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DMCJA BOARD MEETING 
FRIDAY, AUGUST 11, 2017 
12:30 PM – 3:30 PM 
AOC SEATAC OFFICE 
SEATAC, WA 

PRESIDENT SCOTT K. AHLF 
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General Business 

A. Minutes – June 4, 2017 

B. Treasurer’s Report  

C. Special Fund Report  

D. Standing Committee Reports 

1. Education Committee – Judge Charles Short 

a. 2017 DMCJA Spring Conference Evaluations 

2. Legislative Committee  

a. End of Session Wrap Up – Brady Horenstein, AOC Associate Director Legislative Relations 

b. Final 2017-2018 Budget Summary – Ramsey Radwan, AOC Director, Management Services 

3. Rules Committee 

a. Proposed Amendment to CRLJ 5(e)  

b. Proposed Amendment to CrRLJ 5.1(b) 

c. Proposed Amendment to IRLJ 4.1(b) 

d. New Proposed Evidence Rule 413 

e. Minutes for April 26, 2017 

E. Trial Court Advocacy Board (TCAB)  

F. Judicial Information Systems (JIS) Report – Ms. Vicky Cullinane 
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Liaison Reports 

A. District and Municipal Court Management Association (DMCMA) – Ms. Cynthia Marr 

B. Misdemeanant Corrections Association (MCA) – Mr. Rick Bomar 

C. Superior Court Judges’ Association (SCJA) – Judge Blaine Gibson 

D. Washington State Association for Justice (WSAJ) – Loyd James Willaford, Esq.  

E. Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) – Ms. Callie Dietz 

F. Board for Judicial Administration (BJA) – Judges Ringus, Jasprica, Logan, and Johnson 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Discussion 

A. Brief DMCJA Board of Governors (Board) Orientation  

1. Operational Rules 

2. Rules for Conduct at Board Meetings 

3. Motion Precedence and Conduct for DMCJA Board Meetings 

B. Reserves Committee Recommendation for DMCJA Special Fund  

C. General Rule (GR) 37, Jury Selection, Stakeholder Group – DMCJA Representative Vacancies 

 

 

58-60 

61-62 

63-66 

 

67-69 

Information  

A. DMCJA Therapeutic Courts Survey for Association 
 

B. Board members are encouraged to apply to DMCJA representative positions.  Available 
positions include: 

1. Supreme Court Convened Workgroup on Proposed New General Rule  
(GR) 37—Jury Selection (1 Co-Chair and 1 Member) 

2. Engrossed Second Substitute House Bill (E2SHB) 1163 Workgroups  
a. Domestic Violence Perpetrator Treatment Workgroup 
b. Domestic Violence Risk Assessment Workgroup 

3. Presiding Judge & Administrator Ed Committee (Co-Chair) 
 

C. In City of Seattle v. Erickson, No. 93408-8 (2017), the WA Supreme Court created a bright line 
rule for peremptory challenges related to Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79, 106 S. Ct. 1712 
(1986).  In Erickson, the court held that the “peremptory strike of a juror who is the only member 
of a cognizable racial group constitutes a prima facie showing of racial discrimination requiring a 
full Batson analysis by the trial court.”  
 

D. U.S. Supreme Court adjudicated issue regarding refund of defendant’s restitution payment when 
conviction is ruled invalid.  See Nelson v. Colorado, 137 S.Ct. 1249 (2017). 
 

E. The Judicial Information System Committee selected Journal Technologies as the Apparent 
Successful Vendor (ASV) for the new Courts of Limited Jurisdiction Case Management System 
(CLJ-CMS) Project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

70-71 

 

Other Business 

The next DMCJA Board Meeting is scheduled for September 17, 2017, 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m., at the 

Heathman Lodge in Vancouver, 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 
Sunday, June 4, 2017, 9:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 
The Davenport Grand Hotel 
Spokane, WA 

MEETING MINUTES 

 
Members Present: 
Chair, Judge G. Scott Marinella 
Judge Scott Ahlf 
Judge Linda Coburn (via phone) 
Judge Karen Donohue  
Judge Douglas Fair 
Judge Michael Finkle 
Judge Michelle Gehlsen 
Judge Samuel Meyer 
Judge Kevin Ringus (non-voting) 
Judge Rebecca Robertson 
Judge Douglas Robinson 
Judge Charles Short 
Judge Tracy Staab  
Judge Judy Jasprica (non-voting) 
Commissioner Rick Leo  
 
Members Absent: 
Judge Janet Garrow (non-voting) 
Judge Michael Lambo  
Judge Mary Logan (non-voting) 
Judge David Steiner 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 

AOC Staff: 
Ms. Sharon R. Harvey 
Ms. Vicky Cullinane  
 
 

Judge Marinella, 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 9:00 a.m.  Judge Marinella 
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 May 13, 
2017. 
 

B. Treasurer’s Report 
M/S/P to approve the Treasurer’s Report.  Judge Meyer informed that the Treasurer’s Report is located in the 
supplemental agenda packet.  He reported that he has been unable to contact Dino Traverso, DMCJA 
accountant, because Mr. Traverso is on vacation.  Judge Meyer informed that he will work with the new 
DMCJA Treasurer regarding an association audit.  He then reported that he received a request for 
reimbursement for an education grant awarded to a DMCJA member. Judge Meyer reported that this Judge 
requested an increase in education grant funding of approximately nine hundred fifty dollars ($950).  Judge 
Donohue informed that the request relates to the DMCJA Education Grant that is administered by the DMCJA 
Education Committee.  Judge Meyer inquired whether the Treasurer has the authority to provide an increase in 
grant funding, as requested by the DMCJA member.  Judge Marinella recommended that Judge Meyer obtain 
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more information regarding the issue and bring the matter back for Board approval of an increase in 
educational grant funding.  Judge Donohue, DMCJA Education Committee Co-Chair, informed that this 
educational grant funding was provided prior to the end of the DMCJA fiscal year.  She also informed that Ms. 
Stephanie Apgar, AOC Staff for the DMCJA Education Committee, may provide more information regarding 
the education grant.  Judge Donohue requested that the education grant recipient provide Ms. Apgar with 
program receipts for costs up to one thousand dollars ($1,000). 
 
 

C. Special Fund Report 
M/S/P to approve the Special Fund Report. Judge Robertson reported that approximately nine percent of the 
association have not paid their Special Fund dues. The deadline for submitting all dues and assessments was 
May 1, 2017, however, Judge Robertson is still receiving checks from DMCJA members.  It was noted that the 
AOC will flag conference participants who have not paid their dues and inform them of the consequences of 
not paying dues and assessment fees, such as the inability to vote or join committees.  
 

D. Standing Committee Reports 
 
1. Legislative Committee  

 
Judge Meyer informed that he is scheduled to provide a comprehensive Legislative Update for the association 
on Tuesday, June 6, 2017, during the annual spring conference.  He then reported that Melanie Stewart, Esq., 
DMCJA Lobbyist, will not attend the spring conference because she has been ill.  Judge Marinella requested 
that Judge Meyer speak with Representative Terry Nealy about the association’s legislative agenda.  
Representative Nealy is scheduled to be the keynote speaker during the annual association luncheon on 
Monday, June 5, 2017. 
 

E. Trial Court Advocacy Board (TCAB) Update 
 
It was reported that the next TCAB meeting is August 11, 2017.  All TCAB meetings will coincide with DMCJA 
Board meetings, which are typically on the second Friday of each month.  The TCAB will focus on the 
revitalization of Trial Court Improvement Account funds and the Justice in Jeopardy initiative.  Judge Marinella 
reported that he expressed these TCAB focus projects to the Board for Judicial Administration on May 19, 
2017. 
 

F. Judicial Information Systems (JIS) Report 
 

Ms. Cullinane reported that the courts of limited jurisdiction case management system (CLJ-CMS) Steering 
Committee is in the process of choosing between two vendors for its new CLJ-CMS. The selection will be 
based on project evaluator scores.  Upon selection, the CLJ-CMS Steering Committee will forward its vendor 
recommendation to the Judicial Information System Committee (JISC) for a final selection.  This final selection 
is anticipated to occur at the next JISC meeting on June 23, 2017.  Ms. Cullinane informed that she and Ms. 
Lenora Sneva, CLJ-CMS Organizational Change Management Coordinator, are visiting courts and attending 
judicial and administrator conferences in order to get courts more engaged and informed about the new CLJ-
CMS Project.  There are now approximately one hundred and fifty (150) people on the Project listserv.  Project 
team members have visited approximately 40 courts this year, and will visit about 40 more this fall to learn 
about current court business practices and integrations with other systems.  The CLJ-CMS court user work 
group (CUWG) will start meeting again to determine the gap between requirements and the chosen system’s 
functionality. 
 
Judge Robertson inquired whether any modules have prosecutor or defense components.  Judge Ahlf, DMCJA 
Project vendor evaluator, replied that he does not think there are any prosecutor and/or defense components 
provided by any of the potential CLJ-CMS vendors.  Judge Marinella informed that the data dissemination 
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committee could address this issue.  Ms. Cullinane informed that she would obtain an answer to Judge 
Robertson’s question. 
 
LIAISON REPORTS 
 

A. Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) 
Ms. Harvey provided the AOC report on behalf of Ms. Callie Dietz, State Court Administrator.  Ms. Harvey 
informed that Ms. Dietz wanted her to express that the (1) AOC is working on more staff support for the 
DMCJA, and, (2) she would like to meet with the DMCJA President quarterly with Ms. Harvey to discuss the 
needs of the DMCJA and how the AOC can provide the best support of the association and its work.  The 
State Court Administrator also encourages each Board member to feel free to come to her or call her to 
express accomplishments or challenges regarding the new reorganization that took place on January 1, 2017 
or other matters of concern to courts of limited jurisdiction.  She also would like to thank all evaluators and 
steering committee members for their support of the CLJ-CMS Project. 
 

B. Board for Judicial Administration (BJA) 
Judge Jasprica reported that the BJA Court Education Funding Task Force and Interpreter Service Funding 
Task Force have been created.  Both task forces will develop legislative strategies to obtain adequate court 
funding.  She further informed that the language access resolution has been renewed.  She then reported that 
the term of BJA Member Co-Chair, Judge Scott Sparks, Kittitas County Superior Court, will end in July, and, 
therefore, a DMCJA member will become the Co-Chair.  Judge Jasprica further reported that the next BJA 
meeting is scheduled for the third Friday in June.  She added that this is a good time for the BJA, which has 
new leadership and energy. 
 
