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PHONE: 253-215-8782 US (TACOMA) 

MEETING ID: 885 7014 9229 

Agenda Page 

9:30 AM – 9:45 AM WELCOME AND INITIAL BUSINESS 

➢ Welcome and Introductions

➢ Approval of May 5, 2023 Meeting Minutes

Justice Sheryl Gordon McCloud 
and Judge Rebecca Glasgow 

Justice Gordon McCloud p. 9

9:45 AM – 10:45 AM LIAISON, COMMITTEE, AND PROJECT UPDATES 

2021: How Gender and Race Affect Justice Now Report 
Planning for Next Steps within the Commission and with 
Outside Partners 

➢ Law Student Liaison Updates

 Gonzaga University School of Law

 Lewis and Clark School of Law

 Seattle University School of Law

 University of Washington School of Law

➢ Standing Committee Updates

 Communications Committee
 Incarceration, Gender and Justice Committee

 Implementation Committee

 Domestic and Sexual Violence Committee

 Tribal State Court Consortium

 Legislative Committee

 Education Committee

➢ Other Liaison Updates and Information Sharing

 Access to Justice Board
 Center for Children and Youth Justice
 Minority and Justice Commission
 Washington State Center for Court Research
 Washington Women Lawyers

Carly Quast 

Katelyn Sundstrom 

Renee Larson 

Julia Davis/ Rhea Bhatia 

Laura Edmonston 

Elizabeth Hendren p. 16
Barbara Serrano p. 19
Quinn Dalan p. 23
Chief Judge Cindy K. Smith p. 24
Justice Sheryl Gordon McCloud 

Judge Rebecca Glasgow p. 26

Jane Smith 

Rachel Sottile 

Judge Bonnie Glenn 

Dr. Arina Gertseva 

Irene Motles p. 30

10:45 AM – 11:00 AM BREAK 1
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11:00 AM – 11:45 AM PRESENTATIONS AND DISCUSSION ITEMS 

➢ Statewide Juror Summons Demographic Survey Peter Collins, Ph.D 

Project Frank Thomas p. 30

11:45 AM – 12:00 PM ANNOUNCEMENTS AND ADJOURNMENT 

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

➢ 2023-2024 Gender and Justice Commission Membership List

➢ New Commission Member Bios 2023

➢ 2023 Gender and Justice Commission Meeting Schedule
➢ 2024 Gender and Justice Commission Meeting Schedule

p. 3
p. 4
p. 7
p. 8

NEXT MEETING: November 3, 2023 
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WASHINGTON STATE SUPREME COURT 
GENDER AND JUSTICE COMMISSION 

2023-2024 

Revised August 2023 

CO-CHAIR 
Justice Sheryl Gordon McCloud 
Washington State Supreme Court 

CO-CHAIR 
 Judge Rebecca Glasgow 
 Washington State Court of Appeals, Division II 

MEMBERS 

Victoria Blumhorst 
Spokane Counsel for Defense 
2022 – 2025 (1st Term) 

Karla Carlisle 
Northwest Justice Project 
2023 – 2026 (1st Term) 
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Gonzaga University School of 
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Washington Women Lawyers 
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Javier Ortiz 
Seacoma Law 
2023 – 2026 (1st Term) 

Dr. Dana Raigrodski 
University of Washington 
School of Law 
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Honorable Dave Reynolds 
Whatcom County Clerk 
2023 – 2026 (2nd Term) 

Jennifer Ritchie 
King County PAO 
2022 - 2025 (3rd Term) 

Carlyn Sampson 
Rebuilding Hope! 
2023 – 2026 (1st Term) 

Barbara Serrano 
Office of the Governor 
2023 – 2026 (2nd Term) 

Judge Jaqueline  
Shea-Brown 
Benton & Franklin Counties 
Superior Court 
2022 - 2025 (2nd Term)  

Chief Judge Cindy K. Smith 
Suquamish Tribal Court 
2022 – 2025 (3rd Term)  

Allison Tjsemsland 
Jenner & Block LLP 
2023 - 2026 (1st Term) 

Judge Josephine Wiggs 
King County Superior Court 
2023 – 2026 (1st Term) 

AOC Staff 
Crissy Anderson, JD 
Senior Court Program Analyst 
G & J Commission  

Laura Jones, JD 
Senior Court Program Analyst 
G & J Commission  

Avery Miller 
Court Program Assistant 
Supreme Court Commissions 

Kelley Amburgey-Richardson, 
JD 
Manager 
Supreme Court Commissions 
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Gender and Justice Commission New Members 2023 

Karla Carlisle 

Karla Carlisle is the Managing Attorney for the Tri-Cities and Walla Walla offices of the 
Northwest Justice Project. She began working with NJP in 2007. NJP is a publicly 
funded legal aid program in Washington State. Each year NJP provides critical civil 
legal assistance and representation to thousands of people experiencing poverty in 
cases affecting basic human needs such as family safety and security, housing 
preservation, protection of income, access to health care, education, and other basic 
needs. When Karla is not working, she is skiing or hiking with her family throughout the 
beautiful Pacific Northwest. 

Judge Michael Finkle 

Judge Michael Finkle joined the King County District Court (KCDC) in March 2010. He 
currently presides at the KCDC Issaquah courthouse, where he handles primarily civil 
matters and East King County Regional Youth Traffic Court. Judge Finkle also has an 
extensive background in criminal law and in therapeutic justice.  In addition to previously 
serving as a criminal trial judge, Judge Finkle has presided over KCDC’s Regional Mental 
Health Court and Regional Veterans Court. 

Throughout his judicial career, Judge Finkle has been a leader in working to improve 
the judicial system.  He currently chairs the statewide subcommittee that is responsible 
for creating and maintaining standard form orders for criminal cases in which 
defendants have a mental illness that might interfere with their ability to proceed.  He 
also serves on another statewide subcommittee that is responsible for creating and 
maintaining forms for civil protection order cases.  Judge Finkle previously chaired the 
groups that created KCDC’s Regional Veterans Court and Regional Youth Court. 

Judge Finkle currently serves on other statewide committees, such as the Judicial 
Assistance Services Program, and the District and Municipal Court Judges 
Association’s (DMCJA) Therapeutic Courts Committee (which he previously chaired).  
He is a past member of the DMCJA Board and the DMCJA’s Legislative and Rules 
Committees. 

Judge Finkle is known throughout the state for his expertise in mental health law and 
the judicial system, dating back to 1999.  He has served on multiple statewide work 
groups and has published numerous articles on the subject. 

Judge Finkle is an avid volunteer.  The Issaquah School District awarded him their CTE-
VIP award this year for his efforts.  A popular speaker, Judge Finkle has given over 130 
presentations nationally, regionally, statewide, and in Canada on law-related topics 
such as understanding mental health law and policy issues.  His audiences have 
included judges, prosecutors, public defenders, private criminal defense attorneys, law 
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enforcement, mental health professionals the elderly, students from elementary school 
through law school, and the public. 

Judge Finkle graduated from the UCLA School of Law, where he was a managing editor 
and staff member of the UCLA Law Review.  He also holds a Bachelor of Business 
Administration from Loyola Marymount University and a Master of Business 
Administration from Seattle University. 

Judge Finkle began his legal career in 1981 as a business lawyer at a medium size 
private law firm.  In 1986, he entered public service as a deputy city attorney with the 
Los Angeles City Attorney's Office.  In 1990, Judge Finkle joined the Seattle City 
Attorney’s Office, where he served as a supervising attorney in the Criminal Division 
until he took the bench in 2010. 

Javier Ortiz 

Javier “Javi” Ortiz is a first-generation Guatemalan-American who graduated from the 
University of California-Riverside (UCR) with a Bachelor’s of Arts in Political 
Science/Law and Society and a minor in Creative Writing. While at UCR Javi served as 
president of UCR’s Amnesty International chapter. Javi collaborated with women's 
advocacy groups; organized a “Write for Rights” writing campaign; and helped organize 
a protest against ICE. Javi then went on to attend Seattle University School of Law. 
While at Seattle U, Javi was Editor-in-Chief of the American Indian Law Journal, and 
part of the inaugural cohort of Seattle University’s Homeless Rights Advocacy Project. 

After graduating from Seattle U, Javier clerked for a year for the Honorable Eric Z. 
Lucas of the Snohomish County Superior Court. Javier then joined the family law firm, 
Beacon Attorneys, PLLC, where he worked until 2022. Javier then joined Seacoma Law 
in September 2022. Javier primarily deals with complex divorces, parenting plans, child 
support modifications, adoptions, protection orders, and other civil matters. In 2021 
Javier graduated from the Washington Leadership Institute. 

In addition to the above and being a practicing attorney, Javier is also an adjunct 
professor at Seattle University School of Law. Javier teaches a DV/Protection Order 
practicum where he trains and works with Rule 9 students/interns and supervising 
attorneys to assist petitioners in obtaining RCW 7.105 protection orders in WA state, as 
well as a Family Law Practicum assisting clients from petition to temporary orders under 
RCW 26.09. 

Javi is fluent in Spanish and is committed to advocating and promoting Latino/a and 
LGBTQIA+ issues in Washington and across the country, as well as issues concerning 
people of color, generally. Other than his family law practice, Javi also serves as a 
member of the KCBA Anti-Racism and Equity committee. Javi also provides mentorship 
to current Seattle University School of Law students and newly licensed attorneys. 
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On his free time, Javier likes to write fiction stories, find new artists on Spotify, find and 
perfect baking recipes for his inevitable audition for the Great British Baking Show, and 
explore Seattle with his Shiba, Koji. 

Carlyn Sampson 

Originally hailing from Tennessee, Carlyn's family followed military orders to Joint Base 
Lewis-McChord when she moved to Pierce County, Washington in 2011. With 
Bachelor’s Degrees in Psychology and Criminal Justice and a Master’s Degree in 
Criminology and Criminal Justice, Carlyn established a career in community-based 
advocacy when she became a volunteer victim advocate on Rebuilding Hope’s 24/7 
Helpline. Over the past 10 years, Carlyn directly supported hundreds of 
victims/survivors of sexual violence as a Victim Advocate, Prevention Educator, Case 
Manager and Program Coordinator before developing into leadership roles as the 
Director of Advocacy and Prevention Education and Deputy Director before being 
appointed as Rebuilding Hope's Executive Director in February 2020. Carlyn also 
serves on the Crystal Judson Family Justice Center's Advisory Board, Tacoma ProBono 
Family Safety Project Advisory Group, Pierce County Commission Against Domestic 
Violence and was most recently appointed to the Washington State Attorney General’s 
Sexual Assault Forensic Examination Best Practices Advisory Group to represent 
Community-Based Advocacy. When not working, Carlyn focuses on her time with family 
in Tacoma.  

Allison Tjemsland 

Allison Tjemsland is a descendant of the Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe and an associate 

at Jenner & Block LLP, working in both the Native American Law and the 

Communications, Internet, and Technology practice groups.  Through her Native 

American Law work, Allison has represented tribes at all levels on issues including 

sovereign immunity and reservation status.  Before joining Jenner, Allison served as a 

law clerk to the Honorable Sheryl Gordon McCloud of the Washington State Supreme 

Court and the Honorable Susan P. Graber of the United States Court of Appeals for the 

Ninth Circuit.  She currently lives in Olympia with her husband and daughter. 

Judge Josephine Wiggs 

Judge Josephine Wiggs was appointed to the King County Superior Court bench in 

2019. Prior to her appointment, she was a public defender for 13 years with the King 

County Department of Public Defense. An active member of the legal community, she is 

a member of the State’s Sentencing Guidelines Commission and volunteers with local 

Youth Courts. Born and raised in the Pacific Northwest, she received her BA and JD 

degrees from the University of Washington. 
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Gender and Justice Commission 

2023 Meeting Dates 

Virtual Meetings held via Zoom Videoconference 
Contact Avery Miller (Avery.Miller@courts.wa.gov) for Zoom access information. 

Date Time Location 

January 6th 9:30 AM – 12:00 PM Zoom Videoconference 

March 10th 9:30 AM – 12:00 PM Zoom Videoconference 

May 5th  9:30 AM – 12:00 PM Zoom Videoconference 

September 1st  9:30 AM – 12:00 PM 
In-Person 

AOC SeaTac Office 
Zoom Videoconference 

November 3rd 9:30 AM – 12:00 PM 
Zoom Videoconference 

In-Person 
AOC SeaTac Office 

Please contact Crissy Anderson with any questions at (360) 764-3198 or 

Crissy.Anderson@courts.wa.gov.  
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Gender and Justice Commission 

2024 Meeting Dates 

Virtual Meetings held via Zoom Videoconference 
Contact Avery Miller (Avery.Miller@courts.wa.gov) for Zoom access information. 

Date Time Location 

January 19th 9:30 AM – 12:00 PM Zoom Videoconference 

March 1st 9:30 AM – 12:00 PM Zoom Videoconference 

May 3rd  9:30 AM – 12:00 PM 
In-Person 

AOC SeaTac Office 

September 13st  9:30 AM – 12:00 PM 
In-Person 

AOC SeaTac Office 

November 8th 9:30 AM – 12:00 PM Zoom Videoconference 

Please contact Crissy Anderson with any questions at (360) 764-3198 or 

Crissy.Anderson@courts.wa.gov.  
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Gender and Justice Commission 
May 5, 2023 

9:30 AM – 12:00 PM 
Zoom Videoconference 

MEETING NOTES 

Members & Liaisons Present 
Justice Gordon McCloud 
Judge Jacqueline Shea-Brown 
Dua Abudiab 
Commissioner Jonathon Lack 
Riddhi Mukhopadhyay 
Dana Raigrodski 
Jennifer Ritchie 
Barbara Serrano  
Judge Cindy K Smith 
Lynn Daggett 
Victoria Blumhorst 
Shannon Kilpatrick 
Quinn Dalan 
Jane Smith  
Laura Edmonston 
Dr. Arina Gertseva 
Judge Bonnie Glenn 
Zoe Saccio 
Julia Davis 
Tyler Beckham 

AOC Staff  
Kelley Amburgey-Richardson 
Crissy Anderson 
Laura Jones 
Avery Miller 
Mishani Jack-Gonzalez  
Carolyn Cole 
Karl Jones 
Alex Donnici 
Haily Perkins 

Members & Liaisons Absent 
Dave Reynolds 
Judge Rebecca Glasgow 
Elizabeth Hendren 
Kelly Harris 
Lillian Hawkins 
Judge Anita Crawford-Willis 

Guests 
Bree Black Horse 
Gloria Guizar 

WELCOME AND INITIAL BUSINESS 
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Chair Announcement 

• Justice Sheryl Gordon McCloud announced that Judge Jackie Shea-Brown is stepping down as

chair due to personal reasons, and she will name a replacement.

• Judge Jackie-Shea Brown announces today is the National Day of Awareness for Missing and

Murdered Indigenous Women.

Introductions 

• The attendees introduced themselves.

Approval of March Minutes 

• The minutes from the March meeting were reviewed and approved. Dana Raigrodski motioned

for approval, Quinn Dalan seconded, passed unanimously.

COMMITTEE AND PROJECT UPDATES 

Law Student Liaison Updates 

• The law student liaison provided updates.

Incarceration Committee 

• The committee is meeting monthly with Department of Corrections executives to assess their

Gender Informed Practices Assessment (GIPA) and will be meeting with more programmatic

people at DOC.

• The committee is focusing conversations on increasing access for incarcerated women regarding

family and civil legal access.

• The committee is looking to re-engage with the Mission Creek Conference where service

providers and legal aid organizations/judges go into the prison and meet with women.

B. Education Committee

• The committee's firearm relinquishment session for judicial conferences had to be postponed.

• The committee shifted focus to the Tiffany Hill Act, a bill passed in 2020 regarding

GPS/electronic monitoring with victim notification technology used in domestic violence cases.

• The committee is still working on sessions for the fall conference, including an incarceration

session and a session on substance abuse & mental health coercion in domestic violence cases.

• Judge Glasgow and the committee are working on getting a lunch and learn forum for judicial

officers regarding the federal Dobbs decision, and will be inviting national speakers to give an

overview of the implications of that decision.
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• Commissioner Lack reported on a session sponsored by the GJC regarding gender

nonconforming, trans nonbinary lawyers presenting on a recent rule change regarding

pronouns. Commissioner Lack thanked the commission for their support of this session.

• Justice Gordon McCloud reported that the GJC also sponsored a session on Dobbs at the

Appellate Spring Conference regarding the intersectional history of implications of bodily

autonomy and abortion, including race, slavery, etc., and litigation that is likely to arise.

C. Domestic and Sexual Violence Committee

• Quinn Dalan provided the update on the committee's activities.

• The committee is surveying courts regarding their experiences with the implementation of the

new domestic violence protection order law, with Commissioner Terri Farmer taking the lead.

• The committee is building off of the lunch and learn forums happening for the past several

months for judicial officers to discuss domestic violence issues.

• The committee is creating a resource library for training materials on domestic and sexual

violence, with Quinn Dalan taking the lead.

• The committee is continually updating the bench guides on domestic and sexual violence.

D. Tribal State Court Consortium

• Judge Cindy Smith provided the update on the Consortium’s activities.

• The Consortium is preparing a tribal court panel for the National Consortium on Racial and

Ethnic Fairness in the Courts conference.

• The Consortium’s first in-person meeting will be in Squamish on June 2nd, and they are working

on coordinating that.

• Mishani Jack-Gonzalez has sent out a survey to tribal courts across the state to figure out if they

want access for domestic violence orders to be entered into the state database.

• Mishani Jack-Gonzalez sent out the newsletter on May 5 in honor of Missing and Murdered

Indigenous Women.

E. Legislative Committee

• The Legislative Committee is co-chaired by Justice Gordon McCloud and Judge Shea-

Brown and is staffed by AOC and chairs of each committee. In the past, support for

legislation was more ad hoc, but the committee was formed to make a more formal process

to decide which bills to support. Staff read through weekly schedules for any bills that have

gendered impacts and summarized the bills, then assigned a bill to each member of the

committee to read, review, and recommend support or not. Justice Gordon McCloud thanked

everyone involved in that committee.

• Justice Gordon McCloud reported on a few key bills:

• Jury diversity passed in somewhat modified form.
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•  A bill on Missing and Murdered Indigenous Women passed.

•  A bill on post-conviction access to counsel passed in a limited form.

•  Self-help centers for unrepresented litigants passed.

• The courthouse security bill passed in modified form.

• The committee received a bill that they didn't expect: Bill 1715, which tasks the GJC

for a workgroup to establish resources for crime victims of gender-based violence. The 

committee has a meeting scheduled with Rep. Davis next week to discuss this bill. 

Implementation Committee 

• Dana Raigrodski discussed the recent Data for Justice bill, which names UW the host for the

statewide database and allocated $2 million in funding. Hopefully, this will help push forward

data recommendations from the 2021 Gender and Justice Study.

• The committee stepped in at the last minute to help put on a training regarding correctly filling

out judgment and sentencing forms.

• The committee is working to put together a concrete plan to call on subject matter experts and

stakeholders on implementing the recommendations from the study, especially concerning

family law navigators, fee waivers for divorce cases, and more.

• Barbara Serrano added that HB 1715 had a lot of controversy, but an interesting aspect is that

most women leave their abusers through family law court, not criminal court. She has been

working on the Implementation Committee and sees a lot of overlap with the Legislative

Committee as well.

• Justice Gordon McCloud explained the purpose and limits of a judicial branch agency

commenting on legislation: to advance administration of justice and access to law, not set

policy.

• Commissioner Lack added that he is on the new Supreme Court committee on Courthouse

Security, representing GJC.

MJC Liaison Report 

• Carolyn Cole reported on the upcoming National Consortium on Racial and Ethnic Fairness in the

Courts (NCREF) conference, which is being hosted in Seattle in a few weeks. Washington is one

of the founding states, and with over 200 registrants so far, the conference promises to be an

incredible opportunity for learning and collaboration. The full schedule is available in the

meeting packet, and the Gender and Justice Commission is proud to support and sponsor this

important event.

• Chief Judge Cindy Smith is leading the Tribal State Consortium panel, which will be livestreamed

by TVW. The Commission thanks her for her leadership in this critical work.
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• Commissioner Lack is leading a panel on language access and trauma-informed practices in

judicial environments, co-sponsored with the Interpreter and Language Access Commission and

Trish Kinlow. The Commission is grateful for their dedication to this important issue.

• Finally, there will be a networking event at the WOW Gallery (Wonder of Women), and the

Commission thanks everyone involved in organizing this exciting opportunity for networking and

community-building.

• Further reporting from the MJC Liaisons is included as a written report in the meeting packet.

