of 

licensing when an ignition interlock restriction is imposed: 

(((i)))(a) As a condition of release pursuant to (((a)))(2) of this 

subsection; or (((ii)))(b) in instances where a person is charged 

with, or convicted of, a violation of RCW 46.61.502, 46.61.504, 

46.61.520, or 46.61.522, and the offense involves alcohol. If the 

court imposes an ignition interlock restriction, the department of 

licensing shall attach or imprint a notation on the driving record 

of any person restricted under this section stating that the person 

may operate only a motor vehicle equipped with a functioning 

ignition interlock device. 

(((2)))(4)(a) Upon acquittal or dismissal of all pending or 

current charges relating to a violation of RCW 46.61.502, 46.61.504, 

46.61.520, or 46.61.522, or equivalent local ordinance, the court 

shall authorize removal of the ignition interlock device and lift 

any requirement to comply with electronic alcohol/drug monitoring 
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imposed under ((subsection (1) of ))this section. Nothing in this 

section limits the authority of the court or department under RCW 

46.20.720. 

(b) If the court authorizes removal of an ignition interlock 

device imposed under this section, the court shall immediately 

notify the department of licensing regarding the lifting of the 

ignition interlock restriction and the department of licensing shall 

release any attachment, imprint, or notation on such person's 

driving record relating to the ignition interlock requirement 

imposed under this section. 

(((3)))(5) When an ignition interlock restriction imposed as a 

condition of release is canceled, the court shall provide a 

defendant with a written order confirming release of the 

restriction. The written order shall serve as proof of release of 

the restriction until which time the department of licensing updates 

the driving record. 

  

 

 

--- END --- 
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DRAFT 2 

 

 

EFFECT:  Allows for individualized judicial determination of 

conditions of release for a person arrested and detained for a felony, 

misdemeanor or gross misdemeanor.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 AN ACT Relating to pretrial release programs to protect the public 

from harm; amending RCW 10.21.015, 10.21.030, and 10.21.050; and 

creating a new section.  

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON: 

 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 1.  The legislature finds that bail and other 

pretrial release programs seek to alleviate those harsh consequences 

of pretrial detention.  While the primary function of bail is to 

ensure an accused's appearance at court, courts are allowed to pursue 

other compelling interests through regulation of pretrial release.  

The legislature further finds that public safety is one such 

compelling interest and additional measures need to be taken to 

identify restrictions necessary to protect the public from harm 

through appropriate sanctions and compliance with court ordered 

restrictions.  The legislature further intends to require an 

individualized determination by a judicial officer of conditions of 
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release for persons in custody. This requirement is consistent with 

constitutional requirements and court rules regarding the right of a 

detained person to a prompt determination of probable cause and 

judicial review of the conditions of release. 

Sec. 2.  RCW 10.21.015 and 2015 2nd sp.s. c 3 s 20 are each 

amended to read as follows: 

(1) Under this chapter, "pretrial release program" is any 

program in superior, district or municipal court, either run 

directly by a county or city, or by a private or public entity 

through contract with a county or city, into whose custody an 

offender is released prior to trial and which agrees to supervise 

the offender. As used in this section, "supervision" includes, but 

is not limited to, work release, day monitoring, electronic 

monitoring, or participation in a 24/7 sobriety program. 

(2) A pretrial release program may not agree to supervise, or 

accept into its custody, an offender who is currently awaiting trial 

for a violent offense or sex offense, as defined in RCW 9.94A.030, 

who has been convicted of one or more violent offenses or sex 

offenses in the ten years before the date of the current offense, 

unless the offender's release before trial was secured with a 

payment of bail. 

Sec. 3.  RCW 10.21.030 and 2015 c 287 s 5 are each amended to 

read as follows: 

(1) The judicial officer in any felony, misdemeanor or gross 

misdemeanor case may at any time amend the order to impose 

additional or different conditions of release. The conditions 

imposed under this chapter supplement but do not supplant provisions 

of law allowing the imposition of conditions to: 

(a) assure the appearance of the defendant at trial; 

(b) protect the public from harm; or  

(c) to prevent interference with the administration of justice. 
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(2) Appropriate conditions of release under this chapter 

include, but are not limited to, the following: 

(a) The defendant may be placed in the custody of a pretrial 

release program; 

(b) The defendant may have restrictions placed upon travel, 

association, or place of abode during the period of release; 

(c) The defendant may be required to comply with a specified 

curfew; 

(d) The defendant may be required to return to custody during 

specified hours or to be placed on electronic monitoring, as defined 

in RCW 9.94A.030, if available. The defendant, if convicted, may not 

have the period of incarceration reduced by the number of days spent 

on electronic monitoring; 

(e) The defendant may be required to comply with a program of 

home detention, as defined in RCW 9.94A.030; 

(f) The defendant may be prohibited from approaching or 

communicating in any manner with particular persons or classes of 

persons; 

(g) The defendant may be prohibited from going to certain 

geographical areas or premises; 

(h) The defendant may be prohibited from possessing any 

dangerous weapons or firearms; 

(i) The defendant may be prohibited from possessing or consuming 

any intoxicating liquors or drugs not prescribed to the defendant. 

The defendant may be required to submit to testing to determine the 

defendant's compliance with this condition; 

(j) The defendant may be prohibited from operating a motor 

vehicle that is not equipped with an ignition interlock device; 

(k) The defendant may be required to report regularly to and 

remain under the supervision of an officer of the court or other 

person or agency; and 

(l) The defendant may be prohibited from committing any 

violations of criminal law. 
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Sec. 4.  RCW 10.21.050 and 2010 c 254 s 7 are each amended to 

read as follows: 

The judicial officer officer in any felony, misdemeanor or gross 

misdemeanor case must, in determining whether there are conditions 

of release that will reasonably assure the safety of any other 

person and the community, take into account the available 

information concerning: 

(1) The nature and circumstances of the offense charged,

including whether the offense is a crime of violence; 

(2) The weight of the evidence against the defendant; and

(3) The history and characteristics of the defendant, including:

(a) The person's character, physical and mental condition,

family ties, employment, financial resources, length of residence in 

the community, community ties, past conduct, history relating to 

drug or alcohol abuse, criminal history, and record concerning 

appearance at court proceedings; 

(b) Whether, at the time of the current offense or arrest, the

defendant was on community supervision, probation, parole, or on 

other release pending trial, sentencing, appeal, or completion of 

sentence for an offense under federal, state, or local law; and 

(c) The nature and seriousness of the danger to any person or

the community that would be posed by the defendant's release. 

--- END --- 
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DRAFT 3 

EFFECT:  Allows for individualized judicial determination of 

conditions of release for a person arrested and detained for a felony, 

misdemeanor or gross misdemeanor.  

Clarifies the definition of home detention for a person charged with a 

felony offense. 

 AN ACT Relating to pretrial release programs to protect the public 

from harm; amending RCW 10.21.015, 10.21.017, 10.21.030, and 

10.21.050; and creating a new section.  

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON: 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 1.  The legislature finds that bail and other 

pretrial release programs seek to alleviate those harsh consequences 

of pretrial detention.  While the primary function of bail is to 

ensure an accused's appearance at court, courts are allowed to pursue 

other compelling interests through regulation of pretrial release. 

The legislature further finds that public safety is one such 

compelling interest and additional measures need to be taken to 

identify restrictions necessary to protect the public from harm 

through appropriate sanctions and compliance with court ordered 

restrictions.  The legislature further intends to require an 

individualized determination by a judicial officer of conditions of 
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release for persons in custody. This requirement is consistent with 

constitutional requirements and court rules regarding the right of a 

detained person to a prompt determination of probable cause and 

judicial review of the conditions of release. 

Sec. 2.  RCW 10.21.015 and 2015 2nd sp.s. c 3 s 20 are each 

amended to read as follows: 

(1) Under this chapter, "pretrial release program" is any

program in superior, district or municipal court, either run 

directly by a county or city, or by a private or public entity 

through contract with a county or city, into whose custody an 

offender is released prior to trial and which agrees to supervise 

the offender. As used in this section, "supervision" includes, but 

is not limited to, work release, day monitoring, electronic 

monitoring, or participation in a 24/7 sobriety program. 

(2) A pretrial release program may not agree to supervise, or

accept into its custody, an offender who is currently awaiting trial 

for a violent offense or sex offense, as defined in RCW 9.94A.030, 

who has been convicted of one or more violent offenses or sex 

offenses in the ten years before the date of the current offense, 

unless the offender's release before trial was secured with a 

payment of bail. 

Sec. 3.  RCW 10.21.017 and 2015 c 287 s 6 are each amended to 

read as follows: 

Under this chapter where a person charged with a felony offense 

is ordered to enter a program of home detention, "home detention" 

means any program meeting the definition of home detention in RCW 

9.94A.030, and complying with the requirements of RCW 9.94A.736. 