ACTION 
 

A. Request for Review of CrRLJ 4.2 (g) Guilty Plea and DUI Sentencing Grid Changes 
 

M/S/P to approve the CLJ Forms Subcommittee’s proposed amendments to CrRLJ 4.2 (g) and CrRLJ 4.2 (g) 
DUI1. 
 

B. 2017-2018 DMCJA Board Meeting Schedule 
 
M/S/P to schedule a July 2017 meeting and cancel it if necessary. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

A. Senate Bill (SB) 6360, Consolidation of Traffic-Based Financial Obligations, Workgroup Draft Proposals 
 

Judge Marinella informed that Judge Elizabeth Cordi-Bejarano, SeaTac Municipal Court, has resigned as 
DMCJA Representative for the SB 6360 Workgroup.  Thus, this position is vacant.  Judge Marinella inquired 
whether any Board member desired to fill this vacant position.  Judge Coburn volunteered for the position 
because no other Board member expressed interest in joining the workgroup. 
 
The Board then discussed the two draft proposals presented by the workgroup.  It was mentioned that one 
draft contained “shall” regarding the requirements of courts on multiple occasions, although Washington State 
does not have a unified court system.  It was also noted that the costs involved were not discussed.  Costs 
relate to personnel, and, therefore, it is an important factor of the statewide relicensing program.  One draft 
stated that the AOC would send notices to defendants when courts typically send notices to parties.  There 
was no mention in the draft about returned mail when a defendant has changed addresses.  Further, there was 
no concrete deadline for a failure to comply with the program. 
 

B. Request for Review of CrRLJ 4.2 (g) Guilty Plea and DUI Sentencing Grid Changes 
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Judge Staab, Chair of the Courts of Limited Jurisdiction (CLJ) Forms Subcommittee, reported that the 
committee has drafted changes to forms related to Criminal Rules for Courts of Limited Jurisdiction (CrRLJ) 4.2 
(g) and CrRLJ 4.2 (g) DUI1.  The changes are in response to 2017 legislative bills, Engrossed Second 
Substitute House Bill (E2SHB) 1614, Impaired Driving, and Senate Bill (SB) 5037, Driving Under the Influence, 
which become effective July 23, 2017.  Judge Staab expressed that a fourth driving under the influence (DUI) 
violation is a felony.  She stated that the committee has tried to simplify the sentencing grid, which is now eight 
pages from one page because of necessary footnotes.  Judge Staab explained that the committee needs 
approval from the DMCJA before submitting the amendments to the Washington State Supreme Court Rules 
Committee for review and approval.  She further informed that the committee, Ms. Merrie Gough, AOC 
Subcommittee Staff, and Ms. Carla Weaver, Department of Licensing (DOL) Liaison, worked hard on 
amending the forms.  There was discussion regarding the use of the form as a template, guidelines for a 
second and third DUI offense, and how to handle cases related to indigence.  There was discussion regarding 
an electronic version of the form that provides step by step instructions for judges.  Additionally, there is an 
online form calculator related to the sentencing grid. 
 
M/S/P to make an action item whether to approve the CLJ Forms Subcommittee’s proposed amendments to 
CrRLJ 4.2 (g) and CrRLJ 4.2 (g) DUI1. 
 

C. Whether to meet in July 2017 
 
This topic relates to whether the Board should meet in July.  Judge Marinella explained that the Board typically 
does not meet in July.  There was discussion regarding a potential government shutdown in July if the 
Washington State Legislature does not approve a budget by June 30, 2017. 
 
M/S/P to make this discussion topic an action item. 
 
INFORMATION 
 

A. Thank you to the following for your service on the DMCJA Board of Governors:  Judge David Steiner 
(Immediate Past President), Judge Tracy Staab (Board Position #5), Judge Michelle Gehlsen (Board 
Position #6), and Commissioner Rick Leo (Commissioner Position #7). 

 
Judge Marinella thanked the above referenced members for serving on the Board, and, Immediate Past 
President, Judge Steiner, for serving more than one term as DMCJA President when former DMCJA President, 
Judge Veronica Alicea-Galvan, moved to the Superior Court bench.  He also offered appreciation to Judge 
Jasprica and Judge Garrow who both served as DMCJA representatives in the BJA, as a leader of the 
Education Committee and Chair of the Policy and Planning Committee, respectively. 
 

B. Washington Pretrial Reform Task Force Kickoff is June 22, 2017, from 8:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m., at the 
AOC SeaTac Office, 18000 International Blvd, SeaTac, WA.  Judge Mary Logan, Spokane Municipal 
Court, is the DMCJA Representative Co-Chair for the Pretrial Task Force. 
 

Judge Marinella informed that Judge Logan has accepted the position of co-chair for the 3DaysCount Pretrial 
Task Force.  The DMCJA, Superior Court Judges’ Association, and Minority and Justice Commission are co-
sponsors of this initiative.   

 
C. The Minority and Justice Commission held a Symposium on Jury Diversity in Washington State on May 

24, 2017, from 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m., at the Temple of Justice, in Olympia, WA. 
 
Judge Coburn, DMCJA representative for the Minority and Justice Commission, reported that the symposium 
was successful and provided information for promoting jury diversity.  Judge Coburn encouraged Board 
members to watch the symposium on tvw.com. 
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D. Judge Aimee Maurer, WSBA Access to Justice Board (ATJ) DMCJA liaison, followed up with the ATJ 

regarding whether the Public Defender’s Association, Prosecutor’s Association, and Law Enforcement 
Associations were asked to provide feedback for the ATJ newly developed state plan.  The ATJ 
informed that the state plan was shared with the Washington Defenders Association (WDA) via their 
listserv.  The ATJ did not directly contact the prosecutor’s association or law enforcement association. 

 
Judge Marinella informed that the WSBA ATJ made no direct contact with prosecutor or defense associations. 
 

E. Board members are encouraged to apply to DMCJA Representative positions. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
There were a few announcements during the other business portion of the meeting.   
 
Education 
Judge Fair informed that there will be a court education meeting on June 19, 2017.  During this meeting, 
stakeholders will determine what each level of court has in common regarding educational needs.  The group 
will discuss the education process and seek to eliminate redundancy.  This group will also focus on fall 
education programs. 
 
Election 
Judge Staab informed that she has an opponent for her seat on the Spokane Municipal Court bench. 
 
Annual Spring Conference 
Judge Marinella expressed that the DMCJA Education and Conference Planning committees have done a 
great job with the annual DMCJA Spring Conference. 
 
Next Meeting 
Judge Marinella informed that the next DMCJA Board Meeting is scheduled for July 14, 2017, from 12:30 a.m. 
to 3:30 p.m., at the AOC Office in SeaTac, WA. 
 
 
ADJOURNED at 10:00 a.m. 
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DISTRICT AND MUNICIPAL COURT JUDGES’ SPRING 

PROGRAM 

JUNE 4 – 7, 2017 
Davenport Grand Hotel 
Spokane, Washington 

Summary Evaluation 

One hundred and eighty-four judicial officers attended the 2017 District and Municipal Court 
Judges’ Spring Program.  Overall, participants expressed appreciation for the practical 
information provided and the variety of education offered.  Participants requested continued 
attention to issues and education that can be applied to their daily practice, such as “nuts-and-
bolts” information and their applications in the courtroom.   

This is the first year the Program has been held at the Davenport Grand Hotel in Spokane, and 
the location suited the event well.  Participants appeared to be satisfied with the 
accommodations and meeting space.  The hotel staff were extraordinarily helpful and provided 
excellent service.  While there were some complaints as to the distance traveled for the 
conference, others felt the location was superb and suggested the hotel be a permanent host of 
the program. 

Program Evaluations 

The table below represents the overall ratings for the 2017 DMCJA Spring Program: 

QUESTION Rating 

How relevant was the program to your work? 4.83 

How much did the program add to your work knowledge and insight? 4.57 

How well organized/coordinated was the program overall? 4.77 

How much did the written materials assist your learning? 3.87 

How useful do you expect the materials to be for you or others at your 
court? 

3.83 

OVERALL RATING 4.37 

Individual Ratings:  5 = Excellent; 4 = Good; 3 = Average; 2 = Below Average; 1 = Poor.   
Overall Rating:  Calculated as the average of all individual ratings. 
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Session Evaluations 

The education sessions are rated using the program evaluation scale:  5 = Excellent; 4 = Good; 
3 = Average; 2 = Below Average; 1 = Poor.  Each evaluation asked the participants to rate the 
effectiveness of the session such as goals, session interaction, and meaningfulness of the 
information provided, and if the faculty made a connection between their session and the courts.  
The second rating evaluates the communication skills of the faculty.  Weighted responses are 
given to faculty preparedness, organization skills, material enhancement of the presentation, 
effectiveness of audiovisual aids, and the ability to keep the audience’s attention throughout.  
After each session description below is a table showing the overall rating in these two areas.  
See individual session evaluation forms to view related comments. 

 

FIRST AMENDMENT VS. THE CODE OF JUDICIAL CONDUCT:  WHAT WE CAN SAY, WHAT WE SHOULD 

SAY 

Effectiveness 4.23 Communication Skills 4.38 

CIVILITY SKILLS:  UNDERSTANDING THE IMPACT OF BIAS ON CIVILITY IN THE LAW 

Effectiveness 4.67 Communication Skills 4.73 

GOING TO THE END OF THE LINE:  CONSIDERATIONS BEFORE AND AFTER JUDICIAL RETIREMENT 

Effectiveness 4.76 Communication Skills 4.80 

CREATING BALANCE THROUGH MINDFULNESS, MEDITATION, AND FLEXIBILITY 

Effectiveness 4.76 Communication Skills 4.80 

IMMIGRATION:  WHAT EVERY JUDGE SHOULD KNOW 

Effectiveness 3.81 Communication Skills 3.94 

WEIGH COPS 

Effectiveness 4.59 Communication Skills 4.65 

SHOULD SHE STAY OF SHOULD SHE GO?  A LOOK AT DETAINER AGREEMENTS, THE INTRASTATE 

DETAINER ACT, AND THE INTERSTATE COMPACT 

Effectiveness 4.12 Communication Skills 4.21 
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THINGS THAT LIVE IN THE MUD 

Effectiveness 4.47 Communication Skills 4.37 

EVIDENCE BASE TREATMENTS:  SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES FOR ADDICTION 

Effectiveness 4.60 Communication Skills 4.60 

COLLABORATIVE COURTS 

Effectiveness 4.48 Communication Skills 4.41 

CIVIL DEBT COLLECTION AND DEFAULT JUDGEMENT 

Effectiveness 4.51 Communication Skills 4.52 

UNDERSTANDING TECHNOLOGICAL MISUSE IN DOMESTIC VIOLENCE CASES 

Effectiveness 4.85 Communication Skills 4.83 

LEGISLATIVE UPDATE 

Effectiveness 4.85 Communication Skills 4.81 

DEPARTMENT OF LICENSING UPDATE 

Effectiveness 4.87 Communication Skills 4.89 

ACTIVE SHOOTERS AND JUDICIAL SECURITY 

Effectiveness 4.80 Communication Skills 4.81 

DIGITAL EVIDENCE  

Effectiveness 4.75 Communication Skills 4.79 
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TO:  Judge Scott Ahlf, President, DMCJA Board 

FROM: Judge Shelley Szambelan, Chair, DMCJA Rules Committee  

SUBJECT: Proposed Amendment to CRLJ 5(e) 

DATE:  July 21, 2017 

 
The DMCJA Rules Committee recently considered a proposal to amend CRLJ 

5(e), pertaining to the court clerk’s authority regarding documents that are presented for 

filing with the court.  As explained in greater detail in the attached GR 9 Cover Sheet, 

CRLJ 5(e) currently prohibits courts of limited jurisdiction clerks from exercising 

discretion with regard to accepting documents filed with the court, which is contrary to 

GR 30 as well as CR 5(e).  This issue has grown in importance with the advent of 

electronic filing, so the Rules Committee recommends allowing clerks the discretion to 

refuse to accept documents that do not comply with filing requirements.  