Liaison updates 

• Dua Abudiab provides the link and updates to upcoming activities with the Washington

Women’s Lawyer events, including a Judicial Appreciation and Honors Luncheon

Brief Break 10:30-10:45 

Hailey Perkins' full report on the 2023 legislative session: 

• Lobby for budgets and policy for the judicial branch

• Quick update on Board of Judicial Administration (BJA) legislative updates:

• 4 bills in session, all passed

• HB 1023: Chief Justice required to authorize report for wiretap authorization, resulting

report did not have substantive information

• Increased daily pay rate for pro tem judges

• SB 5003: added an additional judicial position in Snohomish County District Court

consistent with judicial needs assessment

• Jury diversity bill: larger omnibus bill, lost one provision on increasing juror pay, but got

funding for a pilot project

• Subsections of this bill include:

• Collect jury demographics (continues current MJC study), secured ongoing

funding

• Requires AOC to run a childcare pilot project workgroup, will coordinate with

GJC on this subject

• Allows electronic jury summons via email

• Other bills discussed include:
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• HB 1169: eliminates crime victim penalty assessment, eliminates DNA database fee,

establishes alternate funding for juvenile Legal Financial Obligations (LFOs)

• HB 1715: comprehensive protections for victims of domestic violence, requires adoption

of rules on electronic monitoring, makes changes to civil protection orders, addresses

the confidentiality program, firearm surrender orders, pilot projects for high-risk teams,

and requires expansion of training for law enforcement and judicial officers on domestic

violence. Workgroup for monitoring provisions is with BJA.

• HB 1766: HOPE Card program, requires development and issuance of a laminated HOPE

Card containing specific information for protection orders. Card provided for free to

petitioners.

• Special session for the Blake fix regarding substance criminalizations

• Next session is a short session, so only technical bills with smaller or no fiscal impacts will be

moving forward

• Forms to request a BJA legislative proposal have been distributed and are included in the

meeting packet

• Committee will be analyzing data from the jury diversity bill in order to ask for an increase in

juror pay

• Justice Gordon McCloud asks about public defender attrition and staffing crisis, but Hailey did

not have any information to provide on that subject

The Committee thanks Hailey for her thorough update and her dedication to ensuring that the judicial 

branch is supported in the legislative process. 

Women of Color Legal Education Fund 

• Bree Black Horse and Gloria Guizar are recognized by Judge Shea-Brown

• Women of Color Legal Education Fund (WOCLEF) aims to diversify the legal profession for

greater equity in the legal system

• Leadership program supports WOC ties to Yakima area, facilitating professional development,

academic achievement, and financial support

• Founded in 2021 as a response to lack of racial/ethnic diversity at local, state, and national

levels

• Programs include Law Scholar and Pre-Law Scholar:

• Law Scholar program: 2 grants awarded totaling $4,000, fees can be used for tuition,

fees, courses, internships, and living expenses

• Pre-Law Scholar program: grant funds awarded for LSAT prep and study materials, fees,

applications, childcare, etc.; 17 grants awarded in 2022 totaling $17,000

• PLUS program created at Heritage University to make law degree more accessible to students
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• Partner organizations include Yakima Valley Community Foundation, KT Indigenous Native

American Resource Group, and the Share Fund

• Next steps: WOCLEF thrilled to have 7 applicants for 2023 Law Scholar grant. They will continue

to work on fundraising efforts and continuing to support our scholars.

ADJOURNMENT 
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INCARCERATION, GENDER AND JUSTICE COMMITTEE REPORT REGARDING 2021 GENDER BIAS STUDY 
RECOMMENDATIONS ACTIVITY 

The Incarceration, Gender and Justice Committee of the Gender and Justice Commission has touched on or 

actively been working toward many of the goals identified in the 2021 Gender Bias Study. Regarding the five 

overarching goals, much effort has been placed specifically on goal 2 regarding court access and has been the 

focus of ongoing meetings and collaboration with the Department of Corrections. Improving court access 

through Department of Corrections has been prioritized because of new Department of Corrections goals 

identified with the DOC Gender Informed Practices Assessment (GIPA) report that align with the goals of the 

study, as well as new policies around telephone calls and the rollout of a pilot tablet program that we hope 

can be utilized to increase court access as well as distribution of legal information. The timing was right within 

DOC to make changes consistent with the study recommendations, and we are hoping to utilize this unique 

moment.  

Incarceration, Gender and Justice Recommendations: Status or Action Taken (Abbreviated Recommendations) 

• Government data collection re: incarcerated women should follow best practices consistent with the

2020 GJC Incarceration of Women in WA report.

The Committee would like to put this recommendation on the radar of the GJC data subgroup as there

are systems re incarcerated/foster care that are currently not sharing data or coordinating. OPD may

be working on this and the committee suggests reaching out to them.

• When pretrial detention data is available, WSCCR should study bail reform/pretrial services and the

impact on the well-being of offenders, FTAs, recidivism, incarceration, and community safety.

The Minority and Justice Commission is already engaged in this work and the Committee recommends

collaborating with them.

• WSCCR and/or other stakeholders should study the impact of incarcerating women for violating

conditions of release and possible alternatives to incarceration.

The DOC GIPA report contains some information regarding this issue but the committee is not aware of

any research on violations.

• Stakeholders should study the impacts of the increasing detention of girls on adult incarcerated

population, and evaluate ways to include populations not currently included in the data.

The Committee has been working with DOC as a starting point but have not addressed JRA issues to

date. Committee will be contacting Felice Davis at JRA to initiate the discussion around incarcerated

girls.

• There should be research and ongoing evaluation of DOC's gender-responsive programming.

The Committee is actively working with DOC and has met several times to discuss the GIPA report and

access to gender responsive programming. The recommendations by DOC are broad so they employed

strategic planning to work on prioritization. The next meeting with the Committee and DOC will focus

on the results of the strategic planning process and any plans for next steps.

• The Legislature should fund creation of a statewide database that includes data on charging decision,

pretrial detention, bail, plea bargaining, and diversion or deferral decisions. This data should be

available to the public.

The Committee is unaware of any work on this issue, other than what the Minority and Justice

Commission is engaged in.

• Stakeholders should study delays in communication between dependency-involved, incarcerated

parents and their children.
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INCARCERATION, GENDER AND JUSTICE COMMITTEE REPORT REGARDING 2021 GENDER BIAS STUDY 
RECOMMENDATIONS ACTIVITY 

The Committee will be discussing this recommendation relative to the GIPA report with DOC in a future 

meeting. In the past issues between the jail and transition to paperwork created delays. Early 

communication and coordination in advance would reduce this delay. 

• Stakeholders should study ways to reduce or eliminate the cost of email, video, phone calls for

incarcerated individuals.

The committee has discussed this issue with DOC and will be continuing to work on solutions. Issues

remain regarding the DOC phone system, interpreter access and attorney access. DOC is creating a

workaround which the committee is discussing.

• Stakeholders should look at increasing the response deadline period for incarcerated parents and

ensure these parents have access to family law court forms and legal information.

The Committee is working with intern volunteers to draft initial language for a proposed rule change

for consideration by the Commission or another stakeholder entity. The rule change would extend the

response deadline for incarcerated parents, similar to extensions allowed for military or out of state

litigants.

• The Legislature and donors should consider funding representation for incarcerated parents in family

law cases.

The Committee supports these efforts, and would suggest the full Commission support OCLA or other

stakeholders in any legislative or budget proposals.

• DOC should provide timely access to court-ordered services for incarcerated parents in

dependency/family law cases and inform the court when lack of DOC resources affects a parent's ability

to obtain treatment.

The Committee provided a presentation on this concern to DOC leadership, highlighting corresponding

impacts on an incarcerated parent’s family law/dependency case. The committee will be following up

once DOC shares their new strategic plan.

• GJC and stakeholders should evaluate the impact of SB 5476 on women and girls of color.

The committee has not engaged in any State v. Blake related work as there are other entities actively

engaged, but it may be a topic for future consideration by the Commission as far as allocated funding

for research.

• The Legislature should consider legislation that would retroactively account for crimes directly caused

by trauma.

While this committee is not pursuing legislation right now, the legislative committee is looking at

potential changes to the SRA and this committee will cooperate with that work.

• Criminal justice stakeholders should consider court rule amendments limiting FTA warrants by courts.

The Committee plans to look into this further and consider whether a rule change proposal may be

appropriate.

• *DOC should expand gender-responsive and trauma-responsive program access.

• *DOC should expand locations for gender-responsive programming.

• *DOC should provide training re: trauma and gender-responsive principles for community supervision

staff.

• *DOC should follow policy to provide complete health care services for incarcerated women.

• *DOC should make all programs gender- and trauma-responsive.
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INCARCERATION, GENDER AND JUSTICE COMMITTEE REPORT REGARDING 2021 GENDER BIAS STUDY 
RECOMMENDATIONS ACTIVITY 

• *DOC should develop alternatives to strip search 

Regarding all DOC recommendations above, DOC has confirmed that they are actively working toward 

these goals. The committee will continue to meet with them and gain information regarding their 

progress toward goals relating to the GIPA and their strategic plan.  

• Legislature should amend RCW 9.94A.535(1) to recognize primary caregiving as a mitigating factor 

during sentencing 

The Commission drafted and proposed this statutory amendment to the BJA. It was not accepted in 

2024 but may be reintroduced in 2025 for the longer session. 

• The Legislature should consider legislation to reduce the disproportionate impact of mass incarceration 

and lengthy sentences. 

Committee members have given presentations throughout the legal community on this topic but no 

direct legislative action has been attempted. 

• Legislature should consider increasing access to eligibility for parenting sentencing alternatives to 

prison specifically where disparities exist. 

The committee is interested in supporting legislative proposals that would expand the eligibility criteria 

for FOSA and generally increased access to parenting sentencing alternatives. 

• Stakeholders and jail leadership, with guidance from experts, should develop guidance on creating 

meaningful in-person visitation for parents and children in jail/prison. 

The committee understands that DOC has been doing this but plans to circle back with them. Also, 

most jails do not have in-person visitation, but due to the myriad of other issues, including attorney 

access to clients, it is unlikely there is momentum to prioritize this at the local levels at this time. 
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     Washington State Supreme Court 
       Gender and Justice Commission 
      Implementation Committee Report 

September 1, 2023 

 
 

OVERVIEW 

The Implementation Committee of the GJC 2021 Study: How Gender and Race Affect Justice 
Now (hereafter Gender Justice Study) has continued to engage with stakeholders, chapter 
authors and experts to move forward recommendations from the study. The data subgroup and 
full Implementation Committee met monthly. 

• The Committee worked with the GJC Legislative Committee to support legislation in 
2023 regarding jury diversity and impacts relating to lack of childcare. 

• The Committee continued to examine and address data gaps including but not limited 
to discussions relating to Wash POP, a projected new data repository at the University 
of Washington, data quality efforts within the Caseload Forecast Council reports, 
judicial system issues relating to race/ethnicity fields on J&S forms, and tracking of 
federal efforts to standardize race/ethnicity data fields through OMB the federal office of 
management and budget. 

• The Committee will continue to work with the Board for Judicial Administration in 
exploring creation of an informal stakeholder workgroup to look at Residential Time 
Summary Reports and ways to gain better data in family law matters. 

• Committee members met with leadership at the Center for Children and Youth Justice 
regarding incarcerated and exploited youth, specifically as it relates to partnering on-
and the advancement of recommendations from Chapters 9 and 10 of the study. 

• The Committee continued to partner with the Washington State Center for Court 
Research regarding examining the effectiveness of anti-bias/anti-harassment trainings 
for judicial officers and court personnel. 

• The Committee assisted in submission of three legislative proposals for the 2024 
session regarding Caseload Forecast Council Data, Elimination of the Residential Time 
Summary Report Requirements, and Caregiving as a Mitigating Factor (see below). 
The Committee will continue working to engage relevant stakeholders and partners to 
continue moving the report recommendations forward. 

 
LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS SUBMITTED TO THE BOARD FOR JUDICIAL 
ADMINISTRATION (Via GJC Legislative Sub-Committee) 
The Board for Judicial Administration has accepted GJC’s proposal regarding the Caseload 
Forecast Council for submission during the 2024 Legislative Session. They have also indicated 
a desire to form an informal stakeholder workgroup, as noted above, to explore implications 
relating to the Residential Time Summary Report proposal. The GJC currently plans to resubmit 
both the Residential Time Summary Report proposal and the Caregiving as a Mitigating Factor 
proposal to the BJA for consideration for the 2025 Legislative Session.  
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Caseload Forecast Council Data Correction Proposal  

As part of the 2021 Gender Justice Study, GJC commissioned a pilot study to better understand 
incarceration of women in Washington State through a gender disaggregated analysis of existing 
data collected by the Caseload Forecast Council (CFC). As part of that pilot study, a broader 
key data limitation was identified: the report determined that the adult sentencing reports 
produced by CFC contained flaws in the coding and methodology used to calculate 
demographic information regarding persons convicted and sentenced for felony offenses. 
Consequently, the Gender Justice Study issued recommendations regarding race and ethnicity 
in CFC data, not limited to incarcerated women, including specific recommendations to ensure 
that CFC reports more accurately determine the proportion of persons in this category who are 
Hispanic/Latinx. For example, one key reason the CFC reports undercount Hispanic/Latinx 
persons is because they are coding Hispanic/Latinx as a race rather than an ethnicity. 

As a first step, we are requesting a revision in the statute which (1) requires the Caseload 
Forecast Council (CFC) to conduct disproportionality reports in adult sentencing for the 
legislature; and (2) code and report Hispanic/Latinx persons who are convicted and sentenced 
for felony offenses as a separate ethnicity variable rather than as a race; and (3) in its adult 
sentencing disproportionality reports discuss the limitations of available sentencing data for race 
and ethnicity. The CFC is producing annual disproportionality reports based on a 2018 budget 
proviso. A statutory requirement would ensure that these reports are produced annually and that 
Hispanic/Latinx persons are accurately counted based on their ethnicity. 
 

Caregiving as a Mitigating Factor 
This request is based upon recommendations from several chapters of the 2021 Gender Justice 
Study. Washington law allows judges to issue “exceptional sentences” outside the presumptive 
sentencing range of the SRA if warranted by aggravating or mitigating circumstances. The 11 
mitigating factors listed in RCW 9.94A.535(1) are not exclusive, and sentencing courts have 
some discretion to find their own bases for departing below the standard range. Once a court 
identifies a basis for an exceptional sentence downward, it must consider the purposes of the 
SRA as set forth in RCW 9.94A.010 when crafting an appropriate sentence (the stated purposes 
of the SRA are to ensure proportionate sentencing, mete just punishment, punish 
commensurately with others, protect the public, offer rehabilitative measures, reduce the use of 
governmental resources, and reduce recidivism).  The SRA’s list of mitigating factors does not 
contain caregiving status. It is non-exclusive, but certain personal characteristics may not be 
considered, while others can be considered (see State v. O’Dell). The WA Supreme Court 
seemed to preclude caregiver status from being considered in an older decision (State v. Law). 
In order to clarify the importance of a sentencing judge’s ability to consider such pro-social 
activities as caregiver status, we recommended that the Legislature adopt a mitigating factor 
explicitly listing it. 
 
The Commission’s 2021 Gender Justice Report noted that limiting use of personal 
characteristics in determining exceptional sentences may harm women more than men. For 
example, female offenders are more often single parents than their male counterparts. 
Incarcerated mothers are significantly more likely than incarcerated fathers to be primary 
caregivers. They are also significantly less likely than incarcerated fathers to have another 
parent or family member available to step in to care for their children, family members or other 
dependents during detention. Incarceration can have lifelong adverse consequences for 
incarcerated parents, their children, their loved ones, and their children’s caregivers failing to 
recognize ‘caregiving status’ as a mitigating factor adversely impacts those who generally carry 
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the burden of caregiving, that is, predominately women and families without resources.* 
 
We are requesting a revision to the statute to recognize caregiver status as a mitigating factor 
for the court to consider in sentencing (for downward departure from the sentencing guidelines). 
It is a mitigating factor because family structures can provide support to rehabilitating offenders; 
courts should therefore be able to consider the role of the offender within their family when 
determining sentences. Failing to recognize ‘caregiver status’ as a mitigating factor also 
adversely impacts those who generally carry the burden of caregiving, that is, predominately 
women and families without resources. 

 
 
Elimination of the Residential Time Summary Report in Favor of Family Law Case 
Review 
This request is based upon the recommendations of chapter authors of the 2021 Gender Justice 
Study. 2007 amendments to Washington’s Parenting Act included a requirement for parties in 
divorce cases involving minor children to file “residential time summary reports” on a form (to 
be) developed by the Washington Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC). This form was 
required at a minimum to include: a breakdown of how much time the child spends with each 
parent; whether each parent had legal representation; whether domestic violence, child abuse, 
chemical dependency, or mental health issues existed; and whether the case was resolved by 
agreement or was contested. The AOC was also required to provide an annual report on the 
compiled information from the residential time summary reports. This requirement had the 
potential to provide information about changing trends in allocation of residential time in 
parenting plans. It also had the potential to provide information about how many family law 
cases are resolved by agreement or default compared to by trial, and what difference having 
legal representation may have in family law case outcomes. 
 
The Gender Justice Study highlighted that there has consistently been very low compliance with 
the requirement that parties must submit residential time summary reports in divorce cases, 
which in turn has limited the reliability of the data collected from those who do comply with the 
requirement. Perhaps as a result, the Legislature relieved AOC of the duty of compiling annual 
reports in 2017. It should be noted, that in the last “Residential Time Summary Report” 
published by the Washington State Center for Court Research, which covered the year 2016, 
WSCCR suggested that a more accurate assessment of residential time in Washington State 
may emerge from record review based on a sample of cases, which would likely result in a 
lower total cost in addition to a more accurate view of what happens in dissolution cases with 
children. 
 

                                                
* It should be noted that Washington does allows for sentencing alternatives for specific types of offenders 
including parents. These sentencing alternatives are not considered exceptional sentences. The Family 
and Offender Sentencing Alternative (FOSA), allows judges to waive a prison sentence for eligible 
persons and impose 12 months of community supervision along with conditions for treatment and 
programming. The FOSA allows parents to maintain family bonds and be productive contributors in their 
families and communities. The Commission’s 2021 Gender Justice Report found that FOSAs constituted 
only 232 of the 97,006 sentences imposed between 2015 and 2019 (based on DOC data). 
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We are requesting a revision in the statute that will repeal requirements related to the filing of 
“residential time summary reports” in dissolution cases involving children (RCW 26.09.231, 
RCW 26.18.230). To improve data collection related to family law cases, the Legislature could 
consider funding and adopting a requirement that the Washington State Center for Court 
Research (WSCCR) conduct an annual record review based on a sample of cases to in order to 
collect data currently required by RCW 26.18.230, and to publish an annual report based on the 
data collected. 
 

NEXT STEPS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Future Areas of Focus 
The Implementation Committee Co-Chairs noted that more focus could be placed on umbrella 
goals 2 and 4 in the future. The committee has not had bandwidth or in house expertise to 
pursue many of the recommendations pertaining to fee barriers and family law barriers. The 
Commission currently does not have a family law committee. Additionally, umbrella goal 1 
recommendations relating to remote access to courts, encouraging flexible court schedules and 
child care services have not been addressed and are an opportunity to coordinate with SCJA 
and DMCJA. Issues relating to prosecutorial discretion have also been identified but no action 
has been taken. 
 
Committees 
The Co-Chairs recommend retaining all current GJC standing committees, as well as 
considering creation of a civil/family law committee and possible a data committee. There is a 
lot of work occurring and growing interest among legislators. It would be good to have a data 
group keep track of progress and work closely with the Legislative Committee. 
 
Partners 
The Outside Entity tab in the tracking excel sheet identifies those entities that we think can help 
us. With some we’ve already been working closely (like MJC, ILAC and more recently CCYJ) 
but to others we are yet to formally reach out. It would be ideal to work more closely with WWL 
to address the pay, equity, and workplace issues that women attorneys continue to confront in 
the private and public sector. 
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July 5, 2023 

Re: DSV Committee Efforts related to the Gender Justice Study 

Dear Justice Gordon McCloud and Judge Glasgow,  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide an update on activities of the Domestic and Sexual 

Violence (DSV) Committee. The DSV Committee has been focused on the following projects: 

• Updating the Sexual Violence Bench Guide and the Domestic Violence Manual for 
Judges;

• Facilitating the monthly Civil Protection Order forum for judicial officers;

• Developing a survey for courts related to implementation of the civil protection statute 
and to determine how courts can be better supported; and

• Creating a gender-based violence resource library.

These projects, in addition to building on the DSV Committee’s previous work, support the 

Gender Justice Study’s overarching goals of improving access to courts. Specifically, these align 

with the recommendations to review the HB 1320 work group’s recommendations and develop 

guidance for judges and that all courts and courtrooms should be trauma-informed and trauma-

responsive.  