Sec. 4.  RCW 10.21.030 and 2015 c 287 s 5 are each amended to 

read as follows: 

(1) The judicial officer in any felony, misdemeanor or gross

misdemeanor case may at any time amend the order to impose 

16
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additional or different conditions of release. The conditions 

imposed under this chapter supplement but do not supplant provisions 

of law allowing the imposition of conditions to: 

(a) assure the appearance of the defendant at trial;

(b) protect the public from harm; or

(c) to prevent interference with the administration of justice.

(2) Appropriate conditions of release under this chapter

include, but are not limited to, the following: 

(a) The defendant may be placed in the custody of a pretrial

release program; 

(b) The defendant may have restrictions placed upon travel,

association, or place of abode during the period of release; 

(c) The defendant may be required to comply with a specified

curfew; 

(d) The defendant may be required to return to custody during

specified hours or to be placed on electronic monitoring, as defined 

in RCW 9.94A.030, if available. The defendant, if convicted, may not 

have the period of incarceration reduced by the number of days spent 

on electronic monitoring; 

(e) The defendant may be required to comply with a program of

home detention.  For a felony offense, home detention is, as defined 

in RCW 9.94A.030; 

(f) The defendant may be prohibited from approaching or

communicating in any manner with particular persons or classes of 

persons; 

(g) The defendant may be prohibited from going to certain

geographical areas or premises; 

(h) The defendant may be prohibited from possessing any

dangerous weapons or firearms; 

(i) The defendant may be prohibited from possessing or consuming

any intoxicating liquors or drugs not prescribed to the defendant. 

The defendant may be required to submit to testing to determine the 

defendant's compliance with this condition; 
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(j) The defendant may be prohibited from operating a motor

vehicle that is not equipped with an ignition interlock device; 

(k) The defendant may be required to report regularly to and

remain under the supervision of an officer of the court or other 

person or agency; and 

(l) The defendant may be prohibited from committing any

violations of criminal law. 

Sec. 5.  RCW 10.21.050 and 2010 c 254 s 7 are each amended to 

read as follows: 

The judicial officer officer in any felony, misdemeanor or gross 

misdemeanor case must, in determining whether there are conditions 

of release that will reasonably assure the safety of any other 

person and the community, take into account the available 

information concerning: 

(1) The nature and circumstances of the offense charged,

including whether the offense is a crime of violence; 

(2) The weight of the evidence against the defendant; and

(3) The history and characteristics of the defendant, including:

(a) The person's character, physical and mental condition,

family ties, employment, financial resources, length of residence in 

the community, community ties, past conduct, history relating to 

drug or alcohol abuse, criminal history, and record concerning 

appearance at court proceedings; 

(b) Whether, at the time of the current offense or arrest, the

defendant was on community supervision, probation, parole, or on 

other release pending trial, sentencing, appeal, or completion of 

sentence for an offense under federal, state, or local law; and 

(c) The nature and seriousness of the danger to any person or

the community that would be posed by the defendant's release. 

--- END ---  
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2017-2018 District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association 
Nominating Committee 

 
Listserv Address:  DMCJANC@listserv.courts.wa.gov 

 
 _________________________ Members  ___________________________  
 
Judge G. Scott Marinella, Chair 
Columbia County District Court 
535 Cameron St 
Dayton, WA  99328-1279 
509-382-4812 
gsm.judge@gmail.com 

 
Judge Steven R. Buzzard 
Winlock Municipal Court  
PO Box 59 (preferred address) 
Centralia, WA  98531-0059  
360-736-1108 
360-304-9212 
buzzard9333@comcast.net 

 
Judge James N. Docter 
Bremerton Municipal Court 
550 Park Ave 
Bremerton, WA  98337 
360-473-5215 
james.docter@ci.bremerton.wa.us 

 
Judge Jennifer Fassbender 
Airway Heights Municipal Court 
1208 S Lundstrom St 
Airway Heights, WA  99001-9000 
509-244-2773 
jlfassbender@jcooney.com 

 
Judge Willie J. Gregory 
Diversity Chair Position 
Seattle Municipal Court 
Seattle Justice Center 
600 5th Ave 
PO Box 34987 
Seattle, WA  98124-4987 
206-684-8711 
willie.gregory@seattle.gov 

 
Judge John Hart 
Colfax Municipal Court 
400 N Mills St 
Colfax, WA  99111-0229 
509-397-3861 
hartlaw@pullman.com 

 
Judge Kristian E. Hedine 
Walla Walla Co. District Court 
317 W Rose St 
Walla Walla, WA  99362-1881 
509-524-2760 
khedine@co.walla-walla.wa.us 
 

 
Judge Tyson R. Hill 
Grant County District Court 
35 C St NW, Fl 3 
PO Box 37 
Ephrata, WA  98823-0037 
509-754-2011, ext 3128 
trhill@grantcountywa.gov 

 
Judge Glenn M. Phillips 
Kent Municipal Court 
1220 Central Ave S 
Kent, WA  98032-7426 
253-856-5734 
gphillips@kentwa.gov 
 

   
AOC Staff 
Susan Peterson 
Admin. Office of the Courts 
PO Box 41170 
Olympia, WA  98504-1170 
360-705-5278 
susan.peterson@courts.wa.gov 

 
 ________________________  Charges _________________________  

 
1. The Nominating Committee shall annually select not more than two candidates for Vice-

President, Secretary/Treasurer, President-Elect, and three Board member-at-large positions.  
The Board member-at-large positions shall be for three-year terms. 
 

2. The report of the Nominating Committee shall be submitted to the Board at its March meeting.  
The names of the nominees will be published in the written notice of the Spring Conference 
and in the Minutes of the Board's March meeting.  Nominations for all offices except President 
may be made by the members at the Spring Conference. 
 

3. The Nominating Committee shall make nominations for other vacancies on the Board. 
 
 
 ________________________  Budget _________________________  

 Budget:  $400 
 
Updated 10/24/2017 
 
N:\Programs & Organizations\DMCJA\Committees\17-18 COMMITTEE ROSTERS.doc 
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Kitsap County District Court 
State of Washington 

CLAIRE A. BRADLEY 
JUDGE, DEPARTMENT 1 

MARILYN G. PAJA 
JUDGE, DEPARTMENT 3 

614 DIVISION STREET 
PORT ORCHARD, WA 98366 

360-337-7109
kitsapgov.com/dc   KCDC@co.kitsap.wa.us 

CLINT L. CASEBOLT 
COURT ADMINISTRATOR 

JEFFREY J. JAHNS 
PRESIDING JUDGE, DEPARTMENT 2 

STEPHEN J. HOLMAN 
JUDGE, DEPARTMENT 4 

To: DMCJA President Judge Alf 
and DMCJA Board 

From: Judge Marilyn Paja 

Regarding: Report to DMCJA re Leadership Grant Funding 

Date: 25 October 2017   

I write to express my thanks to the DMCJA Board for its continuing support of limited 
jurisdiction court judges to participate in national judicial organizations.  The DMCJA National Leadership 
Grant is unique to our organization, and is so helpful in providing support for judges (including me and 
others) to retain active membership and leadership in organizations such as the National Association of 
Women Judges (NAWJ).  We are able to bring back information about issues facing judges from around 
the country.  And in the case of the NAWJ, that includes issues from around the world – judges from 
twenty-four countries were included in the educational opportunities at the conference I just attended..  

The Annual Conference of the NAWJ was held earlier this monthin Atlanta Georgia.  I have to 
confess that the real excitement was in the major speakers:  Former President Jimmy Carter and his wife 
Roslyn Carter spoke in an informal interview setting for an hour and a half.  And then, former FBI Acting 
Director Sally Yates spoke about her 27-year career with the Department of Justice, and her view of the 
Constitutional crisis that required her to submit her resignation earlier this year.  Wow, you really had to 
be there. 

This year several other Washington state judicial officers attended the NAWJ Annual 
Conference, Judge Janet Garrow, Judge Karen Donohue, and Justice Susan Owens among them.  Each of 
these attendees may have comments to share about the education offered. 

As some of you may remember in prior years, other NAWJ attendees and I have referred our 
Washington State Judiciary several cutting-edge educational sessions that originated with the NAWJ 
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(among these, immigration consequences on DV survivors, firearms consequences of DV, and judicial 
understanding of transgender issues which was presented at the Fall 2017 conference).    

As in prior years, there were some excellent topics presented including several related to labor 
trafficking, elder financial abuse and elder wrongful eviction from nursing homes among them.  Each 
session might be considered by our own DMCJA Education Committee with the content modified to 
reflect local issues and interests.  In most cases local speakers could present the issues; however in a 
few cases the national speakers were really terrific.  (I always have to note that, by and large, 
Washington state judicial education is top-notch:  in large part benefited by our AOC Education staff and 
the “Train-the-Trainer” Adult Education models that are utilized by most of our speakers.  Sometimes 
the NAWJ programs are too much ‘talking heads’ from the podium.  When imported to Washington, we 
only make these educational programs stronger.) 