The Committee voted unanimously to recommend that CRLJ 5(e) be amended 

as proposed and that the DMCJA Board forward the proposal to the Supreme Court 

Rules Committee.             

Thank you for consideration of this recommendation. If you have any questions, 

please contact me at 509-622-5864 or sszambelan@spokanecity.org. 

 

Attachment:  GR 9 Cover Sheet for CRLJ 5(e), including proposed amendment 
 
CC: DMCJA Rules Committee 
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GR 9 COVER SHEET 

Suggested Amendments to 
WASHINGTON STATE COURT RULES: 

CIVIL RULES FOR COURTS OF LIMITED JURISDICTION 
 

Amend CRLJ 5(e): Service and Filing of Pleadings and Other Papers 
 

Submitted by the District & Municipal Courts Judges Association 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
A. Name of Proponent:   District & Municipal Courts Judges Association 
 
B. Spokesperson:    Judge Scott Ahlf, President 
           DMCJA 
         
C. Purpose: The DMCJA is recommending a proposal to amend CRLJ 5(e), 

pertaining to the court clerk’s authority regarding documents that are presented for filing 

with the court.  King County District Court is working on its new Case Management 

System (CMS) project.  As part of that process, it is developing procedures, policies and 

local rules for implementation of electronic filing (e-filing) of documents with the court for 

civil cases.  During this work it was discovered that CRLJ 5(e), which governs the filing 

of documents with courts of limited jurisdiction, differs from its Superior Court 

counterpart, CR 5(e).  CRLJ 5(e) provides, in relevant part: “The clerk shall not refuse to 

accept for filing any paper presented for that purpose solely because it is not presented 

in proper form as required by these rules or any local rules or practices.”  (Emphasis 

supplied.)  By contrast, CR 5(e) provides, in relevant part: “The clerk may refuse to 

accept for filing any paper presented for that purpose because it is not presented in 

proper form as required by these rules or any local rules or practices.”  (Emphasis 

supplied.) 

 

General Rule (GR) 30 is the statewide court rule for electronic filing.  Adopted in 

September 2003, several provisions of the rule permit the clerk to reject documents that 

are not e-filed, documents that do not meet electronic filing requirements, or documents 

that require a fee.  For example, “[t]he clerk may reject a document that fails to comply 

with applicable electronic filing requirements.” GR 30(c)(3).  “The clerk is not required to 

accept electronic documents that require a fee.” GR 30(e)(1). 

 

With the advent of electronic filing and the numerous technical considerations 

underlying the development of an e-filing system, in order for the system to function 

properly, the clerk needs some discretion to reject documents and to require users to 
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follow the court rules related to filing requirements.  The current restrictive language of 

CRLJ 5(e), prohibiting the clerk in courts of limited jurisdiction from rejecting documents 

that failure to comply with state and local court rules or practices, conflicts with the 

provisions of GR 30 and CR 5(e).  Therefore, the DMCJA proposes an amendment to 

CRLJ 5(e) to read as follows: 

 

(e) Filing With the Court Defined.  The filing of pleadings and other 

papers with the court as required by these rules shall be made by filing 

them with the clerk of the court, except that the judge may permit the 

papers to be filed with him or her, in which event the judge shall note 

thereon the filing date and forthwith transmit them to the office of the clerk. 

Papers may be filed by facsimile transmission if permitted elsewhere in 

these or other rules of court, or if authorized by the clerk of the receiving 

court.  The clerk shall not may refuse to accept for filing any paper 

presented for that purpose solely because it is not presented in proper 

form as required by these rules or any local rules or practices. 

 

The DMCJA recommends this amendment to make the rule congruent with the Civil 

Rules for the Superior Court as well as GR 30, and to comport with current practices. 

 

D. Hearing:  A hearing is not recommended. 
 
E. Expedited Consideration:  Expedited consideration is requested to allow 

flexibility for courts that have adopted electronic filing systems.  
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Proposed Amendment: 
 

RULE 5 

SERVICE AND FILING OF PLEADINGS 

AND OTHER PAPERS 

 

(a) - (d) [unchanged] 

 

    (e) Filing With the Court Defined.  The filing of pleadings and other papers with the 

court as required by these rules shall be made by filing them with the clerk of the court, 

except that the judge may permit the papers to be filed with him or her, in which event 

the judge shall note thereon the filing date and forthwith transmit them to the office of 

the clerk.  Papers may be filed by facsimile transmission if permitted elsewhere in these 

or other rules of court, or if authorized by the clerk of the receiving court.  The clerk shall 

not may refuse to accept for filing any paper presented for that purpose solely because 

it is not presented in proper form as required by these rules or any local rules or 

practices. 

 

    (f) - (i)  [unchanged] 

 

 

[Amended effective September 1, 1993; September 1, 1994; September 1, 2005.] 
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TO:  Judge Scott Ahlf, President, DMCJA Board 

FROM: Judge Shelley Szambelan, Chair, DMCJA Rules Committee  

SUBJECT: Proposed Amendment to CrRLJ 5.1(b) 

DATE:  July 28, 2017 

 

 
The DMCJA Rules Committee recently considered a proposal to amend CrRLJ 

5.1(b), pertaining to the commencement of actions that are not brought under municipal 

ordinances.  As explained in greater detail in the attached GR 9 Cover Sheet, CrRLJ 

5.1(b) was intended to correspond with RCW 3.66.070 pertaining to venue.  Although 

the statute was amended in 1991, the rule has remained the same since its adoption in 

1987.   

The Committee voted unanimously to recommend that CrRLJ 5.1(b) be amended 

to add the phrase “under the influence of intoxicating liquor or any drug” as is currently 

found in the statute.  This amendment will help avoid potential confusion and restore 

congruence with the statute.  The Committee therefore respectfully requests that the 

DMCJA Board forward the proposal to the Supreme Court Rules Committee.             

Thank you for consideration of this recommendation. If you have any questions, 

please contact me at 509-622-5864 or sszambelan@spokanecity.org. 

 

Attachment:  GR 9 Cover Sheet for CrRLJ 5.1(b), including proposed amendment 
 
CC: DMCJA Rules Committee 
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GR 9 COVER SHEET 

Suggested Amendments to 
WASHINGTON STATE COURT RULES: 

CRIMINAL RULES FOR COURTS OF LIMITED JURISDICTION 
 

Amend CrRLJ 5.1(b): Commencement of Actions 
 

Submitted by the District & Municipal Courts Judges Association 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
A. Name of Proponent:   District & Municipal Courts Judges Association 
 
B. Spokesperson:    Judge Scott Ahlf, President 
           DMCJA 
         
C. Purpose: The DMCJA recommends amending CrRLJ 5.1(b), pertaining to 

where actions can be commenced.  Subsection (2) addresses venue when an action is 

brought under a law other than a municipal ordinance. It appears not to have been 

amended since its adoption in 1987.  The language of subsection (2)(b)(ii) was derived 

from the venue statute RCW 3.66.070, according to the WSBA Task Force comment 

provided when proposing the initial Justice Court Criminal Rule.  

 

 The current language of CrRLJ 5.1(2)(b)(ii) parallels the language of RCW 

3.66.070 as it was in 1987.  However, in 1991 the statute was amended to include the 

phrase “under the influence of intoxicating liquor or any drug.”  See Laws of 1991, ch. 

190, § 2.  It does not appear that the rule has been amended since that time, so it no 

longer corresponds to the statutory language.  This is potentially confusing with regard 

to determining where to bring such an action. 

 

Therefore, the DMCJA proposes amending CrRLJ 5.1(b)(2) so that it again 

matches RCW 3.66.070, to read as follows: 

    (2) The action may also be brought: 

   (i) in the district in which the county seat is located, if (a) the alleged 

offense is a felony, or (b) if the defendant consents; or 

(ii) in an adjacent district in the same county, if the alleged offense 

relates to driving, or being in actual physical control of a motor 

vehicle while under the influence of intoxicating liquor or any drug and 

occurred within an enhanced enforcement district under RCW 2.56.110 or 

any law amendatory thereof; or 

(iii) in a district where a custodial facility is located, if the defendant is 
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incarcerated therein and transporting the defendant is not practical. 

 

The DMCJA recommends this amendment to make the rule congruent with the venue 

statute and to avoid potential confusion. 

 

D. Hearing:  A hearing is not recommended. 
 
E. Expedited Consideration:  Expedited consideration is requested due to the 

technical nature of the amendment.  
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Proposed Amendment: 
 

RULE 5.1 

COMMENCEMENT OF ACTIONS 

 

(a) [no change] 

 

    (b) Where Commenced Under Other Laws. 

    (1) All other actions shall be commenced in the district where the alleged offense 

was committed, or in any district wherein an element of the alleged offense was 

committed or occurred. 