We also anticipate that DSV Committee staff and members will be involved in the upcoming 

Crime Victims Services Work Group that the GJC will be coordinating. This work group will be 

convened to assess the need for evidence-based training of legal and community-based systems 

personnel; developing a plan to standardize/expand access to legal and community-based 

assistance; assessing funding; and developing a sustainable funding formula. This work will also 

support improved access to courts, and is specifically related to the study recommendation to 

allocate increased funding for legal aid attorneys to assist victims of gender-based violence.  

It is our understanding that the Implementation Committee has been leading the effort to review 

and prioritize study recommendations. We are happy to work with that committee, GJC 

leadership, and other stakeholders, on moving forward other recommendations related to 

domestic and sexual violence on which the GJC would like to focus.  

Best regards, 

Commissioner Terri Farmer, Quinn Dalan 

DSV Committee Co-Chair DSV Committee Co-Chair 
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Gender and Justice Commission Meeting 
Tribal State Court Consortium  

Report Out 
September 1, 2023 

 
 
What has the TSCC been up to since May 5th? 

  
• The tribal state court consortium attended the NCREFC conference where they had a Tribal 

Judge panel plenary session. Some of the topic areas included: education about the tribe, 
importance of appellate courts, VAWA and barriers, geographic impacts, ethnic diversity in tribal 
courts, and more.  

• The TSCC had their spring regional meeting in early June. This was hosted by the Suquamish 
Tribe and resulted in 23 attendees. Many of whom are interested in continuing the work of the 
workgroups.  

o WSP Tribal Liaison, Dawn Pullin was a presenter. She discussed current MMIW data and 
databases being utilized.  

• The Chapter 13 Domestic Violence and Tribal Courts bench guide update was completed and 
posted.  

 
What is upcoming?  

 
• TSCC will have their annual meeting September 17th at the fall conference. This luncheon will 

have a presentation from Justice Montoya-Lewis regarding recent decision in Brackeen v. 
Haaland.  

• The TSCC is working on a special work-group presentation via zoom to allow for greater 
attendance and discussion regarding current issues in tribal courts and setting goals.   

 

 
Recommendation 1: The GJC should support the Tribal State Court Consortium's efforts 
regarding the judiciary's response to the issue of Missing and Murdered Indigenous 
Women and People and enforcement of Tribal Court protection orders.  
 

• On February 6, 2023 the G&J Commission joined by the TSCC submitted a letter of support for 
HB 1177 and SB 5477. This particular recommendation was to create a missing and murdered 
indigenous women and people cold case investigations unit.  

• An ongoing project of focus involves E2SHB 1320 and visibility/sharing of tribal and state 
protection orders. As of January 1, 2023, PODS has been launched. A few awareness e-mails 
have gone out about this specific program. The TSCC would like to capture more information 
about the usage and feedback from tribal/state courts. A workgroup is desired to continuously 
monitor progress, outcome and allow feedback.  

• Continue providing education in collaboration with the WSP MMIW Taskforce, specifically the 
Tribal Liaisons covering eastern and western WA as well as the newly developed tribal policy 
team that is specifically created through the AG office that will include analysis of boarding 
school study and MMIWP facilitation and research.  
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The TSCC is interested in concentrating on the following G&J report recommendation as one of their 
2024 focus areas:  
 
Stakeholders should continue to develop multidisciplinary system wide responses, with a focus on 
upstream prevention and public health. Judges in state and tribal courts should be encouraged to 
collaborate with those who work with sexually exploited minors and young adults. These collaborative 
groups should develop local policies and procedures designed to keep youth out of the system, and to 
respond in a trauma-informed manner when system involvement is necessary. Groups should strive to 
include courts, law enforcement, defense attorneys, service providers, survivors, school systems, child 
welfare, health care providers, etc. 
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Gender Bias Study Recommendation Efforts - Education Committee 

August 17, 2023 

Dear Commission members: 

Below are the Education Committee’s answers to the co-chairs’ questions regarding progress on the 
study recommendations. 

Recommendations the Education Committee has already been pursuing: 

• WA should study the effectiveness of evidence-based programs that educate judges, attorneys 

and court partners re: gender/race disparities in sentencing. 

o The Commission is in the midst of contracting with the Washington State Center for 

Court Research for a literature review of most effective training programs for judicial 

officers on eliminating bias. We are considering whether the contract can include 

disparities in sentencing. Because literature addressing training for judicial officers is 

likely limited, the review would likely more broadly implicate training for other justice 

system participants/partners as well.  

o We sponsored National Consortium for Racial and Ethnic Fairness in the Courts (NCREFC) 

conference sessions addressing LGBTQ+ people and issues that arise in criminal cases. 

o A 2024 fall judicial conference session on incarcerated women will touch on this issue. 

 

• GJC should develop programs to increase gender and racial diversity on the bench and in the 

legal profession. 

o The Commission has historically sponsored the Judicial Institute’s clinic every other year. 

Judge Glasgow and former commissioner Riddhi Mukhopadhyay serve on the Advisory 

Board and Board. https://judicialinstitutewa.org/ 

• Courts should provide regular anti-harassment trainings. And the judicial branch should follow 

best practices and deliver prevention trainings re: workplace harassment. 

o The WSCCR literature review discussed above will likely also include a review of effective 

training programs for judicial officers and other court managers on eliminating 

harassment of all kinds in the workplace. 

o The Commission provided a training at fall judicial conference in 2021 that presented the 

results of the harassment study and the model policy, as well as a segment on judicial 

officers’ obligations under the code of judicial conduct to prevent bias and harassment in 

the courts.  
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Gender Bias Study Recommendation Efforts - Education Committee 

o Chief Justice Gonzalez plans to discuss the results of the Commission’s harassment study 

and the model policy (which he helped to draft) in his opening remarks for fall 

conference this year. 

o We sponsored a judicial education session on the amendments to Code of Judicial 

Conduct Rule 2.3 adding gender identity and expression, as well as other judicial 

trainings targeted at eliminating bias based on gender identity and gender expression 

(for example, a Court of Appeals all-staff lunchtime 2-hour session). 

 

• There should be mandatory training for all judges, court staff, attorneys, and law enforcement 

re: human trafficking and trauma. 

o The Commission sponsored a fall judicial conference session on this topic in 2022. 

• GJC should convene stakeholders to identify the most effective training for judges, attorneys and 

third-party professionals in family law cases re domestic violence and racial or gender bias. And 

GJC should partner with stakeholders to suggest modifications to judicial branch trainings on 

gender-based violence for judges, law enforcement, attorneys, etc. 

o We have not completed these goals, but the 2023 fall judicial conference has a Gender 

and Justice sponsored session on substance abuse and mental health coercion and 

coercive control 

o We have also sponsored judicial conference sessions on the Tiffany Hill Act – Electronic 

Monitoring with Victim Notification Technology 

Recommendations covered by other stakeholders: 

• GJC should develop programs to increase gender and racial diversity on the bench and in the 

legal profession. 

o Judicial Institute  

o Clark County Superior Court judicial mentorship program (G&J Education Committee will 

reach out to see if we can encourage duplication in other counties) 

Recommendations the Education Committee plans to pursue in the next 12-18 months: 

• GJC should work with cities and counties to have local government adopt model anti-

harassment policy; AOC to track. 

o Judge Glasgow and the committee plan to reach out to contacts at the Washington 

Association of Prosecuting Attorneys and the Municipal Research & Services Center to 
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Gender Bias Study Recommendation Efforts - Education Committee 

see if we can present the harassment study results and model policy to county and local 

attorneys at one of their conferences or by webinar.  

• Anti-harassment trainings should encourage support of individuals most likely to experience 

workplace harassment, and should be evaluated for effectiveness in changing culture. 

o The committee needs to work with the associations of clerks and court administrators, as 

well as other court employees, to determine how best to achieve this goal. The 

committee may also be able to work with WSCCR in the future to study effectiveness of 

Washington trainings.  

o Work with clerk and administrator associations like the DMCMA to help diversify staff at 

all levels of court and foster belonging for all court participants.  

 

• The BJA Court Education Committee and GJC should develop training for judges by 2022 on 

how to model and control their courtrooms to address inappropriate gender-biased conduct. 

o The committee plans to revive conversations with the BJA Education Committee on this 

topic. 

o We also plan to explore judicial trainings to address recent Washington Supreme Court 

decisions involving various aspects of bias in court proceedings (jury selection/jury 

deliberations/etc) This may be covered in a case law update at fall judicial conference.  

 

• Judicial officers should receive training that better equip them when crafting visitation orders 

involving children of incarcerated parents. 

o A 2024 fall judicial conference session will touch on this topic, but this needs to be a 

separate, longer training session. The committee will explore this topic for the spring 

Superior Court Judges’ Ass’n Conference 

 

• GJC should convene stakeholders to identify the most effective training for judges, attorneys 

and third-party professionals in family law cases re domestic violence and racial or gender bias. 

• GJC should partner with stakeholders to suggest modifications to judicial branch trainings on 

gender-based violence for judges, law enforcement, attorneys, etc.  

o The education committee will work with the DSV committee to if we can make more 

progress on this goal together. 

o Work with DSV committee to get benchcards and other resources updated. 

 

• Judicial and court staff trainings should provide tools that help reduce the impact of secondary 

or vicarious trauma on judges, staff, and their constituents. 
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Gender Bias Study Recommendation Efforts - Education Committee 

o The education committee will consider potential faculty and submit a proposal for future 

judicial and administrator conferences. 

o We sponsored a NCREFC conference session on trauma reduction practices. 

Recommendations the Education Committee is concerned we don’t have capacity for: 

o Ideally we would build a library of video trainings in various topics that are short (15 minutes or 

less) that can be accessed on demand and count for continuing education credit for judicial 

officers and court staff.   
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TO: Gender and Justice Commission Board 

FROM: Dua Abudiab, WWL Liaison  

DATE: August 29, 2023 

RE: Washington Women Lawyers September 2023 Update 
 

 

 
Looking ahead at the coming year, the Washington Women Lawyers (WWL) Board met in August to 
discuss our umbrella goals relating to the Gender and Justice study in the coming year. As incoming 
president for WWL, the first step was creating diversity within our board, which is a hallmark of  the 
Gender and Justice study. With our incoming board members, we look forward to providing varied 
and fresh perspective on all Commission issues.  
 
2023-2026 Gender and Justice Commission – WWL Liaison 

It’s been a wonderful three years serving as the WWL Liaison to the Commission – I have the pleasure 
of  introducing our next liaison: Irene Motles. Irene joined the WWL State Board in 2020 and has 
served as a co-VP of  Diversity. Irene is a graduate of  the University of  Alabama School of  Law and 
was recognized as a Hugo Black Scholar for her academic achievements. She serves as an associate at 
Perkins Coie and her practice areas of  focus are product liability law and aviation and transportation. 
She is excited about this role and will be an exceptional asset to the Commission and its work. 
 
2024 Umbrella Goals 

We agree that the two study recommendations that relate to WWL are quite relevant and we 
identified a third goal: 

 
1. The WA State Bar Association should identify (or convene stakeholders to identify) ways to 

minimize barriers within the profession related to: pay disparity, promotion opportunities, 
career complications, and workplace environment. The group should focus on barriers 
related to age, gender, sexual orientation, gender identity or expression, disability, race, 
ethnicity, family and care responsibilities, and the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic 
(Chapter 4) 

Aside from the membership demographic study, we aim to work with other minority 
bar associations to tackle these barriers. For example, MAMAS (Mother Attorney 
Mentoring Association of Seattle) was working on a study gathering data from law 
firms in Seattle to help future women lawyers determine if their future workplace 
caters to their potential mothering needs (data included availability of lactation 
rooms, maternity leave, etc.). We will utilize our statewide impact to acknowledge 
these gaps and work towards educating about and finding solutions for these 
barriers.  
 
WWL continues to partner with other organizations to minimize these barriers and 
acknowledges that continuing this work is challenging with limited resources. We 
look to working with folks operating in that space and creating a wider reach with 
our statewide presence. 
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2. The Gender and Justice Commission should continue to develop programs to increase the 
number of women, including persons of color, on the bench and within the legal profession 
(Chapter 4) 

Historically, WWL held “Plugging the Leaky Pipeline” events that were legal 
professional endeavors to diversify our legal community and create access points for 
members of the community where there otherwise weren’t any. We intend to 
continue with similar programming in the year to come.  
 
Our professional development VPs work tirelessly each year to provide 
programming that is relevant to all members of our organization, and with an eye on 
increasing access for all women. Our goal is ensuring collaboration with our 
professional development and diversity VPs to provide education that also centers 
diversity.  
 
WWL just voted to continue providing a membership discount for members of 
minority bar associations, to increase our collaboration on helping women enter and 
thrive in the legal profession.  

 
3. We also intend to work with the Commission on educational programming for the judiciary, 

as the Education committee prioritized this programming and WWL recognizes this is an 
area of interest moving forward. Our judiciary is in a unique position to help conquer 
barriers in the courtroom and our organization can play a role in educating and enlightening 
the judiciary on current/relevant issues (ex: impact of long-COVID on women attorneys, 
remote hearing challenges that are unique to mothering attorneys, etc.)  

We will continue our involvement with the Domestic and Sexual Violence 
Committee and identifying areas that we as an organization can support initiatives. 
Quinn Dalan, our incoming president elect, will continue to serve on the DSV 
committee.  

 
Membership Demographic Study 

As many of  you saw, the Washington State Bar Association (WSBA) launched the demographic study 
just this month. They outreached WWL in 2022 and no follow-up occurred so WWL did not have any 
impact on the formation of  the study. We will work with WSBA this coming year to determine what 
role we can play in terms of  getting feedback women in the workplace/legal profession. We recognize 
that once WSBA collects the data, the digesting phase is a great time for us to re-engage with them 
and determine how we can best serve the women in our legal community. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Highlights for Featured Courts  

During the 2021 Legislative Session, legislators passed ESSB 5092, Section 115, Section 

3, which required the Washington Administrative Office of the Courts to provide: “all courts with 

an electronic demographic survey for jurors who begin a jury term.” The aim was to collect data 

on each juror's race, ethnicity, age, sex, employment status, educational attainment, and income, 

as well as any other data approved by order of the Chief Justice of the Washington State Supreme 

Court. The central question is whether summoned jurors are representative of the county 

populations from which they are selected. The makeup and representativeness of jury summons 

respondents and eventually impaneled juries pertains to the trial provisions of the Sixth 

Amendment and to the perceived legitimacy and fairness of and confidence in our courts. 

While there have been prior versions of this survey over the last six years, this is the largest 

and most comprehensive research effort to date with nearly a quarter of a million usable survey 

responses (N = 244,168). Although there is ongoing data collection across the State of Washington, 

this report presents findings from the analysis of data from the electronic juror surveys in five 

jurisdictions, as well as the paper surveys in three jurisdictions (see Table 1 below). There are 

many additional courts that are part of data collection efforts to capture key demographics of 

summoned jurors. However, these courts either had a lack of jury trials or a sample size too small 

to ensure the anonymity of survey respondents and were, therefore, excluded from the final 

analysis.   

This Executive Summary provides highlights drawn from the three data analysis sections 

of this report. Data were collected over a roughly 17-month period in 2022 and 2023. However, 

each participating jurisdiction had a different start and end date for data collection, as the survey 

required a tailored onboarding process. Over one-half of the responses came from King County 

Superior Court. 

Table 1. Number of Surveys by Jurisdiction. 

Jurisdiction N Data Start* Data End** 

Clark County Superior  17,498 03/07/2022 06/26/2023 

King County Superior 131,126 02/09/2022 04/28/2023 

King County District 22,746 06/29/2022 05/16/2023 

Kitsap County Superior 1,718 05/17/2022 06/08/2023 

Pierce County Superior 54,643 12/16/2021 06/01/2023 

Seattle Municipal 2,259 05/31/2022 06/08/2023 

  Spokane County Superior 12,526 02/03/2022 05/18/2023 

Whatcom County Superior 1,652 04/18/2022 06/08/2023 

Total Count 244,168  
 

Notes: *Date of first data collection for each jurisdiction. **Date the data for each jurisdiction was 

downloaded and/or no new paper surveys were analyzed. Data collection is ongoing for all courts. 
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All data represent only those people who responded to their summons and who also opted 

to complete the survey. Therefore, it does not include those who: did not receive their summons 

in the mail, ignored their summons, declined to participate in the survey, and/or responded to their 

summons through different modalities, such as over the telephone or via postal mail.  

Overall, trends in racial representation are similar to prior jury demographic surveys in 

Washington State.2 With some exceptions, people of color and those of low socioeconomic status 

remain generally underrepresented among respondents to jury summons. The following bullet 

points reflect major highlights based on results for all participating courts. 

• Racial disproportionality: Among those responding to jury summons, Black, American 

Indian, and Alaskan Native survey respondents are generally underrepresented. 

 

o Multi-race categories continue to grow nationally and locally, a trend that is well 

documented. While mixed-race and two-or-more race categories are 

overrepresented, that does not account for the underrepresentation observed in the 

single-race categories. 

 

• Income disproportionality: On average, jurors reporting for jury service have combined 

annual household incomes above the median income in their respective counties. 

Additionally, as income categories increase from lowest to highest, the proportion of White 

survey respondents increases. 

 

o Combined household income is a significant indicator of a potential juror’s ability 

to participate in jury service. Findings indicate increased strain among those 

earning less than the median household income, which decreases the likelihood that 

lower earners will serve on a jury. 

 

o For all participating courts, White respondents represent the minority in the lowest 

income category and the majority in the highest income category for both men and 

women. These findings are consistent with “Race, Gender, and Combined Annual 

Household Income” (RGI) findings reported within the interim report (Collins et 

al., 2022), which showed that people of color are overrepresented in the lowest 

income categories and underrepresented in the highest income categories. 

 

• Disproportionality in education: Jurors reporting for jury service hold higher levels of 

education, on average, than the general populations within their respective counties. 

 

o Education is clearly related to both employment and income. All three measures 

show a concentration of socio-economic status within those reporting for jury duty. 

 

 
2 We did not study the effect of remote video conferencing-based juror participation versus in-person juror participation on representation. 

Therefore, we are unable to determine whether the implementation of remote juror participation during the pandemic had an effect on juror 

demographics. 
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• High prevalence of conflicts and hardships: Upon reviewing barriers to participating in 

jury service, work related conflicts, dependent care, and personal health have remained the 

leading barriers cited by potential jurors.3 

 

o A majority (64% on average) of all survey respondents indicated experiencing a 

conflict or hardship that worked as a barrier to participating in jury service.  

 

o Women were substantially more likely to report dependent care barriers with 

respect to children, aging family members, and other dependent care needs. 

 

• Considering the interactions between race/ethnicity, gender, and income, for all counties, 

as income categories increase from lowest to highest, the proportion of White survey 

respondents increases. 

 

Highlights for Pierce County 

Pierce County Superior Court has unique capabilities in that their jury management system has the 

capacity to capture jury demographic related data at every stage in the jury process (see page 41 

for details on stages of the jury process).   

• Consistent with the interim report findings, Black survey respondents were 

underrepresented at every stage. Notably, however, Black jurors were more represented at 

stage 4 than at stage 1. 

 

• Concerning the interactions between race/ethnicity, gender, and income, findings for 

Pierce County indicate that: 

 

o As income categories increase from lowest to highest, the proportion of White 

survey respondents increases.  

 

o With regards to gender, women were overrepresented at stage 1, while men were 

overrepresented at stage 4. This may signify that women are more likely to be 

excused for financial hardship or work/family conflicts than their male 

counterparts. 

 

• Approximately 71.4% of all Pierce County respondents reported experiencing at least one 

conflict or hardship that worked as a barrier to participating in jury service. Note that the 

reporting of any barrier does not preclude jury service, as the majority of those who 

reported conflicts or hardships showed up for jury duty and many were selected and served. 

 

 
3 Courts using the electronic survey had the option of including a 13th question that asked: Have you ever experience any barriers that impact your 
ability to attend jury service? Please select all that apply. It’s important to note that individual responses to this question may or may not be 

applicable to the term with which the prospective juror was summonsed for at the time. In other words, responses are not indicative of an individual’s 

participation or excusal thereafter.  
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o Among those who identified work-related conflict or hardship, there was a high 

degree of similarity across all racial and gender categories. 

 

o Women across all racial groups reported higher levels of dependent care conflict 

and hardships. 

 

Highlights for Court Experience & Feedback Survey 

• Jurisdictions that were able to use electronic surveys to collect jury demographics reported 

the least number of staff hours per month. While the sample size is small, the anecdotal 

accounts by court personnel suggest that those jurisdictions utilizing paper surveys 

encountered more of an interference in their daily operations than those courts with the 

capability to collect surveys electronically. 