In my opinion, these were the most interesting two sessions that I attended that might be able 
to be presented here in Washington by our own education committees:  

Lessons for Judges from the Civil Rights Movement – with local talent, several presenters were active 
lawyers or judges in the 1950’s, 60’s and 70’s in the Southeast, and others were law clerks or biography 
authors. This was a fascinating look back at the work that judges from the 4, 6 and 11th Circuits did in 
response to law suits filed during the most active civil rights era.  What was it like to practice law as an 
African American?  What pioneering and brave steps did some federal judges take and what were the 
consequences for them, their colleagues and families?  This could be replicated here in Washington 
somewhat like the Holocaust presentation we had at a Fall Conference some years ago.  Big, rule of law 
issues were discussed in a historical framework that has possible present-day application. 

Trauma Informed Courts --  joined by judges who handle drug court and veteran’s courts, the panelists 
included Dr. Lisa Callahan PHD, Senior Research Associate, Policy Research Associates Inc., who 
explained trauma in this context better than I have ever heard it.  More than just DV or crime victims, 
trauma can affect everyone, and there are things that we can do in our courtrooms to provide a more 
neutral and accessible courtroom for everyone who comes in the door. Excellent suggestions and 
presentation.  Judge Michael Key and Judge Peggy Walker, both Georgia Court judges and both former 
Presidents of the National Council of Juvenile & Family Court Judges (NCJFC) were terrific presenters 
whose perspectives simply made sense to me. 

Again, I thank you for supporting my attendance at the National Association of Women Judges 
Annual Conference.  I completed my term as Vice President of Districts (serving on the Board), and will 
serve as a Committee Chair for the year 2017-18.  

Cc:  Judge Charles Short, Chair DMCJA Education Committee 
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DMCJA BOARD MEETING 
FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 3, 2017 
12:30 PM – 3:30 PM 
AOC SEATAC OFFICE 
SEATAC, WA 

PRESIDENT SCOTT K. AHLF 

            SUPPLEMENTAL AGENDA  PAGE 

Call to Order  

 
General Business 

A. Minutes – October 13, 2017 
B. Treasurer’s Report  
C. Special Fund Report  
D. Standing Committee Reports 

1. Legislative Committee – Judge Samuel Meyer 
a. Draft 1 – DUI Pretrial Conditions 
b. Draft 2 – DUI Pretrial Conditions 
c. Draft 3 – DUI Pretrial Conditions 
d. Meeting Minutes for September 8, 2017 

2. Public Outreach Committee  
E. Trial Court Advocacy Board (TCAB) 
F. Judicial Information Systems (JIS) Report – Ms. Vicky Cullinane 

 
 

1-6 
X1-X12 

X13 
 
 

7-10 
11-14 
15-18 

X14-X18 
X19-X20 

 

Liaison Reports 
A. Board for Judicial Administration (BJA) – Judges Ringus, Jasprica, Logan, and Johnson  
B. District and Municipal Court Management Association (DMCMA) – Ms. Cynthia Marr 
C. Misdemeanant Probation Association (MPA) – Ms. Stacie Scarpaci 
D. Superior Court Judges’ Association (SCJA) – Judge Blaine Gibson 
E. Washington State Association for Justice (WSAJ) – Loyd James Willaford, Esq.  

 

Discussion 
A. Forensic Competency Evaluation Videoconferencing Pilot Program – Mr. David Luxton 
B. Whether to Obtain a Financial Planner – Judge Gehlsen 
C. YMCA Youth & Government Annual Fund Drive – Request for Funding 

 

 
19-37 

 

38-39 



Information  
A. Judge Charles Short is a member of the BJA Court System Education Funding Task Force. 
B. Board members are encouraged to apply for DMCJA representative positions.  Available 

positions include: 
1. Minority and Justice Commission 
2. Presiding Judge & Administrator Education Committee (Co-Chair) 
3. Workgroup on Judicial Independence 

C. DMCJA Board members are encouraged to submit Board agenda topics for monthly 
meetings. 

D. The Municipal Court Judge Swearing-In Ceremony is December 11, 2017, from 9:30 a.m. to 
12:00 p.m., in the Supreme Court Courtroom at the Temple of Justice in Olympia, 
Washington. 

E. 2017-2018 Nominating Committee Roster (Northeast Region Vacancy Filled) 
F. Response Letter regarding DMCJA Request for Odyssey Portal Access 
G. Report to DMCJA regarding Leadership Grant Funding by Judge Marilyn Paja, Kitsap County 

District Court 
H. Report to DMCJA regarding Leadership Grant Funding by Judge Janet Garrow, King County 

District Court 
I. Sympathy Flowers were sent to Ms. Shannon Hinchcliffe, former AOC Staff for the DMCJA, 

for the loss of her father. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

40 
41-43 
44-45 

 
46 
 

47 
 

Other Business 
The next DMCJA Board Meeting is scheduled for December 8, 2017, 12:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m., at the 
AOC SeaTac Office in SeaTac, WA. 

 
 

Adjourn  

Persons with a disability, who require accommodation, should notify Susan Peterson at 360-705-5278 or 
susan.peterson@courts.wa.gov to request or discuss accommodations.  While notice five days prior to the 
event is preferred, every effort will be made to provide accommodations, when requested. 
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DMCJA Legislative Committee Meeting 
FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 2017 
Via Teleconference 
9:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 

MEETING MINUTES 

Members: 
Chair, Judge Samuel G. Meyer 
Judge Brett Buckley 
Judge Janet Garrow 
Judge Robert Grim  
Judge Corinna Harn 
Judge Gregg Hirakawa 
Judge Nancy McAllister 
Judge Glenn Phillips 
Judge Wade Samuelson  
Judge Jeffrey Smith 
Judge Shelley Szambelan 
Judge Thomas Verge 
Janene Johnstone, MCA Liaison  
Maryam Olson, DMCMA Liaison 
Kathy Seymour, DMCMA Liaison 

AOC Staff: 
Ms. J Benway 
Ms. Sharon Harvey 

Guests:  
Judge Scott Ahlf, DMCJA President 
WA State Representative Roger Goodman 
Melanie Stewart, Legislative Representative 
Sarah Stewart, Ms. Stewart’s associate 

1. CALL TO ORDER
Judge Meyer called the meeting to order at 9:33 a.m. The Committee members introduced 
themselves.  

Representative Roger Goodman joined the call at approximately 10:00 a.m. Judge Meyer 
thanked him for attending and for being an advocate for judicial concerns. Rep. Goodman 
thanked the Committee members for their service and stated that he intended to convene a DUI 
Workgroup later this year.  

2. GENERAL BUSINESS
A. Minutes: It was motioned, seconded and passed to approve the minutes for the

August 18, 2017 meeting as presented.

B. Legislative Committee Roster: The Committee was provided with the most current
Committee roster.

3. DMCJA LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS FOR 2018
A. Powers of commissioners – Limitations

Judge Szambelan provided a memo regarding the proposal to expand the statutory authority of 
municipal court commissioners. Judge Hirakawa recommended that the proposal include City of 
Seattle magistrates. Ms. Melanie Stewart asked if the Committee knew of any groups that would 
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be opposed to the proposal and none were identified. The Committee agreed with the proposed 
statutory changes and recommended that they be presented to the DMCJA Board. 

B. Statutory Clean-Up: Deferred Sentence and Misdemeanors
1. Whether a court of limited jurisdiction (CLJ) has jurisdiction for up to five years

over a deferred sentence for a domestic violence offense.
The Committee discussed the proposal from Judge Phillips and determined that it would not be 
a priority at this time. Judge Meyer will communicate with Judge Phillips regarding the 
Committee’s decision.  

2. Whether RCW 3.50.440 should be revised to be consistent with RCW
9A.20.010(2) regarding default penalties.

The Committee discussed Judge Phillips’ proposal and determined that the practical 
implications were not sufficiently compelling, and, therefore, the Committee did not want to 
pursue a legislative amendment at this time. 

C. Weapons allowed to Judges and Court Commissioners
In response to this suggestion, the Committee requested Judge Harn review and comment on 
the previous legislative proposal regarding court security. Judge Harn provided a memo in 
which she stated that a definition of “court security” would be helpful for the proposed 
legislation. The Committee decided that, in light of the recent court rule regarding court security 
and because it is likely to be opposed, they would not pursue a proposal regarding court 
security or weapons at this time.  

D. Ignition Interlock Device (IID) under Deferred Prosecution
The item was raised while Representative Goodman was on the call. Judge Portnoy was 
concerned about a potential statutory conflict between RCW 10.05.140 and RCW 
46.20.720 regarding Ignition Interlock Devices in a deferred prosecution. Judge Ahlf stated his 
concern regarding statutory inconsistency. Judge Goodman and the Committee determined that 
this was a good issue to be considered by the DUI Workgroup.  

With Judge Goodman on the line, Committee members discussed related items of concern, 
including:  

• When should the BAC fee be imposed if DUI charges are reduced?
• Must an IID be imposed if alcohol is not an issue for an impaired driving violation?
• How much discretion should judges have regarding the imposition of an IID?