    (2) The action may also be brought: 

    (i) in the district in which the county seat is located, if (a) the alleged offense is a 

felony, or (b) if the defendant consents; or 

(ii) in an adjacent district in the same county, if the alleged offense relates to 

driving, or being in actual physical control of a motor vehicle while under the influence 

of intoxicating liquor or any drug and occurred within an enhanced enforcement 

district under RCW 2.56.110 or any law amendatory thereof; or 

     (iii) in a district where a custodial facility is located, if the defendant is 

incarcerated therein and transporting the defendant is not practical. 

 

(c) - (e) [no change] 
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TO:  Judge Scott Ahlf, President, DMCJA Board 

FROM: Judge Shelley Szambelan, Chair, DMCJA Rules Committee  

SUBJECT: Proposed Amendment to IRLJ 4.1(b) 

DATE:  July 20, 2017 

 
The DMCJA Rules Committee recently identified a small error in IRLJ 4.1(b): a 

statutory subsection is incorrect. The Committee recommends that the statute be 

amended by removing the subsection, so that this problem may be avoided in the future 

if the subsections are again renumbered. The Committee voted unanimously to 

recommend that IRLJ 4.1(b) be amended as proposed and that the DMCJA Board 

forward the proposal to the Supreme Court Rules Committee.             

Thank you for consideration of this recommendation. If you have any questions, 

please contact me at 509-622-5864 or sszambelan@spokanecity.org. 

 

Attachment:  GR 9 Cover Sheet for IRLJ 4.1(b), including proposed amendment 
 
CC: DMCJA Rules Committee 
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GR 9 COVER SHEET 

Suggested Amendments to 
WASHINGTON STATE COURT RULES: 

INFRACTION RULES FOR COURTS OF LIMITED JURISDICTION 
 

Amend IRLJ 4.1(b): Parking, Standing, Stopping, or Pedestrian Infractions 
 

Submitted by the District & Municipal Courts Judges Association 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
A. Name of Proponent: District & Municipal Courts Judges Association 
 
B. Spokesperson: Judge Scott Ahlf, President 
        DMCJA 
         
C. Purpose: IRLJ 4.1(b), which pertains to notice to the Department of Licensing for 

a parking, standing, stopping, or pedestrian infraction, contains an incorrect statutory 

reference. The subsection reads: “The court shall not notify the Department of a 

parking, standing, stopping, or pedestrian infraction, except as allowed by RCW 

46.20.270(3).” The proper reference is to RCW 46.20.270(2). The DMCJA recommends 

eliminating the subsection reference and referring to the statute only, to correct the 

mistake and prevent a future subsection amendment from requiring another rule 

change. 

 

D. Hearing: A hearing is not recommended. 
 
E. Expedited Consideration: Expedited consideration is requested because the 

amendment is technical in nature and to eliminate any confusion regarding the proper 

subsection.  
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Proposed Amendment: 
 

IRLJ 4.1 
NOTIFICATION TO DEPARTMENT OF LICENSING OF TRAFFIC INFRACTION 

 
 
    (a) Generally. Upon entry of judgment that a traffic infraction was committed the 
court shall forward to the Department of Licensing a copy of the notice of traffic 
infraction and an abstract of the court's order. Courts may forward case disposition 
information to the Department of Licensing via electronic means according to 
procedures established by the Department and the Administrator for the Courts. 
 
    (b) Parking, Standing, Stopping, or Pedestrian Infractions. The court shall not 
notify the Department of a parking, standing, stopping, or pedestrian infraction, except 
as allowed by RCW 46.20.270(3). 
 
    (c) Notice to Department When Failure To Appear Set Aside.   If a judgment for a 
failure to appear in a traffic infraction case has been set aside, the Department shall be 
notified that it has been set aside and of the final disposition of the infraction upon entry 
of judgment. 
 
 
[Adopted effective September 1, 1992; amended effective November 21, 2006.] 
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TO:  Judge Scott Ahlf, President, DMCJA Board 

FROM: Judge Shelley Szambelan, Chair, DMCJA Rules Committee  

SUBJECT: New Proposed Evidence Rule 413 

DATE:  July 28, 2017 

 

 On behalf of the DMCJA Rules Committee, I want to call your attention to a new Rule of 

Evidence that has been proposed by Columbia Legal Services, the Northwest Immigrant Rights 

Project, Legal Voice, and the Washington Association of Prosecuting Attorneys. Proposed ER 

413 would generally prohibit the introduction of evidence pertaining to a person’s immigration 

status in both civil and criminal proceedings. According to the GR 9 Cover Sheet for the 

proposal, which can be found online 

here: http://www.courts.wa.gov/court_rules/?fa=court_rules.proposedRuleDisplay&ruleId=605, 

state legal associations, including the ACLU, that have reviewed the rule have been generally in 

favor of the section regarding civil proceedings and less favorable towards the section regarding 

criminal proceedings. 

 

 Because the rule may be the subject of some controversy (comments both in support and 

in opposition have already been 

received: http://www.courts.wa.gov/court_rules/?fa=court_rules.commentDisplay&ruleId=605), 

the Rules Committee is seeking direction regarding whether the DMCJA would like to provide 

comment on the rule. If the Board would like the Rules Committee to review and provide 

comment on the proposal, please let me know. However, please note that the comment deadline 

is September 15, 2017, so comments will need to be prepared and submitted in a relatively short 

timeframe.  

 

 Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please let me know if you have any 

questions. I can be reached through 509-622-5864 or sszambelan@spokanecity.org. 
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DMCJA Rules Committee 
Wednesday, April 26, 2017 (Noon – 1:00 p.m.) 
 

Via Teleconference 

MEETING MINUTES 

 
Members: 
Chair, Judge Dacca  
Judge Buttorff 
Judge S. Buzzard 
Judge Fore 
Judge Garrow 
Judge Goodwin 
Commissioner Hanlon 
Judge Robertson 
Judge Rozzano 
Judge Samuelson 
Judge Steiner  
Judge Szambelan 
Ms. Linda Hagert, DMCMA Liaison  
Ms. Patti Kohler, DMCMA Liaison 
 

AOC Staff: 
Ms. J Benway 
 
 
 

 
The meeting was called to order at 12:05 p.m.  
 
The Committee discussed the following items: 
 

1. Approve Minutes from the March 2017 Rules Committee meeting  
 

It was motioned, seconded and passed to approve the minutes from the March 22, 2017 Rules 
Committee meeting as presented.  

 
2. Proposed Rule Updates  

 
Ms. Benway provided updates regarding a number of rule proposals, including: 

• ER 1101, pertaining to evidence standards in extreme risk protection order hearings – 
the DMCJA Board accepted the Rules Committee’s recommendation to propose the 
amendment. The proposal has been submitted to the Supreme Court for consideration. 

• GR 36, pertaining to trial court security – the Supreme Court adopted the proposed new 
rule, which will be published with an effective date of September 1, 2017. 

• Proposed new General Rule pertaining to juror preemption – the proposed rule was 
published for comment and the DMCJA submitted a letter raising concerns congruent 
with comments previously provided by the Rules Committee.  

• CrRLJ 3.4, pertaining to video conference proceedings – the DMCJA Board accepted 
the comments proposed by the Rules Committee and provided a letter to the Supreme 
Court to that effect.   
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3. Discuss Potential Amendment to IRLJ 4.1(b) 
 
Ms. Benway stated that an error had been identified in IRLJ 4.1(b), referring to an outdated 
subsection of a statute. She provided a memo describing the issue and recommended the rule 
be amended to remove the statute subsection. Judge Garrow stated that she thought leaving 
out statutory subsections is a good practice. Ms. Benway agreed to bring a draft GR 9 Cover 
Sheet for the proposal to the next meeting. She will also review the IRLJ to try to identify any 
other minor mistakes.  

 
4. Discuss Amendments to RALJ 4.1, 9.2, and 10.2, proposed by the WSBA 

 
This item was carried over from the previous meeting. A Subcommittee of the WSBA Rules 
Committee requested that the DMCJA Rules Committee review proposed amendments to RALJ 
4.1(b), RALJ 9.2, and RALJ 10.2 and provide any comments to Judge Robertson, liaison to the 
WSBA Rules Committee. Judge Garrow expressed concern regarding a proposed addition to 
RALJ 4.1(b) regarding the authority of CLJ judges. The Committee concurred that the 
amendment did not seem necessary. Judge Garrow stated that she would convey this concern 
to Judge Robertson.   
 

5. Thoughts in Advance of June Meeting: Retrospective & Prospective 
 
Judge Dacca thanked Committee members for their service over the past year and requested 
that they consider whether they have any rule amendments to suggest for the upcoming year. 
Judge Garrow stated that she was going to bring forth a proposal to amend CrRLJ 5.1 for the 
Committee’s consideration. Judge Steiner stated that he hoped the Committee would give 
further consideration to his proposed amendments to the IRLJ. Judge Dacca stated that a 
Subcommittee consisting of Judge Steiner and Judge Goodwin had been appointed to review 
the proposed IRLJ amendments and that this item would be on the agenda for the June 
Committee meeting.  
 

6. Other Business and Next Meeting Date 
 
Judge Dacca stated that he had enjoyed serving as Chair of the Rules Committee for two years, 
but his assignment to the civil trial docket made it difficult for him to continue to serve. He would 
like to stay on the Committee and will request that President–Elect Ahlf appoint a new Chair. 
 
Judge Garrow stated that after many years of service, she has decided not to continue on the 
Rules Committee.  
 
The next Committee meeting is scheduled for 7:30 a.m. on Tuesday, June 6, 2017 at the 
DMCJA Spring Conference.  
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 12:40 p.m. 
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DMCJA Board Operational Rules  1 

DISTRICT AND MUNICIPAL COURT JUDGES’ ASSOCIATION  
 

OPERATIONAL RULES 
 

(Adopted December 8, 2006) 
(Revised June 2015) 

 
The District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association (DMCJA) is governed by Bylaws 
as adopted and periodically amended by DMCJA membership.  These rules are 
intended to supplement the Bylaws and provide guidance for members participating in 
DMCJA governance.  The rules set forth the expectations of the DMCJA Board for its 
members and officers.  
 
 
I. Board Member Duties 
 

Each Board member and officer shall use best efforts to: 
A. Personally attend all Board meetings.  Participation by phone can be 

arranged through staff on a meeting-by-meeting basis if presence is not 
possible; 

B. Prepare for participation by reading agendas and materials before the 
meeting; 

C. Be prepared to lead discussion of agenda items as assigned by the 
President; 

D. Follow up on tasks assigned by the Board; 
E. Attend the DMCJA Board Retreat, and the DMCJA business meetings at 

spring and fall judicial conferences; 
F. Represent the Board at the request of the President; and  
G. Advance the work of the Board in at least one of the following ways: 

1. By serving as a committee chair; 
2. By serving as a liaison to outside organizations; or  
3. By serving as a committee member. 