 

• When asked about necessary resources and support to make demographic data collection a 

routine part of the jury process, court personnel consistently recommended adding new or 

strengthening existing technological capabilities to ensure that data is captured 

electronically.   

 

Recommendations  

Considering the findings from this report, as well as the previous efforts, we offer some 

recommendations for future research, in order of importance. 

1. Continue to monitor juror demographics: We cannot emphasize enough how important it is 

to continue to collect and report juror summons demographic data, especially as particular courts 

weigh potential policy or service changes. The data will be integral to providing baseline 

comparison data for any new or ongoing research. 

2. Study the demographics of people who do not respond to summons: We still know nothing 

about those people who do not respond to their summons in the first place, as the data have not 

been collected. Understanding the details surrounding summons non-response is a critical piece to 

the representativeness question. Moreover, filling this gap in knowledge will aid in empirically 

driven policy. 

3. Empirically test whether the master list sources in Washington State are representative of 

the population: The jury demographic research of the last several years illustrates that those who 

respond to jury summons do not match the populations from which they are drawn in Washington 

State. While are a myriad of reasons for this discrepancy and one reason may be the lists 

themselves. If the starting point is unrepresentative of key demographic factors, then this would 

have clear downstream impacts. Therefore, research should focus on whether or to what degree 

the master lists for jury service are a contributing factor to unrepresentativeness in summons 

response and ultimately, with jury service.  
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4. Implement pilot increases in juror pay and monitor changes in demographics: 

Work/financial-related and dependent care conflicts and hardships continue to play a significant 

role in preventing many, especially those with low income, from responding to and participating 

in jury duty. Targeted increases in juror pay, such as the recently approved juror pay pilot project 

in Pierce County Superior Court, may help to encourage participation. It is highly recommended 

that policymakers, researchers, and key personnel (such as court administrators and jury 

managers), work together to plan and implement the specifics of the project (e.g., funding 

allocation, pilot strategy and implementation, control over the distribution of funds, media 

campaign and public relations efforts, etc.). It is crucial that such projects are carefully planned 

and thoughtfully executed. 

5. Establish mechanism for court communication: It is imperative to establish a mechanism for 

streamlining communication between local court personnel and the Administrative Office of the 

Courts for all future survey efforts and/or large-scale policy changes. Many courts have shared a 

need for web-based jury management systems capabilities. However, due to the lack of a unified 

state-wide jury management system, the adoption of management technology will require targeted 

input from court personnel, as resources must be tailored to the specific needs of individual 

courthouses and their operations.  

6. Fund data gathering on jury selection from summons to seating in multiple large 

jurisdictions: Pierce County serves as a national model for what is possible for tracking jurors 

through the summons to seating process. Stage-based data and monitoring is key and will allow 

for more targeted analysis and the ability to see where, in the summons to service process, jurors 

are being retained or drop out. Investing in or creating a jury management system that can do this 

for multiple – or all – courts would be worthwhile and could be feasible despite the decentralized 

nature of the Washington State court system. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Highlights for Featured Courts  

During the 2021 Legislative Session, legislators passed ESSB 5092, Section 115, Section 

3, which required the Washington Administrative Office of the Courts to provide: “all courts with 

an electronic demographic survey for jurors who begin a jury term.” The aim was to collect data 

on each juror's race, ethnicity, age, sex, employment status, educational attainment, and income, 

as well as any other data approved by order of the Chief Justice of the Washington State Supreme 

Court. The central question is whether summoned jurors are representative of the county 

populations from which they are selected. The makeup and representativeness of jury summons 

respondents and eventually impaneled juries pertains to the trial provisions of the Sixth 

Amendment and to the perceived legitimacy and fairness of and confidence in our courts. 

While there have been prior versions of this survey over the last six years, this is the largest 

and most comprehensive research effort to date with nearly a quarter of a million usable survey 

responses (N = 244,168). Although there is ongoing data collection across the State of Washington, 

this report presents findings from the analysis of data from the electronic juror surveys in five 

jurisdictions, as well as the paper surveys in three jurisdictions (see Table 1 below). There are 

many additional courts that are part of data collection efforts to capture key demographics of 

summoned jurors. However, these courts either had a lack of jury trials or a sample size too small 

to ensure the anonymity of survey respondents and were, therefore, excluded from the final 

analysis.   

This Executive Summary provides highlights drawn from the three data analysis sections 

of this report. Data were collected over a roughly 17-month period in 2022 and 2023. However, 

each participating jurisdiction had a different start and end date for data collection, as the survey 

required a tailored onboarding process. Over one-half of the responses came from King County 

Superior Court. 

Table 1. Number of Surveys by Jurisdiction. 

Jurisdiction N Data Start* Data End** 

Clark County Superior  17,498 03/07/2022 06/26/2023 

King County Superior 131,126 02/09/2022 04/28/2023 

King County District 22,746 06/29/2022 05/16/2023 

Kitsap County Superior 1,718 05/17/2022 06/08/2023 

Pierce County Superior 54,643 12/16/2021 06/01/2023 

Seattle Municipal 2,259 05/31/2022 06/08/2023 

  Spokane County Superior 12,526 02/03/2022 05/18/2023 

Whatcom County Superior 1,652 04/18/2022 06/08/2023 

Total Count 244,168  
 

Notes: *Date of first data collection for each jurisdiction. **Date the data for each jurisdiction was 

downloaded and/or no new paper surveys were analyzed. Data collection is ongoing for all courts. 
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All data represent only those people who responded to their summons and who also opted 

to complete the survey. Therefore, it does not include those who: did not receive their summons 

in the mail, ignored their summons, declined to participate in the survey, and/or responded to their 

summons through different modalities, such as over the telephone or via postal mail.  

Overall, trends in racial representation are similar to prior jury demographic surveys in 

Washington State.2 With some exceptions, people of color and those of low socioeconomic status 

remain generally underrepresented among respondents to jury summons. The following bullet 

points reflect major highlights based on results for all participating courts. 

• Racial disproportionality: Among those responding to jury summons, Black, American 

Indian, and Alaskan Native survey respondents are generally underrepresented. 

 

o Multi-race categories continue to grow nationally and locally, a trend that is well 

documented. While mixed-race and two-or-more race categories are 

overrepresented, that does not account for the underrepresentation observed in the 

single-race categories. 

 

• Income disproportionality: On average, jurors reporting for jury service have combined 

annual household incomes above the median income in their respective counties. 

Additionally, as income categories increase from lowest to highest, the proportion of White 

survey respondents increases. 

 

o Combined household income is a significant indicator of a potential juror’s ability 

to participate in jury service. Findings indicate increased strain among those 

earning less than the median household income, which decreases the likelihood that 

lower earners will serve on a jury. 

 

o For all participating courts, White respondents represent the minority in the lowest 

income category and the majority in the highest income category for both men and 

women. These findings are consistent with “Race, Gender, and Combined Annual 

Household Income” (RGI) findings reported within the interim report (Collins et 

al., 2022), which showed that people of color are overrepresented in the lowest 

income categories and underrepresented in the highest income categories. 

 

• Disproportionality in education: Jurors reporting for jury service hold higher levels of 

education, on average, than the general populations within their respective counties. 

 

o Education is clearly related to both employment and income. All three measures 

show a concentration of socio-economic status within those reporting for jury duty. 

 

 
2 We did not study the effect of remote video conferencing-based juror participation versus in-person juror participation on representation. 

Therefore, we are unable to determine whether the implementation of remote juror participation during the pandemic had an effect on juror 

demographics. 
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• High prevalence of conflicts and hardships: Upon reviewing barriers to participating in 

jury service, work related conflicts, dependent care, and personal health have remained the 

leading barriers cited by potential jurors.3 

 

o A majority (64% on average) of all survey respondents indicated experiencing a 

conflict or hardship that worked as a barrier to participating in jury service.  

 

o Women were substantially more likely to report dependent care barriers with 

respect to children, aging family members, and other dependent care needs. 

 

• Considering the interactions between race/ethnicity, gender, and income, for all counties, 

as income categories increase from lowest to highest, the proportion of White survey 

respondents increases. 

 

Highlights for Pierce County 

Pierce County Superior Court has unique capabilities in that their jury management system has the 

capacity to capture jury demographic related data at every stage in the jury process (see page 41 

for details on stages of the jury process).   

• Consistent with the interim report findings, Black survey respondents were 

underrepresented at every stage. Notably, however, Black jurors were more represented at 

stage 4 than at stage 1. 

 

• Concerning the interactions between race/ethnicity, gender, and income, findings for 

Pierce County indicate that: 

 

o As income categories increase from lowest to highest, the proportion of White 

survey respondents increases.  

 

o With regards to gender, women were overrepresented at stage 1, while men were 

overrepresented at stage 4. This may signify that women are more likely to be 

excused for financial hardship or work/family conflicts than their male 

counterparts. 

 

• Approximately 71.4% of all Pierce County respondents reported experiencing at least one 

conflict or hardship that worked as a barrier to participating in jury service. Note that the 

reporting of any barrier does not preclude jury service, as the majority of those who 

reported conflicts or hardships showed up for jury duty and many were selected and served. 

 

 
3 Courts using the electronic survey had the option of including a 13th question that asked: Have you ever experience any barriers that impact your 
ability to attend jury service? Please select all that apply. It’s important to note that individual responses to this question may or may not be 

applicable to the term with which the prospective juror was summonsed for at the time. In other words, responses are not indicative of an individual’s 

participation or excusal thereafter.  
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o Among those who identified work-related conflict or hardship, there was a high 

degree of similarity across all racial and gender categories. 

 

o Women across all racial groups reported higher levels of dependent care conflict 

and hardships. 

 

Highlights for Court Experience & Feedback Survey 

• Jurisdictions that were able to use electronic surveys to collect jury demographics reported 

the least number of staff hours per month. While the sample size is small, the anecdotal 

accounts by court personnel suggest that those jurisdictions utilizing paper surveys 

encountered more of an interference in their daily operations than those courts with the 

capability to collect surveys electronically. 

 

• When asked about necessary resources and support to make demographic data collection a 

routine part of the jury process, court personnel consistently recommended adding new or 

strengthening existing technological capabilities to ensure that data is captured 

electronically.   

 

Recommendations  

Considering the findings from this report, as well as the previous efforts, we offer some 

recommendations for future research, in order of importance. 

1. Continue to monitor juror demographics: We cannot emphasize enough how important it is 

to continue to collect and report juror summons demographic data, especially as particular courts 

weigh potential policy or service changes. The data will be integral to providing baseline 

comparison data for any new or ongoing research. 

2. Study the demographics of people who do not respond to summons: We still know nothing 

about those people who do not respond to their summons in the first place, as the data have not 

been collected. Understanding the details surrounding summons non-response is a critical piece to 

the representativeness question. Moreover, filling this gap in knowledge will aid in empirically 

driven policy. 

3. Empirically test whether the master list sources in Washington State are representative of 

the population: The jury demographic research of the last several years illustrates that those who 

respond to jury summons do not match the populations from which they are drawn in Washington 

State. While are a myriad of reasons for this discrepancy and one reason may be the lists 

themselves. If the starting point is unrepresentative of key demographic factors, then this would 

have clear downstream impacts. Therefore, research should focus on whether or to what degree 

the master lists for jury service are a contributing factor to unrepresentativeness in summons 

response and ultimately, with jury service.  
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4. Implement pilot increases in juror pay and monitor changes in demographics: 

Work/financial-related and dependent care conflicts and hardships continue to play a significant 

role in preventing many, especially those with low income, from responding to and participating 

in jury duty. Targeted increases in juror pay, such as the recently approved juror pay pilot project 

in Pierce County Superior Court, may help to encourage participation. It is highly recommended 

that policymakers, researchers, and key personnel (such as court administrators and jury 

managers), work together to plan and implement the specifics of the project (e.g., funding 

allocation, pilot strategy and implementation, control over the distribution of funds, media 

campaign and public relations efforts, etc.). It is crucial that such projects are carefully planned 

and thoughtfully executed. 

5. Establish mechanism for court communication: It is imperative to establish a mechanism for 

streamlining communication between local court personnel and the Administrative Office of the 

Courts for all future survey efforts and/or large-scale policy changes. Many courts have shared a 

need for web-based jury management systems capabilities. However, due to the lack of a unified 

state-wide jury management system, the adoption of management technology will require targeted 

input from court personnel, as resources must be tailored to the specific needs of individual 

courthouses and their operations.  

6. Fund data gathering on jury selection from summons to seating in multiple large 

jurisdictions: Pierce County serves as a national model for what is possible for tracking jurors 

through the summons to seating process. Stage-based data and monitoring is key and will allow 

for more targeted analysis and the ability to see where, in the summons to service process, jurors 

are being retained or drop out. Investing in or creating a jury management system that can do this 

for multiple – or all – courts would be worthwhile and could be feasible despite the decentralized 

nature of the Washington State court system. 
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INTRODUCTION 

During the 2021 Legislative Session, legislators passed ESSB 5092, Section 115, Section 

3, which required the Washington Administrative Office of the Courts to provide: “all courts with 

an electronic demographic survey for jurors who begin a jury term.” The survey sought to collect 

data on each juror's race, ethnicity, age, sex, employment status, educational attainment, and 

income, as well as any other data approved by order of the chief justice of the Washington State 

Supreme Court.4 Though not the first effort to explore juror demographics in the state, it is by far 

the most comprehensive, wide-reaching, in-depth, and inclusive empirical study to date.  

 

Jury Duty Qualifications & Source Lists 

According to the RCW 2.36.070, in order to be competent to serve as a juror in the state of 

Washington, a person needs to: 1) be at least 18 years old, 2) a United States citizen, 3) live in the 

county that they are summoned from, and 4) possess the ability to communicate in English. Finally, 

a person shall be competent to serve 5) unless they have a felony conviction and have not had their 

civil rights restored yet. While these are the legal qualifications to serve on a jury, not everyone 

who is eligible makes it to court for jury duty. Eligibility is further limited to those whose name 

appears on a source list. In Washington State, two separate source lists are utilized: 1) registered 

voters, and 2) those with a driver’s license or “identicard” holders (see RCW 2.36.054). After 

merging these lists and removing duplicate names, the master jury list is produced. This master 

list provides the foundation for all counties and courts, regardless of the level (i.e., municipal, 

district, superior) and type of case (i.e., criminal or civil). Per RCW 2.36.055, the compilation 

process occurs “at least annually” by the Administrative Office of the Courts. In practice, however, 

the lists are updated and cleaned exactly once a year. 

 

Prior Research Endeavors  

Beginning in October 2016, the Washington State Supreme Court Minority and Justice 

Commission conducted a study in which jury pool data was collected from a diverse group of 

courts across the state. With limited exception, results indicated that racial/ethnic minority 

populations are underrepresented in most jurisdictions with some variation among the courts 

concerning representation based on racial/ethnic category (Hickman & Collins, 2017). In 2020, 

the Washington State Gender and Justice Commission sponsored subsequent analyses to determine 

whether disparities exist in jury service pools for specific subpopulations. Disparities were found 

among BIPOC, women of color, and people who identify as LGBTQ+ (Collins & Gialopsos, 

2021a). 

 
4 $150,000 of the general fund—state appropriation for fiscal year 2022 and $150,000 of the general fund—state appropriation for fiscal year 2023 

are provided solely for providing all courts with an electronic demographic survey for jurors who begin a jury term. The survey must collect data 

on each juror's race, ethnicity, age, sex, employment status, educational attainment, and income, as well as any other data approved by order of the 
chief justice of the Washington state supreme court. This electronic data gathering must be conducted and reported in a manner that preserves juror 

anonymity. The administrative office of the courts shall provide this demographic data in a report to the governor and the appropriate committees 

of the legislature and publish a copy of the report on a publicly available internet address by June 30, 2023. 
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During this time, the COVID-19 pandemic emerged, which forced courts to temporarily 

halt jury proceedings and become innovative in terms of their operations. While trying to protect 

the health and safety of all persons involved, some courts shifted to remote jury selection processes 

that allowed them to minimize case backlogs and delays and preserve fundamental rights of 

defendants. Courts also moved locations and revamped existing protocols in order to meet the 

social distance requirements placed on Washington State at that time. The impact of the pandemic, 

coupled with the prior jury demographic findings, provided a unique opportunity to examine the 

demographic makeup of potential jurors during an unprecedented period of change. During four 

months in 2021, a brief digital survey was administered to potential jurors in King, Pierce, and 

Snohomish Counties (Collins & Gialopsos, 2021b). However, the bulk of the responses came from 

King County Superior Court. Similar to the 2016-2017 survey findings, White respondents were 

overrepresented compared to Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) baseline data. 

In addition to gauging any potential demographic shifts, this research also captured self-

reported barriers to jury service and possible solutions to overcome them. The data revealed the 

most frequently reported barriers were work/employer issues, lack of childcare, and financial 

hardships (Collins & Gialopsos, 2021b). This empirical finding fits anecdotal accounts observed 

by court personnel and supports trends in jury excusals and deferrals. 

Unlike the 2016-2017 research project, which utilized paper surveys, the 2021 data 

collection effort relied on electronic surveys. This is key for several reasons. First, it allowed us to 

pilot this technology when measuring demographics of prospective jurors and determine more 

successful strategies for advertising and soliciting survey responses. Early attempts to use QR 

codes, for instance, were largely unsuccessful. Inserting survey links directly into the online juror 

registration portals and/or utilizing juror management systems to provide a digital link to the 

survey proved to yield higher response rates (Collins & Gialopsos, 2021b). Second, it captured 

data from a couple courts utilizing virtual jury selection and/or trials for the first time in the state’s 

history. This allowed us to gather some data points for this major change to our jury system and 

court operations. Third, in order to create more inclusive variables that better capture the identities 

of potential jurors, revised questions and closed-ended answer choices were used for several 

measures, including gender identity and sexual orientation. 

Collectively, these prior efforts allowed us to refine the conceptualization of key variables, 

methodology, and data collection processes. These methodological developments are now present 

within an embedded and seamless electronic survey tool that has minimal impact on survey 

respondents in terms of time and effort and has significantly increased the number of survey 

responses from participating courts. Next, we provide an overview of the research process and 

basic outline of the analytical approach. 
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METHODOLOGY 

Below in Figure 1, we provide a very rough diagram of the current project’s progression, 

beginning with the passage of the bill and concluding with this final report. While it is not a perfect 

depiction of all events, it is a fairly accurate representation of the process, especially for courts that 

were onboarded midway through 2022 and beyond. Further, these stages represent the primary 

headings used in this report. 

 

Figure 1: Jury Demographic Survey Timeline. 

 

    

 

 

 

 

Survey Development Process  

Building on prior survey efforts, we first worked on refining the survey questions and 

answer choices provided for respondents. A key question was whether to rely on what has been 

done before for comparison purposes (i.e., the 2016-2017 question wording) or whether to include, 

replicate and/or refine survey questions from the four-month survey in 2021, and use these more 

inclusive measures to establish a new baseline for future survey iterations. As mentioned in the 

introduction, we opted to move the needle forward. This stage of the development process 

coincided with a year-long racial reckoning in the United States that cast light on systemic racial 

bias and discrimination in our criminal justice system. Further, the COVID-19 pandemic 

spotlighted economic and employment precarity in our society. For these reasons and many more, 

we utilized survey measures that were more inclusive, a better reflection of respondents’ individual 

identities, and captured more demographic nuance and shifts in the U.S. population. This decision 

and focus also align with the mission and research endeavors of the Washington State Minority 

and Justice Commission and the Gender and Justice Commission.   

 

Changes with Selected Survey Questions  

The legislative mandate outlined seven demographic variables to be collected: age, current 

employment status, combined annual household income, highest level of education, ethnicity, race, 

and gender identity. An eighth demographic variable, sexual orientation, was not specifically 

outlined by the bill but was included based on the “other data approved by order of the Chief 

Justice of the Washington State Supreme Court” clause of the bill. The specific questions are listed 

in Appendix B (for electronic survey) and Appendix C (for paper survey). As already mentioned, 
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both gender identity and sexual orientation were operationalized in a more inclusive manner than 

in the 2016-2017 efforts when they were captured with a singular question. Adopting more 

inclusive gender identity and sexual orientation questions and answers was first a methodological 

concern regarding question accuracy, as there is a large and growing understanding of the nuances 

in how people self-identify. This approach is also consistent with the work of the Washington State 

Gender and Justice Commission, as well as the previous 2021 jury summons study. In addition, 

we reflected best practices and, to the best of our ability, avoided alienating certain groups of 

people. Specifically, we used phrases like “an identity not listed” or “a category not listed.”  