It was agreed that these are appropriate issues for the DUI Workgroup to discuss. 

E. Matching Money for Therapeutic Courts
Judge Meyer stated that it was unclear whether the legislature intended to continue the 
restriction of funds for therapeutic courts in RCW 2.30.040 or whether it was an oversight. The 
Committee is unsure whether there are practical impacts from the law in its current state. Ms. 
Stewart agreed to speak with legislative staff regarding the proposal.  
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F. Clarification request for district and municipal courts regarding Electronic Home
Monitoring (EHM) and Electronic Home Detention (EHD) as it relates to the
Sentencing Reform Act (SRA)

Judge Hirakawa reviewed the matter and provided a memo to the Committee regarding the 
EHD legislation that raised issues for the Committee to consider. Judge Meyer stated that he 
believes the legislation was meant to apply to courts of limited jurisdiction (CLJs). The 
Committee discussed whether it was appropriate for the DMCJA to propose legislation that 
could tax judicial resources, particularly for smaller CLJs. The Committee requested that Ms. 
Harvey reach out to smaller jurisdictions to inquire about the potential impact. This item will be 
brought back at the next Committee meeting.  

G. Statutory amendments related to Domestic Violence Protection Order (DVPO), Sexual
Assault Protection Order (SAPO), harassment, and stalking to extend 14 day period for
a full order hearing of the issuance of a temporary order

This issue was also discussed while Representative Goodman was on the call. Judge Garrow 
explained her proposal to revise the protection order statutes to allow for a 30-day extension 
beyond the mandated 14-day period for a full order hearing following the temporary order. 
Judge Garrow provided draft language to the Committee. Representative Goodman stated that 
it sounded like a good efficiency measure. This proposal will be presented to the Board.  

H. Interlocal Agreements for Probation Services
Judge Larson proposed statutory amendments to authorize municipal courts and district courts 
to cooperate on probation services. Judge Buckley reviewed the issue, as well as proposed 
language provided by Judge Larson, and recommends going forward with the proposal. Judge 
Garrow recommended certain language changes that were accepted by the Committee. This 
proposal will go forward to the Board.  

I. Request for fees collected by courts and paid to state simplified into one amount with
one place

This proposal was referred to the Senate Bill (SB) 6360 Statewide Relicensing Workgroup for 
consideration.  The Workgroup will meet on September 15, 2017. 

J. Request for cap on pre-trial monetary fees to be lifted
Judge Steele also proposed a change to RCW 10.01.160 to lift the cap on pretrial fees if the 
defendant and prosecutor agree. The Committee decided not to pursue this proposal.  

K. Clarification request of whether DNA fee should be collected as to adults as well as
juvenile offenders if DNA has been previously provided

Judge Langsdorf requested clarification regarding application of RCW 43.43.7541 to adult 
offenders. Judge Meyer reviewed the issue and stated that the issue could be easily fixed and 
may only require a technical amendment. Ms. Stewart will check with the Code Reviser’s Office. 
This item will be discussed at the next meeting.  
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L. Statute of limitations for infractions/Granath fix
Judge Szambelan raised a concern regarding a statute of limitations for infractions. The 
Committee discussed the issue and decided not to pursue it at this time. Judge Meyer will 
communicate this to Judge Szambelan.  

M. Modification of RCW 3.50.300, Jail in lieu of fine and costs, computation
Judge Phillips provided a memo regarding this statute, which provides that a defendant can be 
jailed for failing to pay a fine or costs, which is inconsistent with case law. The Committee 
agreed that this should be amended and will propose that it be addressed as part of a legal 
financial obligations (LFO) bill.  

4. PROPOSED LEGISLATION
A. 2017 Legislative Session – DMCJA Proposed Bills that did not pass:
1. Discover Pass –

Ms. Stewart stated that she should know by the end of September if a state agency was going 
to request legislation creating a fee split with local jurisdictions.  

2. DNA Samples –
The Committee would like to go forward with the proposal to require WSP to test DNA samples 
from municipal courts.  

3. Commissioners to Solemnize Marriage –
The Committee would like to go forward with the proposal to add district court commissioners to 
the marriage solemnization statute, but only if Senate leadership changes. Ms. Stewart will 
inquire with the Code Reviser if this legislation could be combined with the proposal regarding 
the authority of municipal court commissioners, as both concern the powers of commissioners in 
courts of limited jurisdiction.  

4. Small Claims –
Judge Garrow proposed streamlining small claims court procedure but the proposal was 
opposed by Senator Padden because it wasn’t revenue-neutral. Representative Goodman 
stated that he was planning to reintroduce this legislation.  

Judge Meyer will present the above-reference formerly proposed bills to the DMCJA Board of 
Governors for approval to include them in 2018 DMCJA legislation. 

5. INFORMATION
A. 2017-2018 DMCJA Legislative Committee Meeting Schedule

The Committee was presented with a revised meeting schedule. 

B. Fiscal Note (Judicial Impact Note) Team has open DMCJA positions
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C. Senate Law & Justice Committee meeting October 24, 2017
The Senate Law & Justice Committee is meeting on October 24 in Spokane. One of the agenda 
items is “Expanding the jurisdiction of small claims courts.” Judge Smith stated that he was 
willing to go to the meeting and report back to the Committee regarding this issue.  

6. OTHER BUSINESS
A. Next Meeting: Friday, October 13, 2017, 9:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.

The Committee agreed to meet telephonically for the October meeting. 

Judge Meyer stated that he was going to present the DMCJA Board with the legislative 
proposals at the October meeting as the September meeting is during the annual fall judicial 
conference. The Committee agreed to present the proposals to the Board without prioritizing 
them.  

7. ADJOURN
The meeting was adjourned at 11:27 a.m. 
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From: Harvey, Sharon
To: "PUBLICDMCJA@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV"
Cc: Solan, Susan [iMail]; "Scott Ahlf"; votesrus2@comcast.net; Horenstein, Brady; Harvey, Sharon
Subject: DMCJA Public Outreach Campaign - Take Your Legislator To Work Week (November 6-9, 2017)
Date: Friday, October 27, 2017 1:21:00 PM
Attachments: Court Tours For Legislators.pdf

State Percentage of Expenditures 2012.pdf
2017-2018 DMCJA Priorities.pdf
2017 Leg Fact Sheet CLJ CMS.PDF
Leg Roster.xlsx

The following message is sent on behalf of Judge Susan Solan, Chair of the DMCJA Public
Outreach Committee.

Dear Colleagues,

On behalf of the DMCJA’s Public Outreach Committee, I am writing to you about a new initiative in
which we would like you to participate.  This is the “Take Your Legislator to Work Week” that has
been slated for November 6-9, 2017.  The vision is that each judge would reach out to state
legislators and/or local funding bodies to educate them on the work of the courts.  It is our belief
that education and exposure will inform and remind the funding bodies that the courts do essential
work and need to be funded on an ongoing basis.

The DMCJA’s 2017-2018 top three priorities set by our board are (1) full court funding, (2) a modern
case management system, and (3) adequate courthouse security.  These, along with other local
issues you may have identified, are recommended topics of discussion.  Suggested talking points on
these issues are as follows:

Full Court Funding   
In 2011, Justice Madsen explained that the funding system for our courts was established in
1889 and has undergone minimal revision.  As a result, the state government funds
approximately 15.5 percent of court operations, while the counties must pay the remaining

84.5 percent.  This leaves Washington 50th out of 50 states in state funding provided to the
judicial system.

Modern Case Management System
Our membership presides over and processes the largest number of cases in the judicial
system, more than 2 million each year.  That’s 258 courts of limited jurisdiction processing
87 percent of the caseload of Washington courts – more than 18 million transactions a
month.  The 30-year old technology in use can no longer meet the processing, scheduling
and information needs of our courts.  A demonstration of the DOS-based system may speak
louder than words as to how clunky and out-of-date the current software really is.

Adequate Courthouse Security
We go to work every day in buildings where disputes and charges are resolved.  Naturally,
this is a contentious environment.  GR 36 was adopted by the Supreme Court to establish
minimum court standards for courthouse safety to protect participants, staff and the public. 
All funding bodies need to be educated on the steps required under the new rule to make
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SSeeccttiioonn  IIIIII::  
COURT TOURS FOR LEGISLATORS 
 
Planning Materials 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Washington State Legislature is a true, part-time citizen legislature with 
state Senators and Representatives coming from all walks of life and 
professions.  As such, most legislators may not be familiar with courts in 
general or Washington State Courts in particular.  In fact, of the 147 State 
Senators and Representatives serving in the 2013 legislature, only 21 hold a 
law degree and may be reasonably expected to have a working knowledge of 
the law and our courts.  An effective way to fill that knowledge gap is to 
invite legislators to pay a visit to the courts in their district, introducing them 
to the work-a-day realities of Washington courts and the real-life impacts on 
Washington State Citizens.  
 
These visits also help to build the personal relationships between legislators 
and judges and court staff that are vital to promote and institute judicial 
branch policy goals relating to the administration of justice. 
 
PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of this section is to encourage judges to invite their legislators 
to a court in his or her district for a half-day visit and tour. Each individually 
tailored visit is designed to give legislators a personal understanding of the 
volume, complexity, and variety of the daily duties and responsibilities of a 
judge, as well as the extensive responsibilities of court clerks and 
administrators. This experience is intended to impress upon legislators the 
significant role played by the courts and the justice system, their impact on 
the daily lives of our citizens, and the need for legislators' support. It is 
anticipated that this deeper understanding of the difficult job of our courts 
will come to mind as legislative decisions are made. In other states, such as 
California, from which this idea and some of the materials are respectfully 
borrowed, such visits have been overwhelmingly successful and well-
received by judges and legislators. 
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OVERVIEW 
 
Legislators generally spend a morning with a host judge from their district. 
The morning usually begins with a briefing in the judge's chambers, during 
which the judge explains the judicial system, the calendar(s) to be observed 
that day, the type of decisions made for each case category, and the role of 
the various participants in the courtroom. The judge may wish to explain 
that the legislator's presence will not be announced in the courtroom. 
 
When scheduling, the host court should choose a day that will demonstrate 
the high volume of cases brought before the court, or in lower volume 
courts, the variety of work and breadth of the law handled by the judge. In 
addition, the visit usually includes a tour of the court facility and a visit to 
the clerk’s office. 
 
The court session and the tour are usually followed by a debriefing session, 
where questions about the morning can be answered and district and 
statewide issues can be discussed. This session may be held over lunch with 
other invited guests from the court (e.g. presiding judge, court executive). 
 
While most of your time should be spent discussing your court and its 
procedures, you may be asked specific questions related to policy. Please 
keep in mind that when you answer, you are speaking as a representative of 
the state’s judiciary. As part of the preparation for the visit, AOC staff will be 
happy to provide you with information on judicial branch legislative 
proposals and priorities. 
 
It is vitally important that these visits be friendly and informational. One of 
the key benefits of this program is the strong relationships that are 
established between judges and legislators, resulting in legislators’ increased 
familiarity with local courts and judges and with the way the judicial branch 
operates in general.  As a result, the legislator will be better able to respond 
when issues and concerns come up in the future. The visit is not the time to 
make requests of the legislator on behalf of the court or the judiciary.  
Rather, it is a time to build relationships and share information about the 
important work of the courts. 
 
GOALS 
 
While the purpose of these visits is to develop relationships and enhance the 
legislature’s understanding of the judicial branch, it is worth noting that the 
Supreme Court adopted the following Principal Policy Goals of the 
Washington State Judicial Branch on June 5, 2008: 
 
 Fair and Effective Administration of Justice in All Civil and 


Criminal Cases.  Washington courts will openly, fairly, efficiently and 
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effectively administer justice in all criminal and civil cases, consistent 
with constitutional mandates and the judiciary’s duty to maintain the 
highest level of public trust and confidence in the courts. 


 Accessibility. Washington courts, court facilities and court systems 
will be open and accessible to all participants regardless of cultural, 
linguistic, ability-based or other characteristics that serve as access 
barriers. 


 Access to Necessary Representation.  Constitutional and statutory 
guarantees of the right to counsel shall be effectively implemented.  
Litigants with important interests at stake in civil judicial proceedings 
should have meaningful access to counsel. 


 Commitment to Effective Court Management.  Washington courts 
will employ and maintain systems and practices that enhance effective 
court management. 


 Appropriate Staffing and Support.  Washington courts will be 
appropriately staffed and effectively managed, and court personnel, 
court managers and court systems will be effectively supported. 


 
Each proposal made to the legislature will contemplate these goals.  More 
specific detail on this year’s legislative agenda is available from AOC staff. 
 
SUGGESTED AGENDA 
 
7:30 A.M.  COFFEE WITH LEGISLATOR IN JUDGE'S CHAMBERS 
The judge will use this time to explain the following to the legislator: 


 Overview of the court calendar 
 Types of cases to be heard during the court session 
 Typical issues involved for each case type 
 The role of the various participants in the courtroom 


 
8:30 A.M.  COURT CALENDAR SESSION 
 
10:30 A.M. TOUR OF THE COURT FACILITY 


 Key areas of the court facility to consider include the Clerk’s office 
jury room. 


 If possible, please introduce your legislature to the Court 
Administrator, Clerk and any other key staff.  


 
12:00 P.M.  LUNCH DEBRIEFING SESSION 
During lunch, the legislator, the judge, and other guests will have the 
opportunity to discuss local and state issues of interest to the judiciary and 
the legislature.  The judge should explain his or her duties when they are not 
on the bench and what he or she will be doing that afternoon. 
 
1:00 P.M. SESSION IS CONCLUDED 
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If the legislator visits a trial court during the morning session, he or she may 
wish to continue the visit in the afternoon with a tour of the court facility, a 
meeting with the court administrator, etc.  Alternatively, the legislator may 
wish to arrange an afternoon visit at another court nearby.  If the legislator 
is unable to attend a full half-day tour, please work with him or her to 
accommodate, a briefer tour is better than no tour at all. 
 
PLANNING FOR FOLLOW-UP 
 
An on-going and collaborative relationship between the judicial and 
legislative branches is essential.  This visit is intended to establish or 
enhance effective communication between the courts and legislators, and it 
is imperative to foster this relationship on a continuing basis.  To this end, 
we encourage host judges to propose, and if possible schedule, a follow-up 
event or meeting with legislators after their court visit.  There are numerous 
existing groups and events in your community that may be of interest to 
legislators.  Alternatively, legislators often hold local “town hall” meetings 
that judges may wish to consider attending.  Interactions of this type are 
often ideal opportunities for legislators to learn about issues of concern to 
the court and the justice community at the local level. 
 
ADDITIONAL VISITS WITH LEGISLATORS 
 
Many other opportunities exist to meet formally or informally with 
legislators. Legislators hold 15-minute meetings in their Olympia offices 
during the legislative session (generally mid-January through April, at the 
latest).  Many also have local, district offices where they are able to meet for 
longer periods of time during the interim.  If you need assistance in 
scheduling meetings with your legislators, AOC staff can offer guidance.   
 
REGIONAL MEETINGS 
 
Judges, court administrators, and bar leaders are encouraged to develop 
new opportunities to meet with legislators. As mentioned above, consider 
the groups or events that already exist in your court or surrounding 
communities that would be informative and educational for legislators.  
 
Other possibilities for local meetings include: 
 
 Coordinating with the courts in your legislators’ district for a “Meet 


Your Judges” night to get acquainted and provide information to the 
legislators about the courts. 


 
 Holding an evening open house at a court, or in a community center, 


with an invitation to community leaders to meet with their judges and 
legislators.  (Please see Section IV for more information.) 
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Bear in mind that these local meetings are intended to be informative and 
educational. They should not be focused on political issues. Try to ensure 
that participants from the bench are aware that the purpose is to provide 
information about the courts, not to lobby their legislators. 
 
 


~ The AOC would like to extend a note of thanks to the California Administrative Office of the 
Courts and the Washington State Legislature for their assistance in the drafting of this section. 
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SSeeccttiioonn  IIVV::  
JUSTICE AT WORK – OPEN HOUSE 
PLANNING TOOLKIT 
 
A GUIDE FOR COURTS INTERESTED IN HOSTING AN OPEN 
COURT EVENT FOR THEIR COMMUNITIES 
PROVIDED BY THE JUSTICE IN JEOPARDY IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE 
 
 
The Toolkit can be found at: 
http://inside.courts.wa.gov/index.cfm?fa=controller.showPage&folder=judge
sResources&file=outreach  
 
 


 
 
 
 


 



http://inside.courts.wa.gov/index.cfm?fa=controller.showPage&folder=judgesResources&file=outreach

http://inside.courts.wa.gov/index.cfm?fa=controller.showPage&folder=judgesResources&file=outreach



		AOC Legislative Staff

		 Information Services Division - The Information Services Division provides support to the courts through the development, operation, and maintenance of the Judicial Information System (JIS) that supports automation in juvenile, municipal, district, ...

		 Judicial Services Division - The Judicial Services Division provides comprehensive professional and technical support to the state’s 255 courts in the following areas: Front Office Services, Court Services, Education, Legal Services, Planning/Develo...