 
 
II. Board Meetings 
 

A. Board meeting schedules shall be adopted at the DMCJA Board Retreat.  
Meetings will generally fall on the afternoon of the 2nd Friday of the month 
in SeaTac. 

B. Special meetings may be called by the President upon notice by mail, 
email, or phone. 

 
Attendance 
In-person participation is preferred; participation by phone or other means must 
be arranged in advance through DMCJA staff on a meeting-by-meeting basis. 
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DMCJA Board Operational Rules  2 

Manner of Action 
A. Items shall be introduced on the discussion calendar and carried to the 

following meeting for action. 
B. The Board may act upon motion or resolution adopted at a meeting. 
C. A motion or resolution shall be adopted if approved by a majority of those 

Board members in attendance at the time the vote takes place. 
D. There shall be no voting by proxy, mail, or email. 

 
 
III. Executive Legislative Committee 

 
Membership 
The Executive Committee shall consist of the President, President –Elect, 
Legislative Committee Chair, and two or more additional members appointed by 
the President from the Board of Governors or the Legislative Committee.  Staff 
shall also participate in Executive Committee meetings as an ex officio member. 
 
Meetings 
The Executive Committee shall meet weekly in person or by phone during 
legislative sessions to discuss and adopt DMCJA positions on legislation.  The 
Executive Committee shall report at all regular Board meetings during session. 
The Executive Committee shall monitor and direct the activities of the DMCJA 
lobbyist.   
 
Quorum 
A quorum shall consist of the President or President-Elect, the Legislative 
Committee Chair or designee, and at least two other members of the Executive 
Committee. 
 
Manner of Action 
Staff shall daily review legislative digests for legislation that may impact courts of 
limited jurisdiction.  Staff shall provide Executive Committee members with 
internet links to legislation of interest.  Executive Committee members shall 
review and be prepared to discuss and recommend DMCJA positions on 
legislation at weekly meetings.  Positions of the DMCJA shall be adopted by 
majority vote of participating Executive Committee members. 

 
 
IV. Special Initiatives 
 

The Board may establish committees of limited life span to address specific 
initiatives.  The Board will appoint the chairs, provide specific charges and may 
establish time frames and reporting requirements for completing the delegated 
work.  In all other respects, these special initiative committees are subject to 
Bylaws provisions for standing committees. 
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DMCJA Board Operational Rules  3 

V.  Staff 
 
The Administrative Office of the Courts provides staff support to the DMCJA.  
Staff is responsible for: 
A. Preparing and publishing agendas and materials in consultation with the 

DMCJA president; 
B. Keeping track of Board actions;  
C. Maintaining DMCJA records in compliance with State Archivist retention 

schedules; 
D. Providing staff support for committees; and 
E. Acting as the registered business agent for the DMCJA. 
 
Staff shall have a DMCJA credit card to conduct DMCJA business.  Staff shall 
timely report any expenses incurred to the DMCJA Treasurer 

 
 
VI. Amendments 
 

The Board may amend these operational rules from time to time to meet the 
obligations and duties of the DMCJA. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N:\Programs & Organizations\DMCJA\Policies\Board Operational Rules, 2015.doc 
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Adopted November 9, 2007 

RULES FOR CONDUCT FOR THE 

DISTRICT AND MUNICIPAL COURT JUDGES ASSOCIATION 

BOARD OF GOVERNORS MEETINGS 
 

based on 
 

The Modern Rules of Order, 2nd Edition by 
Donald A. Tortorice, Esq. and published by 

ABA Publishing 
 

Rule 1: Role of the President.  Authority for conduct of the meeting is assigned to the 
President, who shall act as Chair.  Decisions of the Chair are final on questions of 
procedure, but may be appealed to a vote of the Board.  If a ruling is corrected by 
the Board, the Chair shall amend his or her ruling to reflect the will of the Board. 

Rule 2: Governing Law.  These rules are subordinate to the DMCJA Bylaws. 

Rule 3: Agenda.  The President shall establish the agenda and order of business for each 
meeting in consultation with Association staff. 

Rule 4: Quorum.  The Chair shall be responsible for ascertaining and announcing the 
presence of a quorum, and shall duly convene the meeting when a quorum is 
present. 

Rule 5: Special Officers.  The President may appoint a Special Chair to conduct all or 
any part of a meeting.  The Special Chair shall be the President-Elect, or, if the 
President-Elect is not present or is unable to serve, then the Vice President. 

Rule 6: Approval of Minutes.  If the minutes of the prior meeting have been circulated, 
the Chair should ask if there are corrections.  Following notation of corrections, 
the Chair shall announce that the minutes are approved as circulated (or 
corrected).  If there is a dispute on a correction, the proposed correction should be 
put in the form of a main motion, discussed and voted on according to these rules.  
If the minutes of the prior meeting have not been circulated, the Chair shall read 
the minutes and take corrections, and the procedures noted above for correction 
and approval shall apply. 

Rule 7: General Discussion.  Issues that require consideration may be discussed with or 
without a formal motion.  An issue may be resolved by recording (i) the general 
consensus or “sense of the Board,” or (ii) by formal motion. 

Rule 8: General Principles for Discussion or Debate.  The Chair shall regulate the 
discussion to assure adequate consideration of relevant points of view in the best 
interest of the DMCJA.  The following principles shall guide the Chair and the 
Board: 
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Adopted November 9, 2007 

(a) The discussion should assure sufficient consideration of issues and 
all pertinent points of view. 

(b) The discussion shall at all times maintain the dignity of the 
meeting, assure that the views of each recognized speaker are made known to the 
Board, and assure that proper respect is accorded to all members of the Board and 
others attending the meeting. 

(c) The discussion shall assure that the issue(s) is/are presented in a 
manner understood by the participants. 

(d) The ultimate goal of discussion is to determine the will of the 
Board and to articulate decisions for conduct of the business of the DMCJA. 

Rule 9: General Consensus or Sense of the Board.  When the members of the Board 
who are present embrace a course of action by clear consensus, the Chair may (if 
there is no objection) state that action on the issue is resolved by “general 
consensus” or “sense of the meeting.”  A ruling as to general consensus or sense 
of the meeting shall be recorded as the decision of the Board. 

Rule 10: Motion Practice and Procedure.  When a sense of the meeting or general 
consensus is not determined, or where the importance of the issue makes formal 
action desirable, any member of the Board (other than the President and 
President-Elect) may state the proposal as a motion. 

 Motions shall be limited to those noted on the attached Description and Chart.  
There are 3 categories of motions:  (1) Meeting Conduct Motions, (2) Disposition 
Motions, and (3) Main Motions (to take action or to reconsider action taken).  The 
motions are listed in the attached Chart in order of precedence.  When any motion 
is pending, any motion listed above it in the list is in order, but those below it are 
not in order. 

Rule 11: Adjournment.  Upon completion of the meeting agenda, and if no other business 
is indicated, the Chair shall adjourn the meeting.  Adjournment may be 
accomplished by announcement by the Chair or by motion.  A motion to adjourn 
before completion of the agenda is out of order. 
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DESCRIPTION:  
 

MOTION PRECEDENCE AND CONDUCT 
(If circumstances call for a departure from these procedures, the Chair 

has authority to determine the conduct of the meeting, subject to appeal) 
 

MEETING CONDUCT MOTIONS 

1. Point of Privilege – A communication from a member to the Chair drawing urgent 
attention to a need for personal accommodation.  Examples:  inability to see or hear a 
speaker, overlooked right or privilege that should have been accorded. 

• May interrupt a speaker 
• Second not required 
• Not debatable 
• Not amendable 
• Resolved by the Chair; no vote required 

2. Point of Procedure – (point of order) – A communication from a member to the Chair 
inquiring into the manner of conducting business or raising a question regarding the 
propriety of a procedure.  An inquiry to be resolved by the Chair. 

• May interrupt a speaker 
• Second not required 
• Not debatable 
• Not amendable 
• Resolved by the Chair; no voting required 

3. Appeal Ruling of the Chair – An appeal to the Board of a ruling of the Chair on a 
matter of procedure.  NOTE:  A ruling based on governing law such as a bylaw 
requirement is not appealable. 

• May not interrupt a speaker 
• Second required 
• Debatable 
• Not amendable 
• Majority vote required 

DISPOSITION MOTIONS 

4. Withdraw a Motion – A maker of a motion—and only the maker of a motion—may 
make a motion to withdraw.  As the maker’s privilege, a motion to withdraw does not 
require a second or a vote. 

• May interrupt a speaker 
• Second not required 
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• Not debatable 
• Not amendable 
• Resolved by the Chair; no vote required 

5. Postpone Consideration – Purpose:  to enable the Board to deal with the issue more 
effectively at a later time.  A postponed motion can be renewed at a later appropriate time 
unless otherwise specifically provided in the motion. 

• May not interrupt a speaker 
• Second required 
• Debatable 
• Amendable 
• Majority vote required 

6. To Refer – Typically, to submit an issue to a committee or task force for study and/or 
recommendation. 

• May not interrupt a speaker 
• Second required 
• Debatable 
• Amendable 
• Majority vote required 

7. To Amend – Proposes a change in the wording or a motion currently under 
consideration.  NOTE:  When a motion to amend is pending, and an amendment to the 
amendment is proposed, the Chair should focus discussion on the latest amendment, 
resolve that question, then proceed to the first amendment before continuing discussion 
on the main motion.  Votes on amendments are in reverse order of the sequence in which 
they are proposed. 

• May not interrupt a speaker 
• Second required 
• Debatable 
• Amendable 
• Majority vote required 

8. To Limit, Extend or Close Debate – The Chair has discretion to ensure that differing 
points of view are heard.  This motion overrides the Chair’s determination.  Since it 
affects a member’s right to speak his or her views, it requires a two-thirds vote of the 
Board.  (Includes calling the question.) 

• May not interrupt a speaker 
• Second required 
• Debatable 
• Amendable 
• Two-thirds vote required 
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MAIN MOTIONS 

9. Main Motion – May be an initial call for action, to reconsider, to rescind a prior decision 
or to elect persons to office. 

• May not interrupt a speaker 
• Second required 
• Debatable 
• Amendable 
• Majority vote required unless otherwise prescribed by governing law 
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SUMMARY OF 
MOTION PRECEDENCE AND CONDUCT 

(if circumstances call for a departure from these procedures, the Chair 
has authority to determine the conduct of the meeting, subject to appeal) 

 

 
Name 

Interrupt 
a Speaker? 