In terms of the ethnicity and race variables, we tried to mimic the U.S. Census question 

format and categories as much as possible to make CVAP (Census Voting Age Population) 

comparisons straightforward and easy to interpret. Nevertheless, there are a few noteworthy 

modifications. First, for ethnicity, we allowed respondents to select all categories that applied 

whereas the U.S. Census has them select a singular response category. Also, we used the more 

gender-conscious and inclusive terminology of “Latino/a/x” rather than their use of “Latino.”  

Second, in terms of race, our question and responses were directly comparable to those 

used by the U.S. Census in 2020. We did, however, include a few additional response categories. 

Specifically, we provided the option of “Cambodian” whereas the U.S. Census did not provide a 

standalone category for this but rather had it as a write-in option for “Other Asian.” Furthermore, 

we included a category that was publicly discussed but ultimately not included in the 2020 iteration 

of the U.S. Census - “Middle Eastern or North African - Print, for example, Lebanese, Egyptian, 

etc." (Wang, 2020 & 2022). To avoid generalizing this group and in anticipation of future changes 

within the U.S. Census to this group, we recognized it as a freestanding option. Although the next 

modification is slight, we included “Hispanic, Latino/a/x” as a listed example of an origin in the 

“Some other race” response category while the U.S. Census strictly considers it to be ethnicity 

and, thus, not included within their race question. Finally, we also utilized “Guamanian or 

Chamorro” whereas they narrowed this category to be “Chamorro” only (Marks & Rios-Vargas, 

2021). It is also important to emphasize that the U.S. Census question and response options had 

been revised since the 2010 version in order to better reflect changes to the population and 

information gathered from research and outreach with various entities (e.g., stakeholders, advisers) 

(Marks & Rios-Vargas, 2021). 

Each demographic question also had a “prefer not to answer” option. Since these questions 

are quite personal and seek to capture various identities and demographic factors, providing this 

option allowed respondents to answer questions depending on their comfort level. While this does 

contribute to missing data, it is nonetheless important to avoid coercing subjects to respond to 

questions that they would rather not answer.  

Likewise, courts that utilized the electronic surveys (but not the paper surveys) had the 

opportunity to include an optional question on barriers to jury service. To streamline the process 

for courts wanting this option, the question utilized the most common responses from the 2021 

research effort (Collins & Gialopsos, 2021b). The six responses provided were: 1) work-related 

conflicts or hardship, 2) financial hardship, 3) dependent care (e.g., prenatal, nursing/infant, child, 

adult, etc.), 4) transportation (e.g., accessibility, parking, safety), 5) disability or health/mental 

51



   

 

5 

 

health related hardship, and 6) COVID-related issues or hardship. Respondents were able to select 

all that applied and could also write in or add additional comments. Among the jurisdictions 

highlighted in this report, four chose to include the barrier question – Clark County Superior, King 

County District, King County Superior, and Pierce County Superior Courts. Spokane County 

Superior Court followed only the legislatively mandated questions and chose not to include the 

optional barrier question. The other jurisdictions covered in this report were not eligible for this 

added question because they used the paper survey modality (as discussed later).  

Before launching into the data and results, it is critical to note that we understand and are 

conscious of the nuances surrounding identity constructs (i.e., racial, ethnic, sexual, gender 

identity, etc.) and related harms that marginalized groups face due to racism, bias, and 

discrimination within society as a whole and the criminal justice system specifically. Despite our 

attempts to be as inclusive as possible, the subcategorizations used in this research are still 

imperfect and may not capture all combinations of self-reported identity or orientation. 

Furthermore, at times we must collapse or regroup identity categories during the analysis and/or 

recategorize and rename variables to have a sufficient sample size and more reliable results. As a 

result, the analysis in this report and subsequent wording of findings may not properly reflect the 

true nature of personal identity within these populations. 

 

IRB Process 

Since this project involves human subjects, we submitted an application through Seattle 

University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) in July of 2021. The IRB determined the study to 

be exempt from IRB review in accordance with federal regulation criteria. Consistent with the 

protections afforded to human subjects, the landing page of the survey explicitly states that the 

survey is completely voluntary and that all responses are confidential. Further, it informed 

individuals that no personally identifying information (i.e., names and IP addresses) would be 

collected, and that all analyses would be presented in the aggregate to protect the identities of the 

respondents. 

It is important to mention that there was an administrative question on only the electronic 

survey (i.e., not the paper version) that asked for juror id/badge number. As indicated on the 

informed consent statement on the first page of the electronic survey, juror id/badge number is 

requested to track a respondent’s progress through the jury selection process. However, 

confidentiality of responses is maintained, as the researchers/administrators of the survey will 

never have access to any information that allows us to identify a respondent and the courts will 

never have access to a respondent’s individual survey responses that include jury badge number. 

While most courts do not have the capacity to utilize this to its full data analysis potential, Pierce 

County (as discussed in Section Two of the data analysis) used this data point to more fully 

understand the demographic makeup of potential jurors as they travel through the entire jury 

selection process. In order to preserve juror anonymity, this question was not included on paper 

surveys, as court personnel would be interacting with jurors and responses could be potentially 

identifiable.   
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Court Outreach & Scheduling 

An initial step in the process was to identify how potential jurors respond to their summons 

in different counties and across different levels of courts. To do so, we launched a Statewide Jury 

Survey Capacity Test in October 2021 that was sent to court representatives for whom we had 

contact information (e.g., email addresses were gathered from public-facing court websites, 

internal connections, or provided by AOC at our request). See Appendix A for the survey 

instrument. This brief online survey identified a point person for future communication and took 

stock of which courts had web-based juror registration and management systems, were utilizing 

video-conferencing software for virtual proceedings, as well as the various methods for jurors to 

register and check-in for jury service. In all, 62 responses were collected, though many responses 

were only partially completed. From these responses, we learned that under 20 courts had existing 

web-based jury registration systems and/or had plans to get one at some point in the future.  

Since it was not feasible to bring every court in the State of Washington onto the project 

simultaneously, we had to create a phased approach. Multiple factors were considered by the 

researchers, including those courts with electronic capabilities based on the Survey Capacity Test 

(discussed above). Additionally, we focused initial efforts on courts in large, populated areas, those 

with a lot of jury trials (based on anecdotal information and caseloads provided on the Courts of 

Washington website), courts that had participated already in prior jury diversity related projects, 

and those courts that were at the superior court-level. The research team and AOC wanted to 

diversify participating courts, so the Census Diversity Index by County for 2020 was used initially 

to offer some insight on the racial and ethnic makeup of counties and to guide the phased 

onboarding approach. While courts that fit some of these criteria were prioritized in the phased 

data collection, efforts were made to contact all courts in Washington State.   

 

Survey Modality  

Despite the wording of the original bill, the research team felt it necessary to include paper 

versions of the survey as well. Based on the responses from the Statewide Jury Survey Capacity 

Test, fewer courts than expected had electronic capabilities already in place and working well. 

While this flexibility ultimately allowed us to collect more data, it also meant that we are inherently 

capturing two distinct periods in the jury summons process. The courts that utilized electronic 

surveys were capturing anyone who responded to their summons regardless of whether they 

appeared in a courthouse for jury duty selection. Courts with the paper survey option, however, 

only captured summoned jurors who showed up on their specific day and time to the courthouse 

for jury duty selection (i.e., voir dire). What this means, however, is that the courts utilizing 

electronic demographic surveys were capturing a larger number of potential jurors than those 

administering paper surveys. Jurisdictions that utilized the electronic survey were comprised of 

individuals who had not yet been excused, deferred, or disqualified from jury service, while courts 

administering paper surveys had already excluded these groups because surveys were completed 

at the point of court appearance. 
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Furthermore, to avoid the issue of duplicate responses and to protect the anonymity of 

jurors, we were unable to provide a hybrid or mixed modality approach to data collection. Even 

though courts offered multiple ways for summoned jurors to respond, we were only able to capture 

a singular modality per court. While this is not ideal and is a clear limitation of this research project, 

it was necessary and also ensured that we were not asking too much of the courts.  

 

Onboarding  

Following the Statewide Jury Survey Capacity Test, we made contact via email with courts 

with electronic capabilities and set up a time to meet with them individually. Dubbed “onboarding 

meetings” these individual appointments held over Zoom (and occasionally over the phone) 

typically lasted between 15 and 45 minutes. During these meetings, we asked follow-up questions 

to the information they provided in the survey capacity test, had them walk us through their jury 

summons process, and addressed other questions or issues they raised (these often dealt with staff 

time, resources, capacity, COVID-related modifications, etc.). We also reviewed the survey 

questions together, discussed the contract agreement (see Appendix E) and any next steps required 

on their end (e.g., seeking approval from other court personnel and/or the presiding judge, 

acquiring signatures for the court order, etc.), collected contact information for their IT 

person/department, and identified potential launch dates for the survey to be published (i.e., or go 

live).  

Courts that needed or wanted to go the paper survey route were also given several 

documents to review: 1) Jury Process for Paper Survey (i.e., Appendix F); 2) Best Practices & 

Script for Paper Survey5  (i.e., Appendix G); and 3) Cover Sheet for Paper Survey (i.e., Appendix 

H). Collectively, these documents walked them through how to submit completed surveys to AOC 

by mail or email and how to seek reimbursement for any associated costs (e.g., postage, clipboards, 

etc.) through an A19 form. It is important to note that unlike the 2016-2017 effort, AOC did 

reimburse courts for any reasonable costs incurred during or in preparation of the implementation 

of ESSB 5092. Costs that were already placed on the shoulders of courts, however, (e.g., the cost 

of postage for the summons sent in the U.S. postal mail) were not reimbursed by AOC.  

In all, these individual onboarding meetings proved to be incredibly useful for all parties 

involved and allowed us to identify and proactively respond to minor issues, answer questions, 

and provide clarification as needed. Beyond this, though, the court personnel very much seemed 

to appreciate this space. Not only did it provide a personal touch, but it helped to humanize the 

researchers and project while simultaneously showing AOC’s commitment to increasing juror 

diversity and consideration for the limited capacity of individual courts.   

 

 

 
5 This handout is a collection of strategies and recommendations for courts using the paper modality only. It was a collaboration between the 

researchers and a couple of the courts who participated in the 2016-2017 data collection that also relied on paper surveys. 
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Follow-up & Implementation  

For most courts, there was a period of weeks to months where we kept in regular contact, 

addressed questions or concerns raised by other court personnel via email, met with IT people, and 

pretested the process with their staff. Once the electronic survey was officially live and embedded 

in their electronic jury management systems, we stayed in contact with their court point person to 

provide updates on the response rates we were receiving to determine whether the amount seemed 

appropriate given the number of trials and summoned jurors. In some larger jurisdictions, like King 

and Pierce Counties, weekly numbers were relayed for several months. We also wanted to ensure 

that jurors were not mistakenly thinking the survey was the equivalent of completing the juror 

registration/check-in and, therefore, failing to properly respond to their jury summons. After 

careful review, it was determined that failure to complete registration was not an issue. While the 

research team and its IRB occasionally had an email from a confused potential juror, the process 

was remarkably smooth, especially in light of how many total survey responses were recorded. 

Featured Courts 

The following courts have been selected for inclusion in this analysis based on the number 

of surveys completed. In order to protect the anonymity of summoned jurors in places with few 

jury trials and to ensure that there was enough statistical power to paint an accurate picture of 

summoned jurors, some courts are omitted from this analysis. However, information on these 

courts is provided in an upcoming section. Below is Table 2 that shows an overview of the courts 

featured in this report and whose data are analyzed.  

Table 2. Key Information from Featured Courts. 

County Court 
Affiliated 

Courts 
Modality  

Barrier 

Question 

Onboarding 

Date 

*Date of 

Implementation 

Approx. 

Number of 

Trials 

 

Number of 

Surveys 

Clark  Superior District Electronic Yes 11/18/2021 03/07/2022 165 17,498 

King  Superior - Electronic Yes 02/02/2022 02/09/2022 n/a 131,126 

King  District - Electronic Yes 12/03/2021 06/29/2022 n/a 22,746 

King 
Seattle 

Muni. 
- Paper - 04/07/2022 05/30/2022 34 2,259 

Kitsap Superior 
District 
& Muni. 

Paper - 05/17/2022 05/17/2022 n/a 1,718 

Pierce  Superior 

Dist. & 

Tacoma 

Muni. 

Electronic Yes 11/22/2021 12/16/2021 291 54,643 

Spokane 
  

Superior 

District 

& Muni. 
Electronic No 11/18/2021 02/03/2022 187 12,526 

Whatcom Superior 
District 

& Muni. 
Paper - 02/17/2022 04/18/2022 67 1,652 

Notes: *date that survey was incorporated into court operations. - represents that column is not applicable to the court’s 

jurisdiction. Muni. = municipal. n/a = indicates that information was not verifiable and therefore omitted. 

 

55



   

 

9 

 

Clark County Superior Court  

Clark County Superior Court was onboarded on 11/18/2021 and opted for the electronic 

survey, which implemented on 03/08/2022. It was reported that approximately 850-1,000 juror 

summonses are mailed 1-2 months in advance where recipients are instructed to return their 

summons via mail or respond via web-link. Please note that when we use the phrase “Clark 

County” or “Clark County Superior Court” it includes Clark County District Court, too.  

 

King County Superior Court  

King County Superior Court was onboarded on 02/02/2022 and opted for the electronic 

survey, which was implemented on 02/09/2022. It was reported that approximately 6,700 juror 

summonses are mailed per week. Recipients are instructed to return their summons via web-link 

or call the information line for additional information. Please note that when we use the phrase 

“King County” we are referring to King County Superior Court.  

 

King County District Court  

King County District Court was onboarded on 12/03/021 and opted for the electronic 

survey, which was implemented on 06/29/2022. It was reported that approximately 300-500 juror 

summonses are mailed monthly where recipients are instructed to respond via web-link.  

 

King County Municipal Court – Seattle 

King County’s Seattle Municipal Court was onboarded on 04/07/2022 and opted for the 

paper survey, which was implemented on 05/31/2022. Approximately 220 summonses are mailed 

per week where recipients are instructed to respond to their summons via mail or web-link. Please 

note that when we use the phrase “Seattle Municipal” we are referring to Seattle Municipal Court 

of King County.  

 

Kitsap County Superior Court  

Kitsap County Superior Court was onboarded on 05/17/2022 and opted for the paper 

survey, which was implemented into jury operations on 01/18/2022. It was reported that 

approximately 700 juror summonses are mailed monthly where recipients are instructed to respond 

to their summons via mail or web-link. Please note that when we use the phrase “Kitsap County” 

or “Kitsap County Superior” it includes Kitsap County District and Municipal Courts, too. 
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Pierce County Superior Court  

Pierce County Superior Court was onboarded on 11/22/2021 and opted for the electronic 

survey, which was implemented on 12/16/2021. Approximately 2,200 summonses are mailed 

weekly where recipients are instructed to respond to their summons via web-link, phone, or in-

person. Please note that when we use the phrase “Pierce County” or “Pierce County Superior” it 

includes Pierce County District and Tacoma Municipal Courts, too. 

 

Spokane County Superior Court  

Spokane County Superior Court was onboarded on 11/18/2021 and opted for the electronic 

survey, which was launched on 02/03/2022. Approximately 2,500-3,000 summonses are mailed 

monthly where recipients are instructed to respond via mail, web-link or to call jury management 

for additional information. It was reported that the majority of prospective jurors respond via 

online portal. Please note that when we use the phrase “Spokane County” or “Spokane County 

Superior” it also includes Spokane County District Court. 

 

Whatcom County Superior Court  

Whatcom County Bellingham Municipal Court was onboarded on 02/17/2022 and opted 

for the paper modality, which was implemented on 04/18/2022. Approximately 800 summonses 

are mailed weekly using a third-party print/mail service. Recipients are instructed to respond via 

mail or phone. Bellingham Municipal Court’s jurisdiction includes Superior and District Courts. 

Please note that when we use the phrase “Whatcom County” or “Whatcom County Superior” it 

includes Whatcom County District and Municipal Courts, too. 

 

Additional Participating Courts  

The following courts presented here are those that went through the onboarding process 

and are considered participants in the jury demographic project. However, these courts have had 

limited or no jury trials and are, therefore, excluded from the data analysis for lack of sufficient 

data. Nevertheless, their willingness to participate in and support the project is deeply appreciated 

by the research team, AOC, and the Washington State Minority and Justice Commission. 

Continued data collection will enable them to be part of future reporting and analysis once there 

are enough survey responses to do so. Table 3 (next page) contains an overview of these courts. 

Please note that due to survey space constraints, only the courts utilizing electronic surveys were 

able to include the optional barrier question.  
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Table 3. Key Information from Additional Participating Courts. 

County Court Affiliated 

Courts 

Modality  Barrier 

Question 

Onboarding 

Date 

Date of 

Implementation* 

Approx. 

Number of 

Trials 

Clallam District I - Paper - 08/16/2022 08/17/2022 n/a 

Clallam District II - Paper - 09/06/2022 09/07/2022 n/a 

Jefferson Superior District Paper - 02/28/2022 08/29/2022 n/a 

King  

Lake 

Forest 

Park 

Muni. 

- Paper - 04/26/2022 07/28/2022 n/a 

King  Renton - Electronic No 11/23/2021 04/25/2022 7 

Kittitas 
Lower 

District 
- Paper -  04/05/2022 n/a 

Kittitas 
Upper 

District 
- Paper  -  04/05/2022 1 

Kittitas  Superior - Paper  - 03/02/2022 04/05/2022 20 

Klickitat 
East 

District 
- Paper -  04/05/2022 n/a 

Mason Superior  
Dist. & 

Shelton 

Muni. 

Paper - 09/06/2022 09/15/2022 n/a 

Okanogan District - Paper  - 12/02/2021 05/17/2022 0 

Pend 

Oreille 
District  - Paper - - 05/26/2022 n/a 

Pierce 

Bonney 

Lake & 

Sumner 

Muni. 

- Paper - 04/07/2022 04/07/2022 n/a 

Pierce 

Gig 

Harbor 

Muni. 

- Electronic Yes 04/01/2022 04/01/2022 3 

Pierce  

Puyallup 

& Milton 

Muni. 

- Electronic  Yes 04/14/2022 04/22/2022 15 

Skagit  Superior  District  Paper - 02/01/2022 05/09/2022 n/a 

Snohomish 
Lynnwood 

Muni. 
- Electronic Yes 05/05/2022 05/16/2022 0 

Stevens District  - Paper - 08/09/2022 08/12/2022 n/a 

Thurston 
Olympia 

Muni. 
- Paper - 11/19/2021 03/24/2022 n/a 

Notes: - indicates that column is not applicable to court’s jurisdiction. Muni. = municipal. n/a = indicates that 

information was not verifiable and therefore omitted.  
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Clallam County District Court I 

Clallam County District Court I was onboarded on 08/16/2022 and opted for the paper 

modality, which was implemented on 08/17/2022. Approximately 50 summonses are mailed per 

term.  

 

Clallam County District Court II 

Clallam County District Court I was onboarded on 09/06/2022 and opted for the paper 

modality, which was implemented on 09/07/2022. Summonses are mailed as needed (i.e., maybe 

one jury trial per year). Recipients are instructed to respond via mail or in person. 

 

Jefferson County Superior Court  

Jefferson County Superior and District Court were onboarded on 02/28/2022 and opted for 

the paper modality, which was implemented on 07/26/2022. Approximately 500 summonses are 

mailed every two weeks. Recipients are instructed to respond via mail or return in-person. Please 

note that when we use the phrase “Jefferson County Superior Court” it includes Jefferson County 

District Court, too.  

 

King County Municipal Court – Lake Forest Park 

King County Lake Forest Park Municipal Court was onboarded on 04/26/2022 and opted 

for the paper modality, which was implemented on 07/28/2022. Approximately 150 summonses 

are mailed monthly. Recipients are instructed to respond via mail or web-link. It was anecdotally 

reported that, of the 150 distributed, only 60-70 prospective jurors responded on average.  

 

King County Municipal Court – Renton 

King County Renton Municipal Court was onboarded on 11/23/2021 and opted for the 

electronic modality, which was implemented on 04/25/2022. However, because their court held a 

virtual voir dire via Zoom, they dropped the survey link into the chat for potential jurors to 

complete while waiting. Approximately 900 summonses are mailed monthly. Recipients are 

instructed to respond via mail or phone. It was anecdotally reported that there were plans to 

implement an online jury portal for prospective jurors in the future. However, a definitive date has 

not yet been verified. 
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Kittitas County Superior Court 

Kittitas County Superior Court was onboarded on 03/02/2022 and opted for the paper 

modality, which was implemented on 04/05/2022. Approximately 500 summonses are mailed 

monthly. Prior to 2023, recipients were instructed to respond via mail. It was reported that a new 

jury management system was installed on 03/10/2023 providing prospective jurors with the 

additional option to respond via web-link.  