		 Management Services Division - The Management Services Division provides integrated budget planning, asset management, accounting, procurement, revenue monitoring and analysis and contract management for the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals, State La...
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State & Local Government 
Burden of Total Direct Expenditure on 


Judicial & Legal Services 
 


Fiscal Year 2012 – Preliminary 


 


State State Local 
Connecticut 93.8% 6.2% 


Massachusetts 93.8% 6.2% 


Delaware 91.5% 8.5% 


Vermont 89.6% 10.4% 


Alaska 89.5% 10.5% 


Kentucky 88.8% 11.2% 


Rhode Island 84.9% 15.1% 


North Carolina 83.8% 16.2% 


New Mexico 83.1% 16.9% 


Maine 82.8% 17.2% 


North Dakota 78.0% 22.0% 


Hawaii 75.9% 24.1% 


New Hampshire 75.6% 24.4% 


West Virginia 72.9% 27.1% 


Oregon 72.7% 27.3% 


Oklahoma 72.5% 27.5% 


Iowa 71.5% 28.5% 


New York 66.8% 33.2% 


Alabama 65.4% 34.6% 


Colorado 65.2% 34.8% 


Maryland 64.4% 35.6% 


Montana 62.9% 37.1% 


Wyoming 62.0% 38.0% 


New Jersey 61.2% 38.8% 


South Dakota 60.2% 39.8% 


Arkansas 59.7% 40.3% 


Florida 56.6% 43.4% 


Utah 54.4% 45.6% 
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Minnesota 54.3% 45.7% 


Kansas 53.4% 46.6% 


Missouri 49.7% 50.3% 


All States 49.0% 51.0% 


Virginia 48.9% 51.1% 


Wisconsin 48.3% 51.7% 


California 47.9% 52.1% 


Tennessee 43.8% 56.2% 


Idaho 42.9% 57.1% 


Mississippi 41.6% 58.4% 


Nebraska 39.6% 60.4% 


Louisiana 35.6% 64.4% 


Indiana 31.2% 68.8% 


Pennsylvania 29.8% 70.2% 


Texas 26.4% 73.6% 


Illinois 25.1% 74.1% 


Georgia 25.5% 74.5% 


South Carolina 22.9% 77.1% 


Ohio 20.2% 79.8% 


Arizona 18.5% 81.5% 


Nevada 17.4% 82.6% 


Michigan 15.5% 84.5% 


Washington 15.5% 84.5% 


 


Source: Justice Expenditure and Employment Extracts, 2012 - Preliminary (Table 3); Bureau of Justice Statistics; U.S. 
Department of Justice; Washington, D.C 


Notes:  Local government data are estimates subject to variability. 
 


a/ Total direct expenditures include outlays of states and all types of local governments including independent school 
districts and special districts , which are not displayed separately.   The "Local, total" lines, which include these districts, 
will not equal the sum of the "Counties" and "Municipalities" lines. 
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2017-2018 DMCJA PRIORITIES 
 


1. Adequate Court Funding 
The issue of court funding permeates all of the priorities below.  The Courts of Limited Jurisdiction 
(CLJ) cannot provide services or justice when we are chronically underfunded. We need to educate the 
public, from the voters to the legislators, regarding the effect that minimal funding has on our ability to 
serve the public’s constitutionally protected interests. This includes legislative cuts to AOC’s budget that 
resonate through every level of the courts.  We should assess the mandated services the court 
provides and question how we are expected to provide these services in an environment of shrinking 
budgets. 
 


2. JIS/Case Management 
Our current case management system is, in the world of computer software, a Model T in a Tesla 
world. We remain vulnerable to system failure and are forced to work every day with an antiquated 
system. However, our courts of limited jurisdiction case management system (CLJ-CMS) Project is 
moving forward.  Project members have gathered business requirements, requests for proposal (RFPs) 
for potential vendors, and other information necessary for the Project.  In 2017, the Board provided 
thirty-thousand dollars ($30,000) in pro tempore reimbursement for CLJ-CMS RFP evaluators and CLJ-
CMS Project Steering Committee members, who spent two weeks visiting sites to evaluate potential 
vendors for the new CLJ-CMS.  The Judicial Information System Committee (JISC) is scheduled to 
select a vendor by May 2017, and, the vendor contract will likely be signed in September 2017.  The 
start date of the new CLJ-CMS has yet to be determined. 
 


3. Courthouse Security 
The safety of all of the participants in our courthouses remains a top priority for the DMCJA. Without 
adequate security, the safety of all participants is in needless jeopardy, including: 
• Members of the public summonsed in for jury duty; traffic infractions; civil cases and criminal cases 
• Every party involved in domestic violence cases, including alleged victims and witnesses, who 


appear to deal with: domestic violence criminal cases; protection order cases; stalking and anti-
harassment cases 


• Courthouse staff who are required to work every day in a building where disputes are resolved and 
where some of those involved in those disputes will present a risk for violence 


• In March 2017, the Washington State Supreme Court adopted General Rule (GR) 36, which is the 
new Trial Court Security Rule, as well as Minimum Court Standards.  The next step is to educate all 
judges, court staff, and funding bodies regarding what is actually required under the new rule and 
why incident documentation is so important. 


 
4. Educate Justice Partners   


To accomplish the goals of our member courts and the DMCJA as a whole, we must educate the 
executive and legislative branches of both local and state government.  Through such education, the 
other branches of government will learn of our accomplishments and needs.  The Public Outreach 
Committee is tasked with developing materials that will assist both urban and rural court judges in 
educating governmental agencies and the public.  We may likely find that topics of importance to the 
judiciary may be just as important to cities, counties and the state. These topics include, but are not 
limited to security concerns, court funding, the separation of powers, court administration, access to 
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justice and access to court records and court information. Committee members suggested several 
ways to begin educating our justice partners, including creating reference materials for judges to obtain 
in a centralized repository on the Inside Courts web site.  Initially, this repository will contain documents 
for use in contacting and informing legislators, council members, and partner organizations of our 
accomplishments and needs.  We anticipate that the public outreach committee will evolve into a 
resource for judges to find programs and plans for such things as state of the court addresses to the 
local funding sources and other community partners.  Such partners may include:  Association of 
Washington Cities (AWC), Washington Association of Prosecuting Attorneys (WAPA), Washington 
State Association of Municipal Attorneys (WSAMA), Washington State Association of Counties 
(WSAC), risk management agencies, city and county councils, local school districts, and civic and 
social clubs.  Our members have done some amazing work in their communities and it is time for the 
public and governmental entities to learn about our courts and judges.  
 
Public Outreach Committee Accomplishments in 2017 
 
In 2017, the Public Outreach Committee sent a variety of messages to the DMCJA membership 
encouraging CLJ Judges to contact their local legislators and discuss issues impacting the DMCJA.  
The group provided DMCJA members with sample letter templates and talking points for judges to 
utilize when speaking with legislators.  The Committee focused on the courts of limited jurisdiction case 
management system (CLJ-CMS) Project, which requires legislative funding for implementation.  
Further, a Committee strategy was for judges to contact legislators on key committees and personally 
invite them to the annual DMCJA Legislative Committee Reception. 
 
The Public Outreach Committee will also encourage association members to contact their legislators 
regarding House and Senate budget proposals and request legislative support for budgets that help 
fund the courts, and, request legislative opposition for proposed budgets that leave courts without 
adequate funding.  Further, the Public Outreach Committee plans to develop materials for legislative 
court visits.  The Committee will continue to meet throughout the year to develop plans to educate 
justice partners. 
 


The following are additional DMCJA goals that are equal in priority: 
 


• Preserving the Independence, Integrity, Quality, and Consistency of the Courts of Limited Jurisdiction  
The purpose of this priority is to insure that justice is dispensed fairly throughout the state for all 
criminal defendants.  The DMCJA thinks the court system is bifurcated and administrative court funding 
should be consistently applied throughout the State to allow all courts to maintain their independence 
from the executive and legislative branches of government.  Judges should not be in jeopardy of losing 
their positions based upon the exercise of judicial independence.  This priority is consistent with the 
goals recited in the Educate Justice Partners priority above.  The DMCJA needs to work to maintain the 
quality and consistency of justice across all courts of limited jurisdiction.  We must continue to work to 
remove statutory disparities between district and municipal courts and monitor regional courts 
initiatives.   
 
 


• Access to Justice (Interpreters and Technology Expansion) 
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Access to justice is critical to the citizens of the State of Washington.  Access includes:  quality 
interpreter services, courtroom and court staff accessibility, and technological related access.  Several 
issues related to interpreters were highlighted, including ADA/foreign language interpreters, the quality 
of interpretation options and access to interpreters.  In our digitized world, members of the public 
should also have the option of using technology to access the courts. 
 


• Foster Development of Therapeutic/Community Courts 
The purpose of this goal is to address pressing issues of mental health and drug addiction in our 
community.  The Board is concerned with the consistent management of mentally ill offenders.  
Defendants who do not arise to the level of the criminally insane, RCW 10.77, but need housing and 
services should be able to get the attention that they need in all Washington State courts.   
 


• Statewide Relicensing Program 
The issue of driver’s license suspensions is significant to district and municipal courts.  For this reason, 
the Committee thinks the Statewide Relicensing Program should continue to be a DMCJA priority.  
However, the Committee voted to support this Program only if it is funded and mandatory.  The 
Committee noted that Senate Bill 6360, Developing a plan for the consolidation of traffic-based financial 
obligations, tasks the Office of the Attorney General to convene a work group of stakeholders, which 
includes a DMCJA member.  The Committee is to provide input and feedback on the development of a 
plan and program for the efficient statewide consolidation of an individual’s traffic-based financial 
obligations imposed by courts of limited jurisdiction into a unified and affordable payment plan.  
 