Second  
Required? 

 
Debatable? 

 
Amendable? 

Vote 
Required? 

MEETING CONDUCT 
MOTIONS 

     

1. Point of Privilege YES NO NO NO NO 

2. Point of Procedure YES NO NO NO NO 

3. Appeal Ruling of the Chair NO YES YES NO Majority 

DISPOSITION MOTIONS      

4. Withdraw a Motion YES NO NO NO NO 

5. Postpone Consideration NO YES YES YES Majority 

6. To Refer NO YES YES YES Majority 

7. To Amend NO YES YES YES Majority 

8. To Limit, Extend or Close 
Debate 

NO YES YES YES Two-Thirds 

MAIN MOTION      

9. Main Motion NO YES YES YES Majority* 

 
*Unless otherwise required by governing law. 
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SENT BY EMAIL ONLY 

July 17, 2017 

TO:  Mr. Sal Mungia, American Civil Liberties Union of Washington 

Ms. La Rond Baker, American Civil Liberties Union of Washington 

  Ms. Pam Loginsky, Washington Association of Prosecuting Attorneys 

  Judge Sean O’Donnell, Superior Court Judges’ Association  

  Judge Michael T. Downes, Superior Court Judges’ Association 

  Judge Scott Ahlf, District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association 

  Judge G. Scott Marinella, District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association 

Ms. Amy I. Muth, Washington Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 

Mr. Leslie E. Tolzin, Washington Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 

Mr. Dominic Bacetich, Washington State Association for Justice 

Mr. Peter Meyers, Washington State Association for Justice 

  Ms. Jennifer Campbell, Washington Defense Trial Lawyers 

  Ms. Marilyn Finsen, Association of Washington State Court Administrators 

  Ms. Cynthia Marr, District and Municipal Court Management Association 

  Professor Robert S. Chang, Korematsu Center for Law and Equality 

  Ms. Chalia Stallings-Ala’ilima, Loren Miller Bar Association 

  Mr. David Perez, Latina/o Bar Association of Washington 

  Ms. Sara L. Ainsworth, Legal Voice 

 

FROM: Chief Justice Mary Fairhurst 

SUBJECT: SUPREME COURT CONVENED WORKGROUP ON PROPOSED NEW 

GENERAL RULE (GR) 37—JURY SELECTION 

In 2015, the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) proposed to the Supreme Court a 

new GR 36—Jury Selection.  The court published the proposed rule for comment with a 

comment period ending April 30, 2017.  During that time, the court received thirty comment 

letters including two letters which proposed alternative rules.1  Also during that time, a new GR 

36—Trial Court Security was adopted, therefore the court re-numbered the ACLU’s proposed 

new GR to 37. 

 The Washington Association of Prosecuting Attorneys’ (WAPA) comment letter dated 

January 4, 2017 included an alternative rule proposal, complete with a GR 9 cover sheet on the  

                                                           
1 For all comments, see http://www.courts.wa.gov/court_rules/?fa=court_rules.commentDisplay&ruleId=537.  
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Workgroup on Proposed New General Rule (GR) 37—Jury Selection 

July 17, 2017 

Page 2 of 3 

 

 

subject of jury selection.  Subsequent to WAPA’s submission, the ACLU submitted an alternate 

version of their proposal within their letter dated February 24, 2017.  Finally, court members 

directly received a letter on May 26, 2017 from Mr. Jeffery P. Robinson, of the ACLU, 

requesting consideration and action on the originally proposed rule. 

 In light of the evolving nature of the original proposal and the subsequent alternative 

proposals, the court has decided that it would be helpful to convene some of the commenters to 

meet and discuss these proposals with each other.  By this letter, I am inviting your organization 

to have representation in the following numbers. 

 American Civil Liberties Union (1 member) 

 Washington Association of Prosecuting Attorneys (1 member) 

Superior Court Judges’ Association (1 co-chair and 1 member) 

 District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association (1 co-chair and 1 member) 

 Washington State Association of Criminal Defense Attorneys (1 member) 

 Washington State Association for Justice (1 member) 

 Washington Defense Trial Lawyers (1 member) 

 Superior Court Jury Administrator (1 member) 

 District Court Jury Administrator (1 member) 

 Korematsu Center for Law and Equality (1 member) 

 Loren Miller Bar Association (1 member) 

 Latina/o Bar Association of Washington (1 member) 

 Legal Voice (1 member) 

The objective of these discussions is to consider the original proposal, the WAPA 

proposal, and the alternate proposal from the rule proponent, to see if consensus can be reached 

on integrating such proposals and if not, to provide a clearer description of positions and 

concerns which would assist the court in taking action on the rule proposals. 

The court would like members to first assemble in September 2017, with the hope of 

accomplishing the objective no later than January 31, 2018.  The court would like to consider the 

results and any recommendations of the workgroup’s discussion at the February 7, 2018, en banc 

administrative conference.  Convening this group of people to discuss the status of multiple 

proposals on the same rule topic is not intended to constitute a public hearing as described in GR 

9(g)(1). 
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Unfortunately, there is no allocated funding for reimbursement of attending these 

discussions which will be held in the SeaTac area.  Calling in, while not preferable, is an option.  

Shannon Hinchcliffe of the Administrative Office of the Courts, will be the staff liaison for this 

effort.  Please let me know who your representative(s) is by August 15, 2017. 

cc: Justice Charles W. Johnson 

 Justice Barbara A. Madsen 

 Justice Susan Owens 

 Justice Debra Stephens 

 Justice Charles K. Wiggins 

 Justice Steven C. González 

 Justice Sheryl Gordon McCloud 

 Justice Mary I. Yu 

 Mr. Jeff Robinson, ACLU 

 Shannon Hinchcliffe, AOC 
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Peterson, Susan

From: Harvey, Sharon
Sent: Friday, July 14, 2017 4:59 PM
To: 'PUBLICDMCJA@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV'
Cc: 'Scott Ahlf'; Harvey, Sharon
Subject: MESSAGE FROM JIS COMMITTEE CHAIR CHIEF JUSTICE MARY FAIRHURST AND LYNNE 

CAMPEAU ON APPARENT SUCCESSFUL VENDOR FOR CLJ-CMS

This message is sent on behalf of Chief Justice Mary Fairhurst, Judicial Information System Committee Chair, and 
Lynne Campeau, CLJ‐CMS Project Steering Committee Chair: 
 
Dear Colleagues,  

We are excited to announce that the Judicial Information System Committee (JISC) approved Journal Technologies as the 
Apparent Successful Vendor (ASV) for the CLJ‐CMS project on June 23, 2017. The ASV is the vendor selected at the end 
of the evaluation process and invited to enter into contract negotiations with AOC.  Contract negotiations will begin in 
early August and we anticipate signing the contract in the fall of 2017. 

Journal Technologies was chosen based on four factors:  written vendor proposals, demonstrations of each product, on‐
site visits to courts currently using each system, and cost.  More than 30 evaluators from courts, probation departments, 
local court IT, and AOC dedicated many weeks to carefully evaluating the systems and vendors. Based on those 
evaluations, the CLJ‐CMS Steering Committee recommended Journal Technologies as the best fit for the specific needs 
of Washington courts of limited jurisdiction and probation departments.   
 
The following are quotes from committee members about this major milestone:  
 
“After 3 years of intensive data collection, vendor evaluation, and court user input, we selected an Apparently Successful 
Vendor to provide the technological advances needed to support the courts of limited jurisdiction for years to come.  I 
am very proud of the efforts of the court professionals from across the state who dedicated their time and expertise to 
this extraordinary project.” — Judge Kimberly Walden, District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association, CLJ‐CMS 
Steering Committee Member. 
 
“We have reached a very exciting decision point in the CLJ‐CMS project and are pleased the JISC approved moving 
forward with contract negotiations with Journal Technologies. I believe that Journal will meet the needs of Washington's 
probation departments.” — Melanie Vanek, Probation Officer, Misdemeanant Corrections Association, CLJ‐CMS Steering 
Committee Member. 
 
What you can expect as the next steps are: 

 

 Contract negotiations to begin in August with anticipated signing of the contract in the fall of this year.   

 The CLJ‐CMS Court User Work Group (CUWG) to continue to make important decisions such as gap analysis, 
system configurations, pilot(s), and implementation strategies.   

 And once a contract is signed, members of the CUWG and the project team to work closely with the vendor 
on configuring the system to meet the specific needs of Washington’s CLJ courts and probation 
departments.  

 

If you have project questions, please email CLJCMSProject@courts.wa.gov and for monthly project updates, subscribe to 
our LISTSERV here. 
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Regards,  
 
Mary Fairhurst                    Lynne Campeau  

Chief Justice  Court Administrator 

Washington Supreme Court  Issaquah Municipal Court 

Chair, Judicial Information System Committee  Chair, CLJ‐CMS Project Steering Committee 
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DMCJA BOARD MEETING 
FRIDAY, AUGUST 11, 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 – June 4, 2017

B. Treasurer’s Report

1. Summary Report for July 2017

C. Special Fund Report

D. Standing Committee Reports

1. Education Committee – Judge Charles Short

a. 2017 DMCJA Spring Conference Evaluations

2. Legislative Committee

a. End of Session Wrap Up – Brady Horenstein, AOC Associate Director Legislative Relations

b. Final 2017-2018 Budget Summary – Ramsey Radwan, AOC Director, Management Services

3. Rules Committee

a. Proposed Amendment to CRLJ 5(e)

b. Proposed Amendment to CrRLJ 5.1(b)

c. Proposed Amendment to IRLJ 4.1(b)

d. New Proposed Evidence Rule 413

e. Minutes for April 26, 2017

E. Trial Court Advocacy Board (TCAB)

F. Judicial Information Systems (JIS) Report – Ms. Vicky Cullinane

1-5

6-33

X1-X9

34-36

37-43

44-47

48-51

52-54

55

56-57

Liaison Reports 

A. District and Municipal Court Management Association (DMCMA) – Ms. Cynthia Marr

B. Misdemeanant Corrections Association (MCA) – Mr. Rick Bomar

C. Superior Court Judges’ Association (SCJA) – Judge Blaine Gibson

D. Washington State Association for Justice (WSAJ) – Loyd James Willaford, Esq.

E. Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) – Ms. Callie Dietz

F. Board for Judicial Administration (BJA) – Judges Ringus, Jasprica, Logan, and Johnson



Discussion 

A. Brief DMCJA Board of Governors (Board) Orientation

1. Operational Rules

2. Rules for Conduct at Board Meetings

3. Motion Precedence and Conduct for DMCJA Board Meetings

B. Reserves Committee Recommendation for DMCJA Special Fund

C. General Rule (GR) 37, Jury Selection, Stakeholder Group – DMCJA Representative Vacancies

58-60

61-62

63-66

X10

67-69

Information 

A. DMCJA Therapeutic Courts Survey for Association

B. Board members are encouraged to apply to DMCJA representative positions.  Available
positions include:

1. Supreme Court Convened Workgroup on Proposed New General Rule
(GR) 37—Jury Selection (1 Co-Chair and 1 Member) 

2. Engrossed Second Substitute House Bill (E2SHB) 1163 Workgroups
a. Domestic Violence Perpetrator Treatment Workgroup
b. Domestic Violence Risk Assessment Workgroup

3. Presiding Judge & Administrator Ed Committee (Co-Chair)

4. Justice Assistance Grant Advisory Committee (1 Judge Member)

C. In City of Seattle v. Erickson, No. 93408-8 (2017), the WA Supreme Court created a bright line
rule for peremptory challenges related to Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79, 106 S. Ct. 1712
(1986).  In Erickson, the court held that the “peremptory strike of a juror who is the only member
of a cognizable racial group constitutes a prima facie showing of racial discrimination requiring a
full Batson analysis by the trial court.”