 

Kittitas County District Court – Lower  

Kittitas County Lower District Court opted for the paper modality, which was implemented 

on 04/05/2022.  

 

Kittitas County District Court – Upper 

Kittitas County Upper District Court opted for the paper modality, which was implemented 

on 04/05/2022. Approximately 150 summonses are mailed monthly. Recipients are instructed to 

respond via mail. It was reported that, as of May 2023, recipients now have the additional option 

of responding to summonses via web-link. 

 

Klickitat County District Court – East  

Klickitat County East District Court opted for the paper modality, which was implemented 

on 04/05/2022.  

 

Mason County Superior Court  

Mason County Superior Court was onboarded on 09/06/2022 and opted for the paper 

modality, which was implemented on 09/15/2022. Approximately 500 summonses are mailed 

monthly by the Superior Court whose jurisdiction includes county District and Municipal courts. 

Recipients are instructed to respond via web-link, mail or return in-person. It was anecdotally 

reported that the majority of prospective jurors respond via web-link or mail. Please note that when 

we use the phrase “Mason County Superior” it includes Mason County District and Municipal 

Courts, too. 
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Okanogan County District Court 

Okanogan County District Court was onboarded on 12/02/2021 and opted for the paper 

modality, which was implemented on 05/17/2022. Approximately 400 summonses are mailed 

monthly. Recipients are instructed to respond via web-link or mail. Since the initial onboard 

meeting, it was reported that a web-based questionnaire had been implemented for prospective 

jurors. However, a definitive date for this update has not yet been verified. 

 

Pend Oreille County District Court 

Pend Oreille County District Court did not partake in a formal onboard meeting. However, 

court personnel opted for the paper modality which was provided to them (along with other 

onboarding documents) on 05/26/2022.  

 

Pierce County Municipal Court – Bonney Lake & Sumner 

Pierce County Bonney Lake and Sumner Municipal Courts were onboarded on 04/07/2022 

and opted for the paper modality, which was implemented on 04/07/2022. Approximately 200 

summonses are mailed monthly. Recipients are instructed to respond via mail or email. It was 

anecdotally reported that the majority of prospective jurors respond via mail as email is primarily 

utilized for those seeking excusals.  

 

Pierce County Municipal Court – Gig Harbor 

Pierce County’s Gig Harbor Municipal Court was onboarded on 04/01/2022 and opted for 

the electronic survey, which was implemented on 04/01/2022. Approximately 100 summonses are 

mailed monthly. Recipients are instructed to respond to their summons via web-link, mail, or 

email. It was anecdotally reported that the majority of jurors respond to summonses online as they 

find it to be more convenient.  

 

Pierce County Municipal Court – Puyallup & Milton 

Pierce County’s Puyallup and Milton Courts were onboarded on 04/14/2022 and opted for 

the electronic survey, which was implemented on 04/22/2022. Approximately 250-300 

summonses are mailed monthly. Recipients are instructed to respond to their summons via web-

link, mail, or in-person. 
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Skagit County Superior Court  

Skagit County Superior Court was onboarded on 02/01/2022 and opted for the paper 

modality, which was implemented on 05//09/2022. Approximately 1000 summonses are mailed 

every two weeks. Recipients are instructed to respond via mail. Skagit County’s Superior Court’s 

jurisdiction includes all District Courts. Please note that when we use the phrase “Skagit County 

Superior” it includes Skagit County District Court, too.  

 

Snohomish County Municipal Court – Lynnwood 

Snohomish County Lynnwood Municipal Court was onboarded on 05/05/2022 and opted 

for the electronic modality, which was implemented on 05/16/2022. Approximately 40 summonses 

are mailed monthly. Recipients are instructed to respond via web-link or mail.  

 

Stevens County District Court  

Stevens County District Court was onboarded on 08/09/2022 and opted for the paper 

modality, which was implemented on 08/12/2022. Approximately 120 summonses are mailed 

monthly. Recipients are instructed to respond via mail. It was anecdotally reported that there were 

tentative plans to implement electronic capabilities by end of 2022. Confirmation of this update 

has not yet been verified.  

 

Thurston County Municipal Court – Olympia 

Thurston County Olympia Municipal Court was onboarded on 11/19/2021 and opted for 

the paper survey, which was implemented on 03/24/2022. Approximately 300 summonses are 

mailed for a jury term. Recipients are instructed to respond via mail, email, or in-person. It was 

anecdotally reported that there were tentative plans to implement a web-based questionnaire for 

prospective jurors. Confirmation of such an update has not yet been verified.  
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SECTION ONE RESULTS: FEATURED COURTS 

 The data presented in this section contain results from eight of the participating courts – 

Clark County Superior, King County Superior, King County District, Kitsap County Superior, 

Pierce County Superior, Seattle Municipal, Spokane County Superior, and Whatcom Superior. 

Five of these jurisdictions administered their surveys electronically while three handed out paper 

surveys. These results are discussed in the subsequent section and are organized by variable (i.e., 

survey question).   

Race & Ethnicity  

Detailed per-court race and ethnicity data tables can be found in Appendices J-Q. For all 

of the following, each figure contains race and ethnicity information, by matched CVAP racial 

category, for all reporting jurisdictions. Data are presented as “representation ratios,” or simply 

the survey percentage divided by the expected CVAP percentage for each racial category. When 

the ratio value is equal to 1, the potential juror’s (i.e., survey respondent) demographics are 

reflective of the population in the selected county or municipality. A score below 1 (in red) means 

that racial category is underrepresented. A score above 1 (in black) means that racial category is 

overrepresented.   For all figures, a (*) symbol represents a low N (i.e., sample size) warning (i.e., 

less than 100 observations in the referenced category). For all figures, a (**) symbol represents a 

sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns surrounding data quality 

and representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are not reported and are marked (-

). The next several figures (Figures 2-11) explore the over- and underrepresentation of these key 

racial and ethnic categories. Brief highlights are included below each figure.  

 

Hispanic/Latino/a/x   

 

 

0.00 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.00 1.10 1.20 1.30
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Figure 2. Hispanic/Latino/a/x Representation Ratio, by Jurisdiction.

Notes: *low sample size (i.e., N less than 100 observations in the referenced category).  
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Figure 2, for instance, highlights mixed findings with respect to ethnicity. While Clark 

County Superior, King County District, and King County Superior each have an 

overrepresentation of Hispanic/Latino/a/x survey respondents (as seen by a ratio of one or larger), 

in the remainder of the jurisdictions Hispanic/Latino/a/x individuals in the sample are 

underrepresented compared to the corresponding population. 

 

 

White Alone 

 

 

Figure 3 displays results for the category White Alone. While almost all jurisdictions hover 

around 1, two counties (Seattle Municipal and Pierce County Superior) have an overrepresentation 

of this particular demographic and the rest show an underrepresentation of White Alone. All 

jurisdictions except one reported a response ratio for White Alone of at least 0.9, meaning 90%+ 

of their proportion in that county. 
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Figure 3. White Alone Representation Ratio by Jurisdiction. 
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Black or African American Alone 

 

 

On the other hand, Figure 4 – Black Alone – reveals ratios well under 1 for each 

jurisdiction. A majority of reportable jurisdictions (5 out of 7) reported a Black Alone ratio of 

under 0.6, meaning Black respondents to the survey accounted for less than 60% of their expected 

representation.  

 

American Indian or Alaska Native 
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Figure 4. Black/African American Alone, Representation Ratio, by 

Jurisdiction.
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Figure 5. American Indian/Alaskan Native, Representation Ratio, by 

Jurisdiction.

Notes: *low sample size (i.e., N less than 100 observations in the referenced category), **low sample size (i.e., 

N below 10 for the referenced category.  

Notes: *low sample size (i.e., N less than 100 observations in the referenced category), **low sample size (i.e., 

N below 10 for the referenced category.  
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The ratios in Figure 5 (American Indian or Alaska Native) are also underrepresentative 

across the board; however, the ratios are not as extreme. The relatively low overall representation 

of American Indian and Alaskan Native residents in many participating jurisdictions underscores 

the need for continued data gathering to confirm these findings. 

 

Asian Alone 

 

 

For Asian Alone (Figure 6) the results are mixed. However, over half of the featured 

jurisdictions substantially overrepresent Asian Alone individuals (i.e., their ratios surpassed 1). 

King County District Court had the greatest representation ratio or was the most overrepresented 

for Asian Alone. 
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Figure 6. Asian Alone, Representation Ratio, by Jurisdiction.

Notes: *low sample size (i.e., N less than 100 observations in the referenced category). 
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Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

 

 

 

Figure 7 reflects Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander and although half of the jurisdictions 

were unable to be analyzed, only one court – Clark County Superior – had an overrepresentation 

of this demographic category. Once again, the low number of total Native Hawaiian and Pacific 

Islander responses in participating jurisdictions necessitates that the state continues collecting juror 

demographic data to measure these observations over a larger sample.  
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Figure 7. Native Hawaiian Pacific Islander, Representation Ratio, by 

Jurisdiction.

Notes: *low sample size (i.e., N less than 100 observations in the referenced category), **low sample size (i.e., 

N below 10 for the referenced category.  
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American Indian or Alaska Native & White  

 

 

 

The remaining figures reflect various combinations of racial and ethnic categories. See 

Figures 8-13. When looking at Figure 8, two of the eight jurisdictions had an overrepresentation 

for American Indian or Alaska Native and White. The other four jurisdictions were similar in their 

underrepresentation of this racial category.  
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Figure 8. American Indian/AK Native & White, Representation Ratio, 

by Jurisdiction.

Notes: *low sample size (i.e., N less than 100 observations in the referenced category), **low sample size (i.e., 

N below 10 for the referenced category.  
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Asian & White 

 

  

 

Asian and White together (see Figure 9) is unique in that all eight jurisdictions had an 

overrepresentation of this racial category. There is variation in the representation ratios, though, 

with Kitsap County being reflective of its population for this racial category (i.e., the ratio value 

is around 1) and Spokane County Superior Court and Clark County Superior Court being markedly 

overrepresented. 
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Figure 9. Asian & White, Representation Ratio, by Jurisdiction.

Notes: *low sample size (i.e., N less than 100 observations in the referenced category), **low sample size (i.e., 

N below 10 for the referenced category.  
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Black or African American & White 

 

 

  

In terms of the ratios for Black and White together, five of the six courts reflected 

overrepresentation. Spokane County Superior Court’s overrepresentation was quite significant. 

Only one court – Seattle Municipal Court – was underrepresented in this category. 
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Figure 10. Black/African American & White, Representation Ratio, by 

Jurisdiction.

Notes: *low sample size (i.e., N less than 100 observations in the referenced category), **low sample size (i.e., 

N below 10 for the referenced category.  
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American Indian or Alaska Native & Black 

 

 

  

Due to sample size constraints, only three jurisdictions are presented in Figure 11. All three, 

however, show an underrepresentation of American Indian or Alaska Native and Black 

individuals, with King County Superior Court being the most extreme. 
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Figure 11. American Indian AK Native & Black African American, 

Representation Ratio, by Jurisdiction.

Notes: *low sample size (i.e., N less than 100 observations in the referenced category), **low sample size (i.e., 

N below 10 for the referenced category).  
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Age 

 The average age of survey respondents across the featured courts ranges from 46 to 53 

years of age, with a combined average age of 49. These results are in line with previous findings 

that indicate that the average potential juror completing the survey tends to be middle-aged. In 

addition to the averages (i.e., means) for age, the median ages are also given.6 

 

Table 4. Average Age of Survey Respondents, in Years. 

Court Average Median 

Clark County Superior 46 45 

King County Superior 46 44 

King County District 49 48 

Kitsap County Superior/District* 54 56 

Pierce County Superior/District 48 46 

Seattle Municipal* 46 44 

Spokane County Superior 48 48 

Whatcom County Superior* 53 54 

Total Average 49  

Notes: *indicates paper survey modality. 

 

 

Employment 

 Patterns in reported employment remain like those reported in the interim report (Collins 

et al., 2022). The majority of survey respondents reported being employed full-time, while the next 

largest category was comprised of retirees. Although there are some discrepancies regarding 

unemployment, most comparisons to Washington State Employment Security Department (ESD) 

estimates are similar, with exceptions including the King County and Seattle areas reporting over 

the ESD estimates. These differences should be interpreted with some caution, as the estimation 

techniques/categories used for the survey differ from those used by the ESD or Federal Bureau of 

Labor Statistics. 

  

 
6 Providing both is helpful as averages can be affected by outliers (i.e., extremely low or high responses) whereas the median is the middle value 

once all responses are ordered from least to greatest. 
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Table 5. Employment Status: Percent in Selected Categories – All Jurisdictions. 

 Clark King King Dist. Kitsap Pierce Seattle Muni. Spokane Whatcom 

Employed Full Time 54.8 58.8 53.6 53.2 52.9 63.8 52.2 46.1 

Employed Part Time 5.9 5.3 5.6 5.8 6.2 5.5 6.8 6.0 

Homemaker 4.7 3.3 3.7 1.8 4.1 - 3.7 2.0 

Retired 14.1 12.1 16.8 23.6 16.2 10.9 17.5 24.5 

Self-Employed 5.5 5.3 5.1 6.1 4.6 8.5 5.2 6.3 

Student 2.3 3.5 3.3 - 2.3 1.0 1.5 - 

         

Unemployed/Unable to Work 4.7 4.1 4.8 2.7 4.6 4.7 4.3 3.5 

Unemployment Estimates* 4.4 2.2 2.2 4.2 4.9 2.3 4.3 4.5 

         

Remaining  8.0 7.6 7.1 6.8 9.0 4.9 8.8 11.1 
Notes: Unless indicated, data includes County Superior Courts. Remaining categories include: furloughed due to COVID-19; military 

active duty; other and multi-category selections. *unemployment figures cited from Washington State Employment Security 

Department, Employment Security Department/DATA; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics: April 

2022, revised (NSA). – represents survey response category omitted. Dist. = district. Muni. = municipal.  

 

 

 

Combined Annual Household Income 

 With the exception of Pierce County Superior and King County District Courts, the 

majority of respondents reported at or above the combined median household income for their 

respective jurisdiction (see Table 6 below). Given what the data show regarding the intersections 

of work and income related barriers, especially in Pierce County where trends throughout the 
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Figure 12. Employment Status by Jurisdiction. 
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stages of jury service are observable, combined household income is a significant indicator of a 

potential juror’s ability to participate in jury service. Findings indicate increased strain among 

those earning less than the median household income, which decreases the likelihood that lower 

earners will serve on a jury.  

Table 6. Combined Annual Household Income by Jurisdiction: Percent Reporting within Category. 

Income Category Clark King King Dist. Kitsap Pierce Seattle Muni. Spokane Whatcom 

Less than $10,000 4.4 4.3 5.1 1.9 4.5 2.2 3.7 2.9 

$10,000 - $19,999 3.4 2.6 3.1 1.5 3.3 2.2 4.0 4.1 

$20,000 - $29,999 5.1 3.5 4.6 2.6 4.7 2.4 5.5 5.4 

$30,000 - $39,999 6.6 4.4 5.1 3.7 6.1 3.2 8.4 6.2 

$40,000 - $49,999 7.2 5.1 6.0 5.3 6.9 3.9 8.3 7.7 

$50,000 - $59,999 7.3 5.5 6.0 4.4 7.0 3.5 8.3 7.8 

$60,000 - $69,999 6.7 5.2 5.6 6.1 6.8 4.3 7.6 7.1 

$70,000 - $79,999 7.0 5.2 5.4 7.0 7.2 4.5 6.9 7.5 

$80,000 - $89,999 6.3 4.8 4.8 5.5 6.5 4.1 6.3 6.0 

$90,000 - $99,999 6.7 4.9 4.8 7.8 6.4 5.5 6.7 6.3 

$100,000 - $149,999 20.8 18.9 18.1 28.2 21.8 19.5 19.6 21.6 

More than $150,000 18.5 35.4 31.3 26.0 18.7 44.8 14.8 17.4 
Notes: Bold figures indicate where median household income falls. Median household income figures (projected 2022) cited 

from Washington State Office of Financial Management, Median Household Income Estimates by County: 1989 to 2019 

and Projection for 2022. https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/economy-and-labor-force/median-household-

income-estimates. Dist. = district. Muni. = municipal. 
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Education 

With the exception of King County District Court, which is only different by a fraction of 

a percent (-0.1%), all other jurisdictions reported overrepresentation in terms of those respondents 

reporting having a bachelor’s degree or higher. The smallest difference was seen in King County 

Superior Court, with a +6.2% difference, while Clark, Kitsap, Pierce, and Spokane were grouped 

together (7.8, 9.6, 10.9, & 12.1%, respectively), and Seattle Municipal Court and Whatcom County 

Superior Court reported differences of 19.3% and 21.4%, respectively. Education is clearly related 

to both employment and income, and all three measures show a concentration of socio-economic 

status within those reporting for jury duty.  

 

Table 7. Education Level Attained: Percentage Reporting within Category. 

Education Level/Degree Clark King 

King 

Dist. Kitsap Pierce 

Seattle 

Muni. Spokane Whatcom 

Some High School 3.5 2.4 3.0 - 2.7 1.1 1.7 1.1 

High School or GED 18.5 9.4 12.1 17.5 17.1 5.0 15.9 10.1 

Trade School 4.4 2.3 2.8 3.6 4.9 1.3 4.3 3.5 

Some College, No Degree 22.2 14.8 16.2 16.3 20.9 9.1 21.0 14.3 

Associate 10.8 7.2 8.4 15.3 11.3 5.3 12.3 11.0 

Bachelor 26.1 37.3 33.8 27.2 25.8 43.9 26.9 36.8 

Master 11.0 19.1 17.5 15.6 12.8 22.5 12.8 18.4 

Doctorate 2.5 6.1 4.8 3.8 3.4 9.1 3.7 4.7 

A Category Not Listed 1.1 1.4 1.3 - 1.0 2.7 1.5 - 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

         
County Clark King King Kitsap Pierce King Spokane Whatcom 

High School or Higher 92.7 93.9 93.9 95.5 93.0 93.9 94.6 94.0 

Bachelor's Degree or 

Higher* 31.8 56.2 56.2 36.9 31.1 56.2 31.2 38.5 

         

Notes: *ACS 1-Year Estimates Subject Tables 2021, only population 25 years old and higher used in figures above.  

- represents paper survey response category omitted. Dist. = district. Muni. = municipal.  

 

Gender  

 In the first table, below, we present the percentage of respondents within each main 

category. Please note that the paper survey responses were somewhat limited in detail regarding 

multi-category selection and, therefore, those responses are not included in the calculations of the 

paper survey findings below. Further research will be conducted on the feasibility of including 

multi-category responses on the paper survey and these findings will be detailed in a future report. 

The gender distribution patterns reported here parallel those detailed in the 2022 interim report, 

which also resemble estimates of percent female 18 and over within each county (Collins et al., 

2022; ACS, 2021). With the exception of Seattle Municipal Court, in every court, a larger 

percentage of women responded to both their summons and the survey.   
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Table 8. Gender, Percent Reporting within Category, by Jurisdiction. 

Electronic Survey Clark King King Dist. Pierce Spokane 

Agender - - - - - 

Gender Queer or Fluid - - - - - 

Men 47.1 46.5 46.9 45.1 44.2 

Non-Binary - - - - - 

Questioning - - - - - 

Trans Men - - - - - 

Trans Women - - - - - 

Women 51.6 51.5 51.7 53.2 54.4 

An Identity Not Listed - - - - - 

Multi-Category  - - - - - 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

      
Paper Survey* Kitsap Seattle Muni. Whatcom   

Women 51.4 48.7 51.2   
Men 48.0 49.6 46.9   

Gender Non-Conforming - 1.8 2.0   
Total 100 100 100   

Notes: *multi-response category not reported here, interpret with some caution. - represents a sample 

size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns surrounding data quality and 

representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are not reported. Dist. = district. Muni. = 

municipal. Gender Non-Conforming category includes: agender, gender queer or fluid, non-binary, 

questioning, trans men/ women, an identity not listed, or multi-category response.  

 

Additional questions regarding the distribution of potential jurors based on both gender 

and race have been asked by key stakeholders. Therefore, we have included a breakdown of both 

race, gender, and income distributions for each jurisdiction in the following analyses below. Due 

to low sample size, some findings are redacted to comply with anonymity requirements.  