• Member Involvement 
All DMCJA service within the Association is voluntary.  For this reason, the Board should actively 
encourage the participation of DMCJA members in the committee work and governance of our 
organization. Face to face committee meetings during the spring conference may still help in this 
regard.  Approximately twenty-eight percent (28%) of the membership participate on DMCJA 
Committees. 


 
• Collection of Legal Financial Obligations (LFOs) 


This issue was originally categorized under the heading of getting judges out of the money collection 
business. At the 2015 board retreat, the DMCJA Board discussed the difficulties of removing the courts 
from collecting LFOs and determined that a legislative change is necessary, because laws require 
district and municipal courts to collect fines. In discussing this issue, the Committee determined that the 
category should be amended from Courts out of the Collection Business to the broader category of 
Collection of Legal Financial Obligations.  The Committee recommends that the DMCJA consider State 
v. Blazina, 182 Wash.2d 827, 344 P.3d 680 (2015), legislative proposals, and court funding issues to 
address the issue of the courts’ involvement in the collection of LFOs. 








A MODERN SYSTEM FOR TODAY’S COURTS
BACKGROUND 


 The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) operates a 


statewide information network that supports the daily operations 


of district and municipal (limited jurisdiction) courts.  


 The Judicial Information System (JIS) database serves as a 


clearinghouse for criminal history information for courts,  


      probations offices, justice partners, attorneys, the media, and  


      the public. 


 The JIS system is primarily funded through a dedicated 


      assessment on traffic infractions processed by limited 


      jurisdiction courts. 


THE NEED 


 As caseloads have continued to increase, budgets have shrunk, so 


technology is critical to the daily administration of justice. 


 The aging 1980's technology no longer meets the needs of today’s 


modern court systems and probation departments.  


THE SOLUTION 


 The project needs $13 million from the JIS Account in the 


      2017-2019 biennium to initiate the contract, configure the new 


case management system, and prepare for implementation in 


courts and probation departments.   


 A new case management system for the judiciary is critical and 


     depends on a healthy JIS Account. 


For more information, please contact Brady Horenstein at 


Brady.Horenstein@courts.wa.gov or (360) 357-2113 


 


 


A modern system to meet 


the needs of today’s 


courts: 


 Greater tools and  


     efficiency for court       


     staff. 


 Improved access to 


information for judicial 


decision-making. 


 Easier communication 


between courts and 


probation  


     departments. 


 Greater accessibility to 


information for judicial 


partners, attorneys, 


media, and the public. 


 THE FACTS 


 Approximately 300 CLJ courts and 


     Probation Departments. 


 Over 2 million cases filed in CLJ courts 


in 2015. 


 Current court system launched in 1987. 
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		District		Member		Position (House)		Counties		Chamber