D. U.S. Supreme Court adjudicated issue regarding refund of defendant’s restitution payment when
conviction is ruled invalid.  See Nelson v. Colorado, 137 S.Ct. 1249 (2017).

E. The Judicial Information System Committee selected Journal Technologies as the Apparent
Successful Vendor (ASV) for the new Courts of Limited Jurisdiction Case Management System
(CLJ-CMS) Project.

F. DMCJA Judges David Steiner and Rebecca Robertson provided General Rule 36 Trial
Court Security Guidance to the court community on August 1, 2017.

X11-X12 

70-71

X13-X21 

Other Business 

The next DMCJA Board Meeting is scheduled for September 17, 2017, 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m., at the 

Heathman Lodge in Vancouver, 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. 

mailto:susan.peterson@courts.wa.gov
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DMCJA Reserves Committee Meeting 
Monday, June 5, 2017  
7:30 AM – 7:55 AM 
THE DAVENPORT GRAND HOTEL 
SPOKANE, WA 

MEETING MINUTES 

 
Members: 
Judge Scott K. Ahlf, Chair 
Judge Rebecca C. Robertson 
Judge Samuel G. Meyer 

AOC Staff: 
Ms. Sharon R. Harvey 

Call to Order 
 
Judge Ahlf, Chair, called the District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association (DMCJA) 
Reserves Committee (Committee) meeting to order at approximately 7:30 a.m. 
 
Discussion 
 
A. Meeting Minutes 

The Committee moved, seconded, and passed a vote (M/S/P) to approve the Minutes dated June 6, 2016. 
 

B. Should DMCJA Continue To Charge Special Fund Dues 
During the 2016-2017 fiscal year, the membership was required to pay a twenty-five dollars ($25) Special 
Fund assessment.  The Committee decided not to recommend a Special Fund assessment during 2017-
2018 because the previous years’ assessments generated enough cash flow to sustain the account. 

 
C. Strategic Plan for Use of Special Funds 

The Committee recommends not requesting a Special Fund assessment for the 2017-2018 year.  Judge 
Robertson, Special Fund Custodian, reported that there is approximately fifty thousand three hundred 
seventy-two dollars and seventy-eight cents ($ 50,372.78) currently in the Special Fund account.  The 
Committee decided to maintain the Special Fund at the Washington Federal Bank.  Special Fund monies 
are to be used in accordance with the DMCJA Special Fund Policy. 
 

D. Recommendations to the Board 
1. The Special Fund should be maintained at the Washington Federal Bank. 

2. The Board should not collect Special Fund dues during 2017-2018 because there is an adequate 
amount of money in the account. 

3. The Special Fund Custodian should decide whether the recommendations fit the Fund’s daily needs.  
Therefore, the Custodian should look at options in order to best maximize returns and make 
recommendations to the Board of Governors.  

Reference Materials 

Committee members were provided the following reference materials:  (A) Reserves Committee Charge, (B) 
Special Fund Policy, (C) Special Fund Dues Request Form, and (D) 2014 Spring Meeting Report. 

Other Business 

None. 

Adjourned at 7:39 a.m. 
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Peterson, Susan

From: District and Municipal Court Administrators and Clerks 
<DMADMIN@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV> on behalf of Hahn, Sondra

Sent: Tuesday, August 1, 2017 1:18 PM
To: DMADMIN@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV
Subject: [DMADMIN] GR 36 Trial Court Security Guidance
Attachments: Robertson & Steiner Memo GR 36 Aug 1 2017.docx; GR36.doc

This email is being sent to SCJA, DMCJA, AWSCA, WAJCA, County Clerks, and DMCMA, on behalf of Judge Rebecca 
Robertson and Judge David Steiner. 
_______ 

Colleagues, 

Attached to this email is a memo from us that we hope will help provide information and guidance to you as the 
September 1, 2017, effective date for GR 36, Trial Court Security, approaches.  The rule is also attached and can be 
found on this page about a quarter of the way down.  The memo, GR 36, sample model court security guides, and color‐
coding for emergency broadcasts are all available on Inside Courts on the left menu under “Court Resources” then 
“Security,” or on this page. 

Judge Robertson chaired, and Judge Steiner was a member of, the Trial Court Security Workgroup which authored GR 
36, with the invaluable assistance of Judge Deborah Hayes, Judge Jennifer Forbes, Judge Scott Wolfram, Fona Sugg, and 
Suzanne Elsner.  Professional consultation was supplied by the Federal Marshalls, Homeland Security, Seattle Municipal 
Court Marshall, and Pierce County. 

Please feel free to contact either one of us if you have questions. 

Judge Rebecca C. Robertson 
Federal Way Municipal Court 
33325 8th Ave S.  
Federal Way, WA 98003 
253‐835‐3000 
Rebecca.robertson@cityoffederalway.com 

Judge David A. Steiner 
King County District Court 
King County East Division - Redmond Facility 
8601 160th Ave NE 
Redmond, WA 98052-3548 
206-447-2102
David.steiner@kingcounty.gov

This e-mail has been sent to everyone in the DMADMIN@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV mailing list. To 
reply to the sender, click Reply. To reply to the sender and the mailing list, click Reply All.  

You can remove yourself from this mailing list at any time by sending a "SIGNOFF DMADMIN" command to 
LISTSERV@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV.  
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Washington State Judicial Officers, Court Administrators, and Court Managers 

FROM:  Judge Rebecca Robertson, Federal Way Municipal Court 
Judge David Steiner, King County District Court 

DATE:  August 1, 2017 

RE:  GR 36 Trial Court Security 

GR 36 is effective September 1, 2017.  Through this rule trial courts will have greater authority to 
implement effective security measures in our courthouses.  This memo is intended to provide a step by 
step procedure to better advocate for courthouse security.   

Please note: 

 Other than incident reporting, GR 36 does not require mandatory action.  However, security is
fundamental to every litigant, employee and visitor to our courthouses.

 Securing funding for courthouse security, however, is problematic.  Nonetheless, we can bring
all our justice partners together and allow everyone to participate in an effort to determine
the appropriate level of security for the courthouse(s) in our local communities.  Judges can
speak in favor of adequate funding, but may ultimately leave the funding question to the local
executive and legislative partners.

 Security experts from King County, Pierce County, the Federal Marshals, and Homeland

Security were consulted in the development of this rule.

Please also note that GR 36 uses the words "shall," should" and "may." 

The courts are required to do the following: 

 Security incident reports “shall be kept on file by the local court administrator.”  GR 36 (c) (1) (i).

  “The court shall report all incidents electronically….”  GR 36 (c) (1) (ii). 

 “If a Court Security Plan is adopted; the Court Administrator shall keep the Plan on file and

accessible to the court community.”  GR 36 (e).

 If a Court Security Plan is adopted every “Court shall endeavor to meet or exceed the… (noted)

minimum standards.”  GR 36 (g).

 (The incident reporting form is housed on Inside Courts.)

The courts are not required to take the following action, but are encouraged to do so: 

 “Each trial court should form a Court Security Committee….”  GR 36 (d) (1). 

 “The Court Security Committee should adopt a Court Security Plan….”  GR 36 (d) (1); GR 36 (e). 

X14



 “The Presiding Judge for each court should convene a Court Security Committee meeting and

invite representatives….”  GR 36 (d) (2). 

 “The Court Security Plan should be in writing and should address:” (twelve noted issues.) GR 36

(e) (1).

 Any security drills held by courts “should include all court personnel, prosecutors, defense

attorneys, law enforcement, and other regular court users.”  GR 36 (f).

The courts may wish to do the following: 

 “Each court may hold security drills as determined by the Court Security Committee, as deemed

necessary by the Presiding Judge in consultation with other authorities in the courthouse.”  GR

36 (f).

Suggestions as to how to implement GR 36: 

1. Send an email to each of the justice partners listed in the rule inviting them to send a
representative to a "Court Security Committee Meeting."  GR 36 (d) (2).  The email could state:

Email 
Proposed Meeting Location: ___________ 
Proposed Meeting Date and Time: ____________ 

“It is my pleasure to invite a representative from the __________ to attend a courthouse security 
meeting called pursuant to General Rule (GR) 36, Trial Court Security.  This new court rule, effective 
September 1, 2017, states that a well‐coordinated effort to provide basic security measures in 
Washington State is “fundamental to the administration of justice.”  This new rule further states that 
“employees, case participants, and members of the public should expect safe and secure courthouses.”  
The goal of the Court Security Committee is the creation of a Court Security Plan.  It is hoped that this 
security plan will address the following matters: 

(1) Routine security operations, including security screening for persons entering the court facility, secure
storage of weapons not permitted in the courthouse, parking, landscaping, interior and exterior lighting,
interior and exterior doors, intrusion and detection alarms, window security, protocol for building access
for first responders, and provision of building floor plans for first responders.
(2) Written or oral threats or declarations of intent to inflict pain or injury upon anyone in the court
community;
(3) Physical layout of court facility and escape routes;
(4) Threats—in court or by other means (telephone, e‐mail, website, etc.);
(5) Bomb threat;
(6) Hostage situation;
(7) Weapons in the court facility;
(8) Active shooter;
(9) Escaped prisoner;
(10) High risk trial plan;
(11) Routine security operations;
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(12) Threat and security incident response techniques in and around the court facility, which may include
how to defuse situations and remain calm during an incident;
(13) Personal safety techniques in and around the court facility;
(14) Irate and abusive individuals.