 

Sexual Orientation 

 Results related to sexual orientation have also remained stable from the interim report 

(Collins et al., 2022) until the final report, for those jurisdictions reporting in both (i.e., Clark, 

King, Pierce, and Spokane Superior Courts). Specifically, the largest portion of potential jurors 

reported being heterosexual, with only a slight difference between jurisdictions. Finding baseline 

sexual orientation comparison data is difficult, as the U.S. Census has historically not collected 

specific and separated information on sexual orientation and gender identity but is starting to 

integrate some questions into the Household Pulse Survey. One source from The Williams Institute 

estimated that 5.2% of the population in Washington State identify as LGBT (The Williams 

Institute, 2022). When multiple categories are summed to create a Combined LGBTQ+ category, 

King County Superior Court, which lies in the heart of Seattle, has a slightly higher percentage of 

queer respondents (i.e., 9.3%). This parallels the LGBTQ+ Single Category responses in Seattle 
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Municipal (i.e., 13.8%), which overlaps jurisdictionally. Other sources estimate the LGBTQ+ 

population in Seattle at over 10% (Balk, 2020), which is similar.  

 

Table 9. Sexual Orientation, Percent Reporting within Category, by Jurisdiction. 

Electronic Survey Clark King King Dist. Pierce Spokane 

Asexual - - - - - 

Bisexual 2.8 3.1 2.4 2.8 2.4 

Gay 1.0 2.3 1.4 1.1 - 

Heterosexual 92.2 89.3 92.1 91.9 93.4 

Lesbian - 1.1 - 1.0 - 

Pansexual - - - - - 

Queer - 1.0 - - - 

Questioning - - - - - 

An Identity Not Listed - - - - - 

Multi-Category - 1.1 - - - 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 

Combined LGBTQ+* 6.6 9.3 6.6 6.9 5.6 

      
Paper Survey** Kitsap Seattle Muni. Whatcom   

Heterosexual Category 95.4 86.2 91.6   
LGBTQ+ Single Category 4.6 13.8 8.4   

Total 100 100 100   
Notes: *LGBTQ+ Combined = Asexual, Bi, Gay, Lesbian, Pan, and Queer. **multi-response category not 

reported here, interpret with some caution. - represents a sample size below 10 for the referenced category, 

and due to concerns surrounding data quality and representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures 

are not reported. Dist. = district. Muni. = municipal. 

 

Race, Gender, & Combined Annual Household Income 

The importance of reporting patterns at the intersection of race, gender, and income was 

clearly underscored in the interim report (Collins et al., 2022). A similar, but simplified set of 

analyses is included in the following section. The findings presented in this section are broken out 

by county or court and consist of a summary analysis of the percentage of White to non-White 

respondents within each of the four main income categories (all racial-ethnic figures are non-

Latino/a/x-Hispanic only). The four annual combined household income categories include 

percentages within: $0-49,999, $50k-99,999, $100k-150k, and $150k and above. Figures are 

separated by gender category (women and men).  

Due to low sample counts and to maintain anonymity in public reporting, the Latino/a/x-

Hispanic breakdowns as well as the gender non-conforming groupings are not included here. 

Additionally, cell counts shrink when separating categories by ethnicity and gender, therefore, 

some percentage figures are derived from low-count categories. Like with similar findings within 

this report, these low-count categories are marked with an asterisk (*). The income categories are 
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included from lowest to highest annual combined household income. Comparisons can be made 

between non-White and White men and women, across the four combined income categories.  

Figures are presented by county/court in alphabetical order and the findings for women are 

presented first. There are two patterns present that we would like to point out. White respondents 

represent the minority in the lowest income category and the majority in the highest income 

category for both men and women, for all courts included here. These findings are consistent with 

“RGI” findings reported within the interim report (Collins et al., 2022), which showed that people 

of color are overrepresented in the lowest income categories and underrepresented in the highest 

income categories. Therefore, court policies which burden or otherwise disincentivize low-income 

individuals’ participation in jury service, may disproportionately exclude non-white residents. 
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Clark County Superior Court  
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Figure 14. Percent White/non-White Women Reporting within 

Income Category: Clark County Superior.

White non-White

21.3

34.2

22.9 21.6

29.0
32.9

19.7 18.5

0.0

5.0

10.0

15.0

20.0

25.0

30.0

35.0

40.0

$0-49,999 $50k-99,999 $100-149k over $150k
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Income Category: Clark County Supeior. 
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King County Superior Court 
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Figure 16. Percent White/non-White Women Reporting within 

Income Category: King County Superior.
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King County District Court  
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Figure 18. Percent White/non-White Women Reporting within 

Income Category: King County District.
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Kitsap County Superior Court  
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Figure 20. Percent White/non-White Women Reporting within 

Income Category: Kitsap County Superior.
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Figure 21. Percent White/non-White Men Reporting within 

Income Category: Kitsap County Superior.
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Pierce County Superior Court  
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Figure 22. Percent White/non-White Women Reporting within 

Income Category: Pierce County Superior.
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Figure 23. Percent White/non-White Men Reporting within 

Income Category: Pierce County Superior.
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Seattle Municipal Court 
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Figure 24. Percent White/non-White Women Reporting within 

Income Category: Seattle Municipal.
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Figure 25. Percent White/non-White Men Reporting within 

Income Category: Seattle Municipal.
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Spokane County Superior Court  
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Figure 26. Percent White/non-White Women Reporting 

within Income Category: Spokane County Superior.
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Figure 27. Percent White/non-White Men Reporting within 
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Whatcom County Superior Court  
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Figure 28. Percent White/non-White Women Reporting 

within Income Category: Whatcom County Superior.
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Barriers 

All electronic survey-enabled courts were given the option of including a survey question 

regarding potential conflicts or hardships jurors face or have faced upon receiving a summons and 

reporting to jury duty. However, the need to keep the paper survey to one page prevented the 

barrier question from being used in jurisdictions with that modality. The following table highlights 

the frequency and percentage of each of the listed categories. Survey results have remained stable 

surrounding conflicts and hardships across all jurisdictions and since the barriers to service 

question was added to the survey effort (Collins & Gialopsos, 2021b). Work related conflicts, 

dependent care, and personal health have remained the leading barriers cited by potential jurors. 

While these were the most frequently cited singular barriers to jury service, approximately one-

third of those who endured conflicts endured intersecting barriers. Combinations of these same 

categories are reflected in the multiple-response category (e.g., both work and financial barriers, 

"Other" category, etc.). Regarding the “Other” category, many respondents provided details about 

their work, health, or dependent care hardships, while some additional categories of barriers cited 

include work travel (including active-duty military), school (college students), or travel outside 

the summonsing court’s jurisdiction. An important caveat, however, is that just because summoned 

jurors identified a particular barrier(s), it does not necessarily mean that it prevented them from 

participating in the jury process.  

 

Table 10. Barriers Reported by Survey Respondents by Jurisdiction Reporting. 

 Clark King King District Pierce 

Conflict or Hardship Category 

Cited Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 

Work Related 2,440 24.3 21,473 26.7 3,441 24.1 11,223 28.8 

Financial 281 2.8 1,569 2.0 266 1.9 825 2.1 

Dependent Care 985 9.8 6,947 8.6 1,077 7.6 3,400 8.7 

Transportation 154 1.5 2,086 2.6 256 1.8 604 1.5 

Disability, Health, Mental Health 

Related 542 5.4 3,436 4.3 820 5.8 1,976 5.1 

Other 2,471 24.6 17,394 21.7 3,779 26.5 6,530 16.7 

COVID Related 111 1.1 1208 1.5 171 1.2 419 1.1 

Multiple Categories Selected 3,057 30.4 26,228 32.6 4,449 31.2 14,027 36.0 

Total 10,041 100 80,341 100 14,259 100 39,004 100 
Notes: All figures are single counts only, does not include multi-count selections. Other and multi-response 

category fit the same pattern reported above.  
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SECTION TWO RESULTS: PIERCE COUNTY 

 

Pierce County Analysis 

The Pierce County Superior Court Administration maintains a unique Juror Management 

System (JMS), which allows for the tracking of individual jurors through the entire process, from 

summons to being selected and seated on a jury. Up until the current survey effort, demographic 

survey research on potential jurors has only recorded jury participation patterns at the reporting 

for duty or check-in stage. For example, previous large-scale iterations of the demographic survey 

(e.g., the 2016-2017 study) were conducted on-site as people who were summoned showed up in-

person at their respective courthouse, while the current approach captures data a step prior, at 

online check-in. Because Pierce County has a more thoroughly integrated JMS, for the first time, 

we can map patterns in four distinct stages: 1) from the online check-in stage to, 2) those reporting 

in-person at the courthouse, 3) then to those selected for voir dire, and 4) finally to those selected 

as jurors (sworn or alternate).  

At the beginning of the survey, we asked that jurors record their juror ID, which is auto 

generated by the JMS and printed on their summons. Those IDs were then matched within the 

Pierce County JMS. Successfully matched IDs were then supplemented with stage or status 

identifiers and shared back with the research team where they were merged with the demographic 

data. Status identifiers are simply earmarks in the system that provide information regarding how 

far each juror progressed in the process. For example, “Person A” reports for jury duty online and 

fills out the survey, thereby creating a record at stage 1 in the process. Next, “Person A” reports 

in-person and checks in at the courthouse (stage 2) and waits to be selected but they are not 

randomly assigned to a courtroom. The “Person A” indicator would be present at both stages 1 and 

2, but not at 3 or 4. These stage identifiers act as simple filters, which ultimately show which jurors 

are retained through the process. The stages offer snapshots of the demographics at each stage. 

The data and resulting analyses in this section reflect the Pierce County ID-linked responses only. 

A graphic was included in the intro section that provided visual details about the four stages (See 

Figure 30 below). As we describe in previous sections regarding protection of identifiable data and 

confidentiality, as per our contract agreement, Pierce County never had access to the raw linkable 

demographic survey data and the research team never had access to the Pierce County data system.  
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As we mentioned in the interim report (Collins et al., 2022), this is truly an enormous step 

forward in terms of data depth and quality in jury summons research in Washington State, and the 

credit for including and maintaining such great data management standards goes to the Pierce 

County Court system judges and the administration staff (Collins et al., 2022). The Pierce County 

Superior Court and Court Administration has been a valued partner in this endeavor and has led 

the effort in being open and transparent with their data, and we would not be able to provide such 

detailed information without their valued partnership. 

 

Race & Ethnicity 

Pierce County is unique in their willingness to be open to including additional questions 

on the survey, regarding race and ethnicity. Like all other jurisdictions, the Pierce County survey 

asked survey respondents to self-report their race and ethnicity. In order to explore how individuals 

view their own racial and ethnic identities, we added additional race and ethnicity questions that 

had the exact same answers as the original race and ethnicity questions but asked respondents to 

identify what race and ethnicity they felt other people view them as. Therefore, for all race and 

ethnicity analyses, we present two sets of results. We refer to the original race and ethnicity 

questions throughout the following report as “R1” and we refer to the experimental question as 

“R2.”  

Figure 30. Illustration of the Number of Linked Survey Respondents at each Stage of Data 

Analysis for Pierce County. 

 Stage 1: N = 53,734 

Stage 2: N = 12,742 

Stage 3: N = 10,796 

Stage 4: N = 2,275 
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As with the Part 1 findings, the categories used here reflect those reported in the CVAP 

data, with Hispanic or Latino/a/x filtered within racial categories. County-level CVAP estimates 

were gathered from the Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) Special Tabulation from the 2016-

2020 5-Year American Community Survey (ACS). As with previous analyses, the following tables 

include a summary of race and ethnicity CVAP ratios. A ratio is simply the survey percentage 

divided by the CVAP percentage. Each ratio can be interpreted as either under- or over-

representative of the CVAP population depending on whether the figure is below or above 1. 

Figures at or close to 1 can be interpreted as being reflective of the CVAP population. 

 

Table 11. Pierce County: Race (R1) Representation Ratios, by Stage.  

Census Category (Non-Hispanic, 

Latino/a/x) 

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 

White Alone 1.01 1.06 1.06 1.04 

Black or African American Alone 0.55 0.59 0.55 0.73 

American Indian/AK Native 0.71 0.51 0.53 0.26* 

Asian Alone 1.16 0.74 0.73 0.74 

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 0.72 0.55 0.53 0.55 

American Indian or AK Native & White 0.89 0.84 0.83 0.49 

Asian & White 1.35 1.34 1.35 1.47 

Black or African American & White 1.06 0.92 0.96 1.27 

Am. Indian or AK Native & Black or AA 0.54 0.21* 0.20* 0.00* 

Remainder of Two or More Responses 1.84 1.47 1.48 1.81      

Not Hispanic or Latino/a/x 1.01 1.03 1.03 1.02 

Hispanic or Latino/a/x 0.82 0.69 0.69 0.76 
Notes: Ratio = survey response divided by CVAP baseline. *cell counts are low (10 or less), interpret 

with caution. AA = African American. AK = Alaska. Am. = American. Stage 1 N = 44,250; Stage 2 N 

= 10,945; Stage 3 N = 9,019; Stage 4 N = 1,946. 
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Table 12. Pierce County: Race (R2) Representation Ratios, by Stage.  

Census Category (Non-Hispanic, 

Latino/a/x) 

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 

White Alone 1.06 1.10 1.10 1.09 

Black or African American Alone 0.60 0.64 0.60 0.79 

American Indian/AK Native 0.44 0.36 0.39 0.11* 

Asian Alone 1.06 0.66 0.65 0.70 

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 0.56 0.39 0.35 0.24* 

American Indian or AK Native & White 0.36 0.25 0.25 0.31* 

Asian & White 0.63 0.62 0.62 0.64 

Black or African American & White 0.63 0.63 0.67 0.91 

Am. Indian or AK Native & Black or AA 0.26 0.11* 0.14* 0.00* 

Remainder of Two or More Responses 1.35 1.05 1.06 1.02      

Not Hispanic or Latino/a/x 1.02 1.03 1.03 1.03 

Hispanic or Latino/a/x 0.74 0.60 0.60 0.68 
Notes: Ratio = survey response divided by CVAP baseline. *cell counts are low (10 or less), interpret 

with caution. AA = African American. AK = Alaska. Am. = American. Stage 1 N = 40,463; Stage 2 N 

= 10,201; Stage 3 N = 8,405; Stage 4 N = 1,825. 

 

Age 

When looking at age across the various stages in Pierce County, both the mean and median 

ages of respondents are similar to those presented in the interim report (Collins et al., 2022). 

Specifically, the average age of respondents is 47-49 depending on the specific stage. Also, though 

very close, the average and median age at Stage 1 is lower than those in the subsequent stage. As 

potential jurors progress through the jury process, they become slightly older. Although not 

analyzed here, it is possible that this pattern is driven in part by barriers such as work, financial, 

dependent care conflicts or hardships, which may affect younger jurors at a higher rate.  

 

Table 13. Pierce County Age Statistics, by Stage. 

Measure Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 

N 51,234 12,420 10,289 2,230 

Mean 47.5 49.3 49.2 49.2 

Median 46 50 50 50 

Mode 38 64 56 56 

Std. Deviation 16.7 15.6 15.5 15.1 

Range 86 74 74 68 

Minimum 18 18 18 18 

Maximum 104 92 92 86 
Notes: The median age for all Pierce County residents is 36.9 years 

old and about 76% of the population is aged 18 and over (ACS, 

2021). 
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Employment 

The Washington State Employment Security Department for Pierce County estimates 4.9% 

unemployment in the jurisdiction in 2022. This unemployment summary estimate for the Pierce 

County survey respondents includes those who were furloughed, unable to work, or unemployed 

– both those individuals looking for and not looking for new employment. In stage 1, roughly 4.6% 

of surveyed respondents indicated they were not employed. However, this percentage decreases 

across the remaining stages. Stages 2 and 3 had similar percentages of unemployed respondents, 

3.5% and 3.4%, respectively. For the final stage, 2% of the sample, which is roughly half of what 

it was in stage 1, is unemployed. Beyond unemployment, though, there are some general 

observations for certain categories of employment. For instance, while sample sizes are small, 

active-duty military and students drop off from stage 1 to stage 4. Full-time workers increase in 

terms of percentages while part-time employees decrease as they progress through the jury process 

in Pierce County. Finally, while the percentage of retirees increases when comparing stage 1 to 

stage 4, the opposite holds true for homemakers. However, these patterns could be tied into 

barriers. 

 

Table 14. Pierce County Employment Status, by Stage.  
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 

Category Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 

Employed Full Time 27,645 52.9 7,603 60.6 6,319 60.9 1,456 65.1 

Employed Part Time 3,258 6.2 674 5.4 549 5.3 105 4.7 

Furloughed Due to COVID-19 19 0.0 - - - - - - 

Military Active Duty 288 0.6 36 0.3 31 0.3 - - 

Homemaker 2,158 4.1 289 2.3 251 2.4 50 2.2 

Retired 8,456 16.2 2,353 18.8 1,947 18.8 388 17.3 

Self-Employed 2,420 4.6 426 3.4 353 3.4 72 3.2 

Student 1,206 2.3 84 0.7 58 0.6 - - 

Unable to Work 991 1.9 76 0.6 60 0.6 - - 

Unemployed, Looking for Work 1,051 2.0 288 2.3 231 2.2 44 2.0 

Unemployed, Not Looking for Work 389 0.7 78 0.6 58 0.6 - - 

A Category Not Listed 812 1.6 98 0.8 76 0.7 14 0.6 

Multi-Category Selection 3,587 6.9 537 4.3 450 4.3 85 3.8 

Total 52,280 100 12,545 100 10,384 100 2,238 100 
Notes: Unemployment Estimate: 4.9; unemployment figures cited from Washington State Employment Security Department, 

Employment Security Department/DATA; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics: April 2022, 

revised (NSA). - represents a sample size (i.e., frequency) below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns 

surrounding data quality and representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are not reported. 
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Combined Annual Household Income 

Table 15 and Figure 31 both highlight combined annual household income of summoned 

jurors in Pierce County. However, Figure 31 uses consistent increments (i.e., $50,000) and, 

therefore, may be easier to interpret. Focusing on Figure 31, some clear patterns emerge when 

potential jurors progress through the jury process. Specifically, directly comparing stage 1 to stage 

4, we see that the selection process retains higher income individuals. These individuals have fewer 

dependent-care and work-related hardships that warrant dismissal from the process because their 

household makes more money each year. Not only does greater income provide more freedom 

from barriers but logically, it makes sense given the low juror pay in Washington State. 

 

Table 15. Pierce County Combined Annual Household Income, by Stage.  
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 

Income Category Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 

Less than $10,000 1,845 4.5 193 1.9 150 1.8 23 1.3 

$10,000 - $19,999 1,355 3.3 186 1.8 156 1.9 20 1.1 

$20,000 - $29,999 1,915 4.7 291 2.9 249 3.0 32 1.7 

$30,000 - $39,999 2,476 6.1 415 4.1 351 4.2 69 3.8 

$40,000 - $49,999 2,811 6.9 596 5.9 484 5.8 109 5.9 

$50,000 - $59,999 2,855 7.0 625 6.2 517 6.2 97 5.3 

$60,000 - $69,999 2,778 6.8 678 6.7 557 6.7 111 6.0 

$70,000 - $79,999 2,919 7.2 747 7.4 634 7.6 171 9.3 

$80,000 - $89,999 2,634 6.5 657 6.5 545 6.5 114 6.2 

$90,000 - $99,999 2,627 6.4 676 6.7 565 6.8 121 6.6 

$100,000 - $149,999 8,880 21.8 2,551 25.3 2,089 25.1 477 26.0 

More than $150,000 7,637 18.7 2,462 24.4 2,041 24.5 494 26.9 

Total 40,732 100 10,077 100 8,338 100 1,838 100  

 

 

 

 

See Figure 31, next page. 
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Education 

When looking at educational attainment in Pierce County, roughly 42% of the survey 

respondents at stage 1 indicated they had earned a bachelor’s degree or higher. The general 

population with this same educational attainment hovers around 31%, which is approximately an 

11% difference. This same educational level is 48.6% at both stages 2 and 3 and then slightly 

increases to almost 50% at stage 4 (49.8%). Regardless of the stage, this is well-above the 

population at large in Pierce County, as college-educated and advanced degrees are 

overrepresented in this sample. This finding could be in part due to having a variety of universities 

and colleges – and college-educated residents – in this jurisdiction. 