		1		Palumbo, Guy (D) 		 		King (P), Snohomish (P) 		Senate

		1		Stanford, Derek (D) 		1		King (P), Snohomish (P) 		House

		1		Kloba, Shelley (D) 		2		King (P), Snohomish (P) 		House

		2		Becker, Randi (R) 		 		Pierce (P), Thurston (P) 		Senate

		2		Barkis, Andrew (R) 		1		Pierce (P), Thurston (P) 		House

		2		Wilcox, J.T. (R) 		2		Pierce (P), Thurston (P) 		House

		3		Billig, Andy (D) 		 		Spokane (P) 		Senate

		3		Riccelli, Marcus (D) 		1		Spokane (P) 		House

		3		Ormsby, Timm (D) 		2		Spokane (P) 		House

		4		Padden, Mike (R) 		 		Spokane (P) 		Senate

		4		Shea, Matt (R) 		1		Spokane (P) 		House

		4		McCaslin, Bob (R) 		2		Spokane (P) 		House

		5		Mullet, Mark (D) 		 		King (P) 		Senate

		5		Rodne, Jay (R) 		1		King (P) 		House

		5		Graves, Paul (R) 		2		King (P) 		House

		6		Baumgartner, Michael (R) 		 		Spokane (P) 		Senate

		6		Volz, Mike (R) 		1		Spokane (P) 		House

		6		Holy, Jeff (R) 		2		Spokane (P) 		House

		7		Short, Shelly (R) 		 		Ferry, Okanogan (P), Pend Oreille, Spokane (P), Stevens 		Senate

		7		Maycumber, Jacquelin (R) 		1		Ferry, Okanogan (P), Pend Oreille, Spokane (P), Stevens 		House

		7		Kretz, Joel (R) 		2		Ferry, Okanogan (P), Pend Oreille, Spokane (P), Stevens 		House

		8		Brown, Sharon (R) 		 		Benton (P) 		Senate

		8		Klippert, Brad (R) 		1		Benton (P) 		House

		8		Haler, Larry (R) 		2		Benton (P) 		House

		9		Schoesler, Mark (R) 		 		Adams, Asotin, Franklin (P), Garfield, Spokane (P), Whitman 		Senate

		9		Dye, Mary (R) 		1		Adams, Asotin, Franklin (P), Garfield, Spokane (P), Whitman 		House

		9		Schmick, Joe (R) 		2		Adams, Asotin, Franklin (P), Garfield, Spokane (P), Whitman 		House

		10		Bailey, Barbara (R) 		 		Island, Skagit (P), Snohomish (P) 		Senate

		10		Smith, Norma (R) 		1		Island, Skagit (P), Snohomish (P) 		House

		10		Hayes, Dave (R) 		2		Island, Skagit (P), Snohomish (P) 		House

		11		Hasegawa, Bob (D) 		 		King (P) 		Senate

		11		Hudgins, Zack (D) 		1		King (P) 		House

		11		Bergquist, Steve (D) 		2		King (P) 		House

		12		Hawkins, Brad (R) 		 		Chelan, Douglas, Grant (P), Okanogan (P) 		Senate

		12		Condotta, Cary (R) 		1		Chelan, Douglas, Grant (P), Okanogan (P) 		House

		12		Steele, Mike (R) 		2		Chelan, Douglas, Grant (P), Okanogan (P) 		House

		13		Warnick, Judy (R) 		 		Grant (P), Kittitas, Lincoln, Yakima (P) 		Senate

		13		Dent, Tom (R) 		1		Grant (P), Kittitas, Lincoln, Yakima (P) 		House

		13		Manweller, Matt (R) 		2		Grant (P), Kittitas, Lincoln, Yakima (P) 		House

		14		King, Curtis (R) 		 		Clark (P), Klickitat, Skamania, Yakima (P) 		Senate

		14		Johnson, Norm (R) 		1		Clark (P), Klickitat, Skamania, Yakima (P) 		House

		14		McCabe, Gina (R) 		2		Clark (P), Klickitat, Skamania, Yakima (P) 		House

		15		Honeyford, Jim (R) 		 		Yakima (P) 		Senate

		15		Chandler, Bruce (R) 		1		Yakima (P) 		House

		15		Taylor, David (R) 		2		Yakima (P) 		House

		16		Walsh, Maureen (R) 		 		Benton (P), Columbia, Franklin (P), Walla Walla 		Senate

		16		Jenkin, Bill (R) 		1		Benton (P), Columbia, Franklin (P), Walla Walla 		House

		16		Nealey, Terry (R) 		2		Benton (P), Columbia, Franklin (P), Walla Walla 		House

		17		Wilson, Lynda (R) 		 		Clark (P) 		Senate

		17		Kraft, Vicki (R) 		1		Clark (P) 		House

		17		Harris, Paul (R) 		2		Clark (P) 		House

		18		Rivers, Ann (R) 		 		Clark (P) 		Senate

		18		Vick, Brandon (R) 		1		Clark (P) 		House

		18		Pike, Liz (R) 		2		Clark (P) 		House

		19		Takko, Dean (D) 		 		Cowlitz (P), Grays Harbor (P), Lewis (P), Pacific, Wahkiakum 		Senate

		19		Walsh, Jim (R) 		1		Cowlitz (P), Grays Harbor (P), Lewis (P), Pacific, Wahkiakum 		House

		19		Blake, Brian (D) 		2		Cowlitz (P), Grays Harbor (P), Lewis (P), Pacific, Wahkiakum 		House

		20		Braun, John (R) 		 		Clark (P), Cowlitz (P), Lewis (P), Thurston (P) 		Senate

		20		DeBolt, Richard (R) 		1		Clark (P), Cowlitz (P), Lewis (P), Thurston (P) 		House

		20		Orcutt, Ed (R) 		2		Clark (P), Cowlitz (P), Lewis (P), Thurston (P) 		House

		21		Liias, Marko (D) 		 		Snohomish (P) 		Senate

		21		Peterson, Strom (D) 		1		Snohomish (P) 		House

		21		Ortiz-Self, Lillian (D) 		2		Snohomish (P) 		House

		22		Hunt, Sam (D) 		 		Thurston (P) 		Senate

		22		Dolan, Laurie (D) 		1		Thurston (P) 		House

		22		Doglio, Beth (D) 		2		Thurston (P) 		House

		23		Rolfes, Christine (D) 		 		Kitsap (P) 		Senate

		23		Appleton, Sherry (D) 		1		Kitsap (P) 		House

		23		Hansen, Drew (D) 		2		Kitsap (P) 		House

		24		Van De Wege, Kevin (D) 		 		Clallam, Grays Harbor (P), Jefferson 		Senate

		24		Chapman, Mike (D) 		1		Clallam, Grays Harbor (P), Jefferson 		House

		24		Tharinger, Steve (D) 		2		Clallam, Grays Harbor (P), Jefferson 		House

		25		Zeiger, Hans (R) 		 		Pierce (P) 		Senate

		25		Stambaugh, Melanie (R) 		1		Pierce (P) 		House

		25		McDonald, Joyce (R) 		2		Pierce (P) 		House

		26		Angel, Jan (R) 		 		Kitsap (P), Pierce (P) 		Senate

		26		Young, Jesse (R) 		1		Kitsap (P), Pierce (P) 		House

		26		Caldier, Michelle (R) 		2		Kitsap (P), Pierce (P) 		House

		27		Darneille, Jeannie (D) 		 		Pierce (P) 		Senate

		27		Jinkins, Laurie (D) 		1		Pierce (P) 		House

		27		Fey, Jake (D) 		2		Pierce (P) 		House

		28		O'Ban, Steve (R) 		 		Pierce (P) 		Senate

		28		Muri, Dick (R) 		1		Pierce (P) 		House

		28		Kilduff, Christine (D) 		2		Pierce (P) 		House

		29		Conway, Steve (D) 		 		Pierce (P) 		Senate

		29		Sawyer, David (D) 		1		Pierce (P) 		House

		29		Kirby, Steve (D) 		2		Pierce (P) 		House

		30		Miloscia, Mark (R) 		 		King (P), Pierce (P) 		Senate

		30		Pellicciotti, Mike (D) 		1		King (P), Pierce (P) 		House

		30		Reeves, Kristine (D) 		2		King (P), Pierce (P) 		House

		31		Fortunato, Phil (R) 		 		King (P), Pierce (P) 		Senate

		31		Stokesbary, Drew (R) 		1		King (P), Pierce (P) 		House

		31		Irwin, Morgan (R) 		2		King (P), Pierce (P) 		House

		32		Chase, Maralyn (D) 		 		King (P), Snohomish (P) 		Senate

		32		Ryu, Cindy (D) 		1		King (P), Snohomish (P) 		House

		32		Kagi, Ruth (D) 		2		King (P), Snohomish (P) 		House

		33		Keiser, Karen (D) 		 		King (P) 		Senate

		33		Orwall, Tina (D) 		1		King (P) 		House

		33		Gregerson, Mia (D) 		2		King (P) 		House

		34		Nelson, Sharon (D) 		 		King (P) 		Senate

		34		Cody, Eileen (D) 		1		King (P) 		House

		34		Fitzgibbon, Joe (D) 		2		King (P) 		House

		35		Sheldon, Tim (D) 		 		Kitsap (P), Mason, Thurston (P) 		Senate

		35		Griffey, Dan (R) 		1		Kitsap (P), Mason, Thurston (P) 		House

		35		MacEwen, Drew (R) 		2		Kitsap (P), Mason, Thurston (P) 		House

		36		Carlyle, Reuven (D) 		 		King (P) 		Senate

		36		Frame, Noel (D) 		1		King (P) 		House

		36		Tarleton, Gael (D) 		2		King (P) 		House

		37		Saldaña, Rebecca (D) 		 		King (P) 		Senate

		37		Santos, Sharon Tomiko (D) 		1		King (P) 		House

		37		Pettigrew, Eric (D) 		2		King (P) 		House

		38		McCoy, John (D) 		 		Snohomish (P) 		Senate

		38		Robinson, June (D) 		1		Snohomish (P) 		House

		38		Sells, Mike (D) 		2		Snohomish (P) 		House

		39		Pearson, Kirk (R) 		 		King (P), Skagit (P), Snohomish (P) 		Senate

		39		Kristiansen, Dan (R) 		1		King (P), Skagit (P), Snohomish (P) 		House

		39		Eslick, Carolyn (R) 		2		King (P), Skagit (P), Snohomish (P) 		House

		40		Ranker, Kevin (D) 		 		San Juan, Skagit (P), Whatcom (P) 		Senate

		40		Lytton, Kristine (D) 		1		San Juan, Skagit (P), Whatcom (P) 		House

		40		Morris, Jeff (D) 		2		San Juan, Skagit (P), Whatcom (P) 		House

		41		Wellman, Lisa (D) 		 		King (P) 		Senate

		41		Senn, Tana (D) 		1		King (P) 		House

		41		Clibborn, Judy (D) 		2		King (P) 		House

		42		Ericksen, Doug (R) 		 		Whatcom (P) 		Senate

		42		Van Werven, Luanne (R) 		1		Whatcom (P) 		House

		42		Buys, Vincent (R) 		2		Whatcom (P) 		House

		43		Pedersen, Jamie (D) 		 		King (P) 		Senate

		43		Macri, Nicole (D) 		1		King (P) 		House

		43		Chopp, Frank (D) 		2		King (P) 		House

		44		Hobbs, Steve (D) 		 		Snohomish (P) 		Senate

		44		Lovick, John (D) 		1		Snohomish (P) 		House

		44		Harmsworth, Mark (R) 		2		Snohomish (P) 		House

		45		Rossi, Dino (R) 		 		King (P) 		Senate

		45		Goodman, Roger (D) 		1		King (P) 		House

		45		Springer, Larry (D) 		2		King (P) 		House

		46		Frockt, David (D) 		 		King (P) 		Senate

		46		Pollet, Gerry (D) 		1		King (P) 		House

		46		Valdez, Javier (D) 		2		King (P) 		House

		47		Fain, Joe (R) 		 		King (P) 		Senate

		47		Hargrove, Mark (R) 		1		King (P) 		House

		47		Sullivan, Pat (D) 		2		King (P) 		House

		48		Kuderer, Patty (D) 		 		King (P) 		Senate

		48		Slatter, Vandana (D) 		1		King (P) 		House 

		48		McBride, Joan (D) 		2		King (P) 		House 

		49		Cleveland, Annette (D) 		 		Clark (P) 		Senate 

		49		Wylie, Sharon (D) 		1		Clark (P) 		House 

		49		Stonier, Monica Jurado (D) 		2		Clark (P) 		House 





http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/1http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/17http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/18http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/18http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/18http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/19http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/2http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/19http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/19http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/20http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/20http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/20http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/21http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/21http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/21http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/22http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/22http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/3http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/22http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/23http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/23http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/23http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/24http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/24http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/24http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/25http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/25http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/25http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/3http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/26http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/26http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/26http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/27http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/27http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/27http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/28http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/28http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/28http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/29http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/3http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/29http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/29http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/30http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/30http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/30http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/31http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/31http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/31http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/32http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/32http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/4http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/32http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/33http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/33http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/33http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/34http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/34http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/34http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/35http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/35http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/35http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/4http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/36http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/36http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/36http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/37http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/37http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/37http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/38http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/38http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/38http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/39http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/4http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/39http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/39http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/40http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/40http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/40http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/41http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/41http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/41http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/42http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/42http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/5http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/42http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/43http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/43http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/43http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/44http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/44http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/44http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/45http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/45http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/45http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/5http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/46http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/46http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/46http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/47http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/47http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/47http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/48http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/48http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/48http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/49http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/5http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/49http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/49http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/1http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/6http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/6http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/6http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/7http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/7http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/7http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/8http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/8http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/8http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/9http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/1http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/9http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/9http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/10http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/10http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/10http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/11http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/11http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/11http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/12http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/12http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/2http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/12http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/13http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/13http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/13http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/14http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/14http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/14http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/15http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/15http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/15http://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/2http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/16http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/16http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/16http://leg.wa.gov/house/representatives/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/17http://leg.wa.gov/senate/senators/pages/default.aspxhttp://app.leg.wa.gov/districtfinder/displaydistrict/17



our workplaces safe.

Other judicial priorities include funding for court system education and interpreter services. 

For your convenience, resources are attached which you can use when contacting your
legislator/funding body.  If a visit to your courtroom is not feasible, maybe even a lunch or other
casual meeting to discuss the courts would be possible.  Any attempt to reach out is appreciated. 
For more information regarding inviting local legislators to your courtroom, please feel free to
contact Ms. Melanie Stewart, DMCJA Lobbyist, at votesrus2@comcast.net or (360) 556-8280, and/or
Mr. Brady Horenstein, Administrative Office of the Courts Associate Director of Legislative Affairs, at
Brady.Horenstein@courts.wa.gov or (360) 357-2113.  Thank you for taking the time to advocate for
our courts.
Sincerely,

Judge Susan Solan
DMCJA Public Outreach Committee Chair
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