Gr 36 also suggests consideration of the following minimum court security standards: 

(1) Policy and Procedure Guide for all court and clerk personnel. Trial courts shall develop a Court
Security Policy and Procedure Guide, using as examples the guides from Spokane County and Seattle
Municipal Court, which guides are available from the Administrative Office of the Courts.
(2) Weapons screening by uniformed security personnel at all public entrances.  Uniformed security
personnel shall perform weapons screening at all public entrances, using as a minimum metal‐detector
wand screening and physical examination of bags, briefcases, packages, etc.
(3) Security audits every three years.  Trial courts shall conduct a security audit at least every three years.
Updates to the Court Security Policy and Procedure Guide shall be disseminated to all court and clerk
personnel.
(4) Security cameras recording with loops of at least 7 days, with signage that recording is taking place.
Security cameras shall be placed at strategic locations as determined by the Court Security Committee,
with signs posted nearby advising that recording is taking place.  Security camera footage shall be
retained for at least 7 days.
(5) Duress alarms at multiple strategic locations, such as clerk’s office, administration, and courtrooms,
with broadcasting to the nearest law enforcement agency with jurisdiction over the court site.  Easily
accessible and discreetly placed duress alarms shall be located at multiple strategic locations as
determined by the Court Security Committee.  The duress alarm shall broadcast to the law enforcement
agency that has jurisdiction to respond to the site, and which is closest to the site.
(6) Emergency notification broadcast system in place, with standardized color coding, and all personnel
trained on the system.  An emergency notification broadcast system shall be established with
standardized color coding denoting the level of emergency.  All court and clerk personnel shall be trained
on use of the system.
(7) Active shooter training for all court and clerk personnel.  Active shooter training shall be delivered to
all court and clerk personnel.
When we meet we will consider these minimum court security standards.  The rule, however, does not
require that we limit our discussion to these standards or that we adopt the minimum standards in our
security plan.  Rather, if we decide not to meet the minimum standards, the rule only requires that we
state why they were not adopted.  I hope to see you or your representative at the meeting.

During the course of our meetings we will consider both the contents of a Court Security Plan and 
whether we should try to meet the suggested minimum court security standards.  I look forward to 
meeting you or your representative at (location) on (date and time). 

Sincerely, 
__________________ 

2. Prepare an agenda for your meetings.  Each meeting could include two or three agenda items from
the list below:
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Agenda 

Possible agenda items for Court Security Committee meetings (some of these items could be discussed at 
the first meeting and the remainder over the subsequent meetings): 

1. Introductions.
2. Overview of current security measures.
3. The contents of a Court Security Plan.  (See GR 36 (e).)
4. Overview of minimum security standards.
5. Specific security concerns for our courthouse.
6. Unique issues for our courthouse.
7. Detailed review of minimum security standards.  Can we, should we, meet the minimum security

standards?
8. Do we want to consider any standards above those listed in the minimum security standards?
9. Do we want to have security drills?
10. Proposed (Jurisdiction Name) Court Security Plan.
11. Next steps.

Resources, such as model court security manuals, are available from AOC to assist you in complying with 
this rule.  (Go to Inside Courts.  On the left side menu, click "court resources" then "security".)  Please 
feel free to contact either of us if you have any questions:  Judge Rebecca Robertson, 
Rebecca.robertson@cityoffederalway.com 253‐835‐3000; Judge David Steiner, 
david.steiner@kingcounty.gov, 206‐477‐2102. 
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GR 36 
TRIAL COURT SECURITY 

(a) Purpose. A safe courthouse environment is fundamental to the administration of justice.
Employees, case participants, and members of the public should expect safe and secure 
courthouses. This rule is intended to encourage incident reporting and well-coordinated efforts to 
provide basic security and safety measures in Washington courts. 

(b) Definition. “Incident” is defined as a threat to or assault against the court community,
including court personnel, litigants, attorneys, witnesses, jurors, or others using the courthouse. It 
also includes any event or threatening situation that disrupts the court or compromises the safety 
of the court community. 

(c) Incident Reports.

(1) Reporting Method.

(i) The court should make a record of each incident as soon as practicable, but no later than
two days after the incident. The report shall be kept on file by the local court administrator. 

(ii) The court shall report all incidents electronically to the Administrative Office of the
Courts (AOC) on the AOC Threat/Incident Report Form within one week of the incident. 

(d) Court Security Committee.

(1) Role. Each trial court should form a Court Security Committee to coordinate the adoption
of court security policies and make recommendations regarding security protocols, policies, and 
procedures necessary to protect the public, court personnel and users, and court facilities. The 
Court Security Committee should adopt a Court Security Plan and thereafter revise the Plan as 
may be necessary. 

(2) Committee Composition. The Presiding Judge for each court should convene a Court
Security Committee meeting and invite representatives from the following: 

(i) Judiciary;

(ii) Court Clerical Staff;

(iii) Prosecuting Authority’s Office;

(iv) Public Defender’s Office;

(v) Executive Branch;
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(vi) Law Enforcement;

(vii) Facilities/Maintenance Department;

(viii) Any other agency of government housed in the same building;

(ix) Any other person the presiding judge deems appropriate.

(e) Court Security Plan. Each Court Security Committee should create a Court Security
Plan for each courthouse location. If a Court Security Plan is adopted; the Court Administrator 
shall keep the Plan on file and accessible to the court community. The Court Security Plan 
should be in writing and should address: 

(1) Routine security operations, including security screening for persons entering the court
facility, secure storage of weapons not permitted in the courthouse, parking, landscaping, interior 
and exterior lighting, interior and exterior doors, intrusion and detection alarms, window 
security, protocol for building access for first responders, and provision of building floor plans 
for first responders. 

(2) Written or oral threats or declarations of intent to inflict pain or injury upon anyone in the
court community; 

(3) Physical layout of court facility and escape routes;

(4) Threats—in court or by other means (telephone, e-mail, website, etc.);

(5) Bomb threat;

(6) Hostage situation;

(7) Weapons in the court facility;

(8) Active shooter

(9) Escaped prisoner;

(10) High risk trial plan;

(11) Routine security operations;

(12) Threat and security incident response techniques in and around the court facility, which
may include how to defuse situations and remain calm during an incident; 
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(13) Personal safety techniques in and around the court facility;

(14) Irate and abusive individuals.

(f) Security Drills. Each court may hold security drills as determined by the Court Security
Committee, as deemed necessary by the Presiding Judge in consultation with other authorities in 
the courthouse. Drills should include all court personnel, prosecutors, defense attorneys, law 
enforcement, and other regular court users. 

(g) Minimum Court Security Standards. Every Court shall endeavor to meet or exceed the
following minimum standards. Should the Court fail to meet the Minimum Court Security 
Standards, the Court should state in the Court Security Plan why the minimum standards were 
not met.  

(1) Policy and Procedure Guide for all court and clerk personnel. Trial courts shall develop a
Court Security Policy and Procedure Guide, using as examples the guides from Spokane County 
and Seattle Municipal Court, which guides are available from the Administrative Office of the 
Courts.  

(2) Weapons screening by uniformed security personnel at all public entrances.  Uniformed
security personnel shall perform weapons screening at all public entrances, using as a minimum 
metal-detector wand screening and physical examination of bags, briefcases, packages, etc. 

(3) Security audits every three years.  Trial courts shall conduct a security audit at least every
three years.  Updates to the Court Security Policy and Procedure Guide shall be disseminated to 
all court and clerk personnel. 

(4) Security cameras recording with loops of at least 7 days, with signage that recording is
taking place.  Security cameras shall be placed at strategic locations as determined by the Court 
Security Committee, with signs posted nearby advising that recording is taking place.  Security 
camera footage shall be retained for at least 7 days. 

(5) Duress alarms at multiple strategic locations, such as clerk’s office, administration, and
courtrooms, with broadcasting to the nearest law enforcement agency with jurisdiction over the 
court site.  Easily accessible and discreetly placed duress alarms shall be located at multiple 
strategic locations as determined by the Court Security Committee.  The duress alarm shall 
broadcast to the law enforcement agency that has jurisdiction to respond to the site, and which is 
closest to the site. 

(6) Emergency notification broadcast system in place, with standardized color coding, and all
personnel trained on the system.  An emergency notification broadcast system shall be 
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established with standardized color coding denoting the level of emergency.  All court and clerk 
personnel shall be trained on use of the system.  

(7) Active shooter training for all court and clerk personnel.  Active shooter training shall be
delivered to all court and clerk personnel. 

[Adopted effective September 1, 2017.] 

X21


	0a-COVER
	0b-2017 08 11 DMCJA BOG MTG AGD
	1a-2017 06 4 DMCJA BOG MTG MIN--DRAFT
	1b-CCE07132017
	1d2a-Blue Sheet 2017-19 Budget Comparison Senate_House Compromise Proposal 6-...
	1d3a-Memo to DMCJA Board re CRLJ 5(e)
	1d3b-Memo to DMCJA Board re CrRLJ 5.1(b)
	1d3c-Memo to DMCJA Board re IRLJ 4.1(b)
	1d3d-Memo to DMCJA Board re ER 413
	1d3e-2017 04 26 MTG MIN DMCJA RULES
	3a1-Board Operational Rules, 2015
	3a2-The Modern Rules of Order
	RULES FOR CONDUCT FOR THE
	District and municipal Court Judges ASSOCIAtioN
	BOARD OF GOVERNORS MEETINGS  based on  The Modern Rules of Order, 2PndP Edition by Donald A. Tortorice, Esq. and published by ABA Publishing
	DESCRIPTION:   MOTION PRECEDENCE AND CONDUCT (If circumstances call for a departure from these procedures, the Chair has authority to determine the conduct of the meeting, subject to appeal)
	SUMMARY OF MOTION PRECEDENCE AND CONDUCT (if circumstances call for a departure from these procedures, the Chair has authority to determine the conduct of the meeting, subject to appeal)

	3c-2017 07 17 - SUP CRT CNV GR 37 WRKGRP
	4e-Email Message from CJ Fairhurst re CLJ-CMS
	2017 08 11 DMCJA BOG MTG SUPP PAK.pdf
	1-CCE08072017
	2a-Email re GR 36 Trial Court Security Guidance
	2b-Email re GR 36 Trial Court Security Guidance
	2c-Email re GR 36 Trial Court Security Guidance