 

Table 16. Pierce County Highest Education Attained, by Stage.  
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 

Education Level/Degree Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 

Some High School 1,372 2.7 155 1.3 129 1.3 18 0.8 

High School or GED 8,611 17.1 1,693 13.7 1,394 13.7 283 12.8 

Trade School 2,484 4.9 529 4.3 433 4.2 84 3.8 

Some College, No Degree 10,521 20.9 2,441 19.8 2,036 20.0 441 20.0 

Associate 5716 11.3 1,436 11.7 1,179 11.6 270 12.2 

Bachelor 12,994 25.8 3,593 29.2 2,996 29.4 698 31.6 

Master 6,449 12.8 1,884 15.3 1,540 15.1 334 15.1 

Doctorate 1,725 3.4 506 4.1 420 4.1 69 3.1 

A Category Not Listed 521 1.0 83 0.7 73 0.7 13 0.6 

Total 50,393 100 12,320 100 10,200 100 2,210 100 
Notes: Pierce County BA degree and up: 31.1% (ACS 1-Year Estimates Subject Tables 2021, only population 25 

years old and higher used in figures above). - represents paper survey responses category omitted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

95



   

 

49 

 

Gender 

 Gender identity reveals an interesting pattern across the stages in Pierce County’s jury 

summons process. When looking at the percentages at stage 1, women constitute the largest 

category (53.2%) and men are in the minority (45.1%). Yet, by stage 4, this pattern has reversed 

with men making up about 53% and women dropping to 46%. One of the many possible 

explanations for this change lies in the barriers that overwhelmingly restrict women’s ability to 

serve on an actual jury. Caring for dependents –children, aging parents, and other family members 

– creates hardships across the board but these conflicts and barriers are more pronounced for those 

who are women. Additionally, while the sample size is quite small, the loss of Gender Non-

Conforming respondents from stage 1 to stage 4 (as seen by the change from 1.7% to 1.1%, 

respectively) is worthy of more exploration. 

 

Table 17. Pierce County Gender Representation, by Stage.  
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 

Gender Category Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 

Women 26,991 53.2 5,907 48.0 4,900 48.1 1,008 46.0 

Men 22,874 45.1 6,199 50.4 5,132 50.4 1,158 52.9 

Gender Non-

Conforming 

841 1.7 189 1.5 152 1.5 25 1.1 

Total 50,706 100 12,295 100 10,184 100 2,191 100 
Notes: Gender Non-Conforming category includes: agender, gender queer or fluid, non-binary, questioning, 

trans men/ women, an identity not listed, or multi-category response. 
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Sexual Orientation 

 Since there are no reliable estimates of sexual orientation for Pierce County residents 

and/or summoned jurors, the data presented here and in prior efforts (i.e., Collins & Gialopsos, 

2021a; Collins et al., 2022) are slowly building this baseline.7 While most respondents (i.e., 

roughly 92%) reported being straight or heterosexual, approximately 8% of the potential jurors 

identified as queer. What is more, this percentage remained stable across the jury selection process 

in Pierce County. This stability suggests that sexual orientation may not directly impact the 

retention or exclusion of jurors throughout the process. This could be because sexual orientation 

tends to be a less visible demographic characteristic and/or because it is not a significant source of 

bias within the jury summons and selection process. 

 

Table 18. Pierce County Sexual Orientation Representation, by Stage.  
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 

Category Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 

Heterosexual Category 42,533 91.9 10,439 91.9 8,665 92.0 1,872 92.2 

LGBTQ+ Category 3,759 8.1 920 8.1 757 8.0 158 7.8 
Notes: LGBTQ+ category includes: asexual, bisexual, gay, lesbian, pansexual, queer, questioning, an identity 

not listed, and multi-category response. 

 

 

Barriers 

The data in Table 19, below, includes only those potential jurors who reported they have 

experienced a conflict or hardship, which was 71.4% of all Pierce County survey respondents. 

Nonetheless, reporting a barrier does not necessarily mean they were unable to continue through 

the jury selection process. Respondents who identified conflicts could still end up serving as jurors. 

When looking at the reported barriers, results are consistent with other reports (Collins & 

Gialopsos, 2021b; Collins et al., 2022) in that work-related conflicts comprise the largest category. 

Dependent care barriers make up the next largest category. Though “Other” has a larger percentage 

than dependent care, it is essentially a hodgepodge of conflicts and is interpreted differently. As 

already indicated when discussing annual household income results in Pierce County, there is an 

increase in the percentage of work-related conflicts and a decrease in the percentage of dependent 

care conflicts moving from stage 1 to stage 4.  

 

 

 

 
7 Finding baseline sexual orientation comparison data is difficult, as the U.S. Census has historically not collected specific and separated information 

on sexual orientation and gender identity but is starting to integrate some questions into the Household Pulse Survey. One source from The Williams 

Institute estimated that 5.2% of the population in Washington State identify as LGBT (The Williams Institute, 2022).  
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Table 19. Pierce County Barriers, by Stage.   
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 

Conflict or Hardship Category Cited Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % 

Work Related 11,223 28.8 3,081 40.5 2,562 40.6 577 45.4 

Financial 825 2.1 180 2.4 137 2.2 26 2.0 

Dependent Care 3,400 8.7 447 5.9 369 5.9 74 5.8 

Transportation 604 1.5 165 2.2 131 2.1 22 1.7 

Disability, Health, Mental Health 

Related 

1,976 5.1 170 2.2 144 2.3 30 2.4 

Other 6,530 16.7 1,307 17.2 1,086 17.2 225 17.7 

COVID Related 419 1.1 120 1.6 100 1.6 19 1.5 

Multiple Categories Selected 14,027 36.0 2,130 28.0 1,778 28.2 297 23.4 

Total 39,004 100 7,600 100 6,307 100 1,270 100 
Notes: All figures single counts only, does not include multi-count selections. Other and Multiple fit the same pattern 

reported above.  
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Figure 33. Pierce County: Selected Barrier: Work Related 

Conflict or Hardship, by Stage.
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SECTION THREE RESULTS: COURT EXPERIENCE & FEEDBACK SURVEY  

 

Purpose 

In an effort to better understand courts’ experience with the Statewide Jury Demographic 

Survey, researchers developed a brief Court Experience and Feedback Survey. The goal of this 

subsequent survey was to elicit anecdotal feedback that would identify both financial and non-

financial resources needed to inform and sustain future survey efforts. Regardless of their 

participation status, all Washington court recipients were invited to complete the survey; including 

any individuals who had corresponded with the research team and/or had a role in the onboarding, 

implementation and/or administration of the demographic survey (e.g., IT personnel, court 

administrators, court clerks, judges, etc.). We also requested that recipients forward the survey link 

to any fellow personnel who had a direct hand in facilitating the administration of the demographic 

survey to elicit as much feedback as possible. 

 

Modality  

This voluntary feedback survey was distributed electronically on 10/26/22 and open for 

data collection through 12/07/2022 in preparation of the interim report (Collins et al., 2022). 

Similarly, the feedback survey was re-sent to courts in June 2023 to collect additional responses 

for this final report. Upon identifying their court and participation status, points of inquiry 

included: (1) How easy the participation process was; (2) What worked well when administering 

the survey; (3) What did not work well; (4) How much time, on average, their dedicated to the 

survey in hours per month; (5) How much effort their court dedication to the survey in terms of 

additional resources (e.g., staffing, mailing, technical assistance, supplies, etc.); What 

circumstances impacted their participation (e.g., staffing, staff capacity, frequency of trials, court 

chose not to participate, etc.); What their court would need, in terms of resources, to fully integrate 

the demographic survey project into their court operations. Table 20, below, contains a breakdown 

of these responses.  
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Table 20. Responses from the Court Experience and Feedback Survey. 

Participation 

Status 

# of 

Responses 
Ease of Implementation Time Per Month 

Resources 

Recommended 

Electronic data 

collection in 

progress 
15 

Very easy = 8 

Somewhat easy = 3 

Neither easy nor difficult = 0 

Somewhat difficult = 0 

Very difficult = 0 

No response = 4 

0 hours = 3 (initial time 

commitment) 
1-1.5 hours = 3 

2-2.5 hours = 2 
>3 hours = 1 
Unsure/No response = 5 

No response/Did not 

specify = 14 
Misc. Responses = 1 

  

Paper data 

collection in 

progress 
13 

Very easy = 7 

Somewhat easy = 0 
Neither easy nor difficult = 1 

Somewhat difficult = 2 

Very difficult = 0 

No response = 3 

0 hours = 0 
1-1.5 hour = 1 

2-2.5 hours = 4 

>3 hours = 4 

Unsure/No response = 3 

Funding 

for/electronic 

capabilities = 2 

No response/Did not 

specify = 1 

Onboarded but 

waiting for 

jury trial 
3 

Very easy = 1 

Somewhat easy = 1 

Neither easy nor difficult = 1 

Somewhat difficult = 0 

Very difficult = 0 

No response = 0 

- 
No response/Did not 

specify = 3 

Still in process 

of being 

onboarded 
6 

Very easy = 0 

Somewhat easy = 0 

Neither easy nor difficult = 2 

Somewhat difficult = 2 

Very difficult = 0 

No response = 2 

- 

Funding 

for/Electronic 

capabilities = 3 

No response/Did not 

specify = 3 

Opted out of 

the project for 

various reasons 
6 - - 

Misc. Responses = 1 

No response/Did not 

specify = 5 
Notes: Misc. = miscellaneous. - indicates that field is not applicable due to participation status. Row totals may not 

sum due to incomplete answers.  

 

Responses 

We sent survey links via email to contacts affiliated with approximately 119 Washington 

courthouses, inviting those that we had any prior contact with to participate in this feedback 

opportunity. In all, 43 respondents completed the Court Experience and Feedback Survey. Please 

note that multiple people from each county/court were invited to participate; therefore, the number 

of responses is not equivalent to the number of responding counties/courts. Table 20 displays the 

responses based on the court’s participation status. While non-response was an issue, several 

themes emerged from the open-ended responses. First, and unsurprisingly, the survey modality is 

tied to the amount of time, effort, and oversight exerted by the court personnel. While the courts 

using the electronic survey modality generally described the process as easy, hands-off, and a low 

time commitment, the paper survey courts commented on the additional work placed on staff (e.g., 

printing surveys, orienting the potential jurors to the survey and its process, addressing questions 

and concerns, sending the paper surveys to AOC, etc.).  
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In order to sustain the paper survey efforts long-term, several courts emphasized the need 

for additional support and/or staff funding. A few courts who used paper surveys showed an 

interest in switching modalities if the data collection continues while others with the paper 

modality indicated that they would need to have electronic jury management systems and collect 

data in that manner if the demography survey remains a permanent fixture in the jury service 

process. A couple courts suggested options like QR codes on the jury summons themselves to 

alleviate the need for paper surveys. While this may initially seem like a potential fix to the burden 

of paper surveys, prior efforts showed low response rates for this approach (Collins & Gialopsos, 

2021b). 
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STUDY LIMITATIONS 

 

While the current study is by far the most comprehensive effort to capture the demographic 

data of potential jurors, there are still noteworthy limitations. First and foremost, the results only 

paint a picture of those who respond to their summons for jury service and elect to complete the 

survey. It does not capture those whose information is not reflected in master jury lists (including 

those who fail to meet the legal requirements), whose summons are undeliverable (e.g., due to 

transiency, unstable housing, homelessness, housing discrimination, etc.), and/or those who 

choose not to answer the call when summoned. A sizeable portion of these individuals are 

encountering powerful barriers that deter or completely block them from fulfilling their civic duty.  

Further, in almost all jurisdictions prospective jurors have multiple options for responding 

to juror summons (e.g., electronically, over the phone, in person, via postal mail). Yet, the survey 

data collected and analyzed in this report reflect just one modality per court. As discussed before, 

this was done in order to avoid duplicated responses and in an attempt to protect the anonymity of 

jurors. The onboarding meetings helped to determine the best fit for the court. While this decision 

was largely driven by the modality used most often by potential jurors, a collective decision was 

made by the researchers and the individual court after discussing their concerns, hardships, 

staffing, resources, and court-specific issues. What this means is that despite attempts to capture 

the greatest number of summoned jurors, many people were inevitably missed. To illustrate – 

despite the robust capabilities of Pierce County Superior Court’s electronic modality, we anticipate 

that only half of prospective jurors have been captured in each stage of the process. 

Beyond this important limitation, each survey modality presented its own challenges. The 

paper surveys, for instance, inherently meant that courts were unable to ask about barriers to jury 

service due to space constraints. Keeping the survey limited to one side of one piece of paper 

minimized issues with scanning responses but limited us in other ways. Also, because the paper 

surveys are capturing those who show up to the courthouse on their allotted day and time, some of 

the questions – such as sexual orientation or combined annual household income – might be more 

likely to be skipped. Also, the very nature of scanning the paper surveys and sending them through 

the Remark software can introduce error into the analysis process.  

Electronic surveys, on the other hand, might be missing large portions of certain 

demographic variables. For instance, it is possible and, in some courts, likely that older 

respondents, those with lower household incomes, and respondents from certain racial and/or 

ethnic groups might be greatly underrepresented by relying exclusively on electronic survey 

collection. In fact, several courts predicted this during the onboarding meetings. Finally, because 

electronic surveys are capturing those at the point of summonsing while paper surveys are 

capturing those who show up on their specific day and time, this jury demographic report is 

collecting two distinct time periods in the jury summons process. Thus, we caution readers against 

making direct comparisons between courts of different modalities and encourage future jury 

demographic survey efforts to invest in resources that standardized forms of data collection. 
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In order to uphold human subject protections, the survey was voluntary to complete. Thus, 

it is possible that fundamental differences exist between those who chose to complete the survey 

and those who did not. Further, because respondents had the option to skip any questions that they 

preferred not to answer, there is the potential issue of missing data; however, tests for systematic 

missingness were null, and individual question response rates were all well within acceptable 

limits (high 80% to 95% range). Combined annual household income was the most skipped 

question (high 70% to 80% range), which makes sense considering norms of privacy surrounding 

wealth and income. Similarly, given the electronic nature of the survey, it seems highly likely that 

some individuals started the survey on one electronic device without completing it and then 

restarted it on another. Regardless, this contributes to some incomplete data for some of the 

surveys. Nevertheless, we are confident that our samples within each county are representative of 

those people who respond to a summons.  

While the data collected thus far will form a demographic baseline of summoned jurors for 

the state of Washington, the analysis here is cross-sectional in nature. This alone presents some 

limitations. Unless the data collection efforts are long-term and/or become a permanent fixture in 

the jury summonsing process, the data represent merely a snapshot of those who respond to their 

jury summons within the last year or so. With so many historic and societal changes impacting our 

justice system and various local and state efforts being employed to increase response rates of jury 

summons and diversity of jurors, it is necessary to have consistent, unaltered, and uninterrupted 

data collection. Further, dedicated staff who can monitor the data and provide project oversight 

should accompany these research efforts, especially in large jurisdictions with frequent jury trials.  
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MOVING FORWARD 

 

Bill 5128 

During the 2023 legislative session, it was decided that the jury demographic study would 

continue. SB 5128 was signed by Governor Inslee on May 4, 2023 and goes into effect on July 

23, 2023 (link to the passed bill).  

Sec. 1. A new section is added to chapter 2.36 RCW to read as follows: “The administrative 

office of the courts shall provide all courts with a method to collect data on a juror's race, 

ethnicity, age, sex, employment status, educational attainment, and income, as well as any 

other data approved by order of the chief justice of the Washington state supreme court. 

Data collection must be conducted and reported in a manner that preserves juror 

anonymity. The administrative office of the courts shall publish this demographic data in 

an annual report to the governor.” 

The continuation of the jury demographic survey is a huge step forward. While the 

collection and analysis of demographic data are worthy endeavors on their own, it is important to 

emphasize that any jury or court-related changes or pilot projects will inherently require reliable 

and longitudinal data collection. For this reason, a seamless, uninterrupted continuation of the jury 

demographic survey is absolutely necessary.  

 

Recommendations 

While data collection remains on-going, there are a few recommendations that warrant 

consideration. Some suggestions are derived from the Court Experience and Feedback Survey 

from those who had hands-on experience with behind-the-scenes aspects and/or the actual 

administration of the jury demographic survey. Other suggestions are linked to literature and/or 

require broader systemic changes. Finally, this section concludes with potential revisions to any 

future iterations of the legislative bill, as well as possible pathways for new research. 

A criminal defendants’ right to a jury of their peers begins with the master lists assembled 

from a cross-section of local communities (Collins & Gialopsos, 2021a). As demonstrated in the 

survey results, Washington State juries are not demographically representative of their county or 

jurisdiction. Indeed, there are factors at every stage of the jury selection process that influence the 

final impaneling. However, it is imperative to consider the far-reaching implications that originate 

from the methods with which jury pools are initially generated.  

According to the Revised Code of Washington, the master list will contain all registered 

voters, licensed drivers and identicard holders, or both. While this revision supports the idea that 

additional lists increase the likelihood of yielding more representative juries (Caprathe et al., 2016; 

Collins & Gialopsos, 2021a), each pose significant limitations in their ability to produce 

proportionate community composition. For example, other scholars have suggested that commonly 

used lists, specifically from registered voters and motor vehicle registrations, are not representative 
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of many racial and/or ethnic identities while driver’s license registries tend to underrepresent 

women (Adamakos, 2016; Collins & Gialopsos, 2021a; Eisenberg, 2017). Future research should 

explore whether the master list sources are representative of the population specifically in 

Washington State. 

It is recommended that Washington State increase targeted efforts to maximize juror 

participation in communities that are underrepresented in terms of race, ethnicity, socioeconomic 

status, gender identity, and sexual orientation. There are strategies to address these disparities that 

have been employed successfully by other states and can be adopted. For example, Massachusetts 

has expanded their sources by incorporating resident lists (i.e., a mandatory annual municipal 

census) (Dreiling, 2006). Other states have been generating their jury pools using up to four or five 

separate sources including parishioner lists (Tran, 2013), food pantry lists, community center lists 

(Seabury, 2016), the U.S. Postal Service’s national change-of-address list (Dreiling, 2006), as well 

as state income tax records, utility records, and welfare records. Some counties in Pennsylvania 

have even provided jury service applications in public libraries of BIPOC communities where 

names are then cross-checked and added to the master jury list (Saunders, 1997). Such efforts have 

been instrumental in capturing the homeless population that may not be represented on existing 

lists.  

 In addition, updating master lists more than on an annual basis has the potential to yield 

more up-to-date source lists. While this would be time consuming for AOC, it would ensure that 

individuals who meet the legal age for jury service and/or those who have their civil rights restored 

are more quickly added to the source lists. By more frequently updating the lists, it seems probable 

that addresses for potential jurors could be more accurate, thereby reducing the number of 

undeliverable summonses. Relatedly, the recent bill 5128 contained additional previsions relevant 

to jury duty. The addition in question would allow those with driver’s licenses and “identicards” 

to opt into email summonsing for jury duty, as well as email correspondence with the courts. 

Because many people retain personal email addresses for long periods of time, this has the ability 

to reach potential jurors that might be difficult to locate via mail. Furthermore, it makes responding 

to jury summonses more convenient for people. 

Finally, it is imperative that future data collection efforts continue to ensure that the 

voluntary nature of project remains, and that the optionality of participation is clearly 

communicated. Despite the initial disclosure of this in an informed consent statement, it is possible 

that the placement of the survey amongst other required paperwork could be interpreted by some 

recipients as involuntary. This interpretation could be intensified by the potential consequences of 

failing to appear for jury duty, which in Washington State is a misdemeanor (see RCW 2.36.170).  

 

Future Research  

The findings in this report coupled with the prior jury demographic research in Washington 

State have begun to paint a clearer picture of the demographic profile of summoned jurors, as well 

as provide insight into how factors such as dependent care impact participation (see Hickman & 

Collins, 2017; Collins & Gialopsos, 2020; Collins & Gialopsos, 2021a; Collins & Gialopsos, 
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2021b; Collins et al., 2022). Additionally, our collective understanding of the unique and 

significant circumstances faced by courts in a highly decentralized system has grown significantly. 

We have made substantial improvements in the survey process and through our efforts and those 

of our court partners, we have been able to develop a much more comprehensive understanding of 

summonsing processes alongside the capabilities (and outstanding needs) of courts to deliver 

services. The work being done in Washington State is groundbreaking and has positioned us as a 

frontrunner for jury diversity efforts in the nation. Nevertheless, it is only capturing those who 

receive a summons and choose to respond. It does not capture information about those who do not 

receive their summons and/or opt not to respond to a summons. This remains an important missing 

piece to the jury summons puzzle, and we hope to both continue current data collection and expand 

our research efforts to include a focus on this particular question in future iterations of the survey. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Statewide Jury Survey Capacity Test – Survey Instrument 

Q1 During the 2020-21 Legislative Session, legislators provided funding to the Administrative 

Office of the Courts in ESSB 5092, Section 115, Section 3, which requires AOC to provide: "all 

courts with an electronic demographic survey for jurors who begin a jury term. The survey must 

collect data on each juror's race, ethnicity, age, sex, employment status, educational attainment, 

and income, as well as any other data approved by order of the chief justice of the Washington 

state supreme court. This electronic data gathering must be conducted and reported in a manner 

that preserves juror anonymity. The administrative office of the courts shall provide this 

demographic data in a report to the governor and the appropriate committees of the legislature 

and publish a copy of the report on a publicly available internet address by June 30, 2023."  

However, before we are able to administer the ongoing demographic juror survey (which will 

begin on January 1, 2022), we must first identify court personnel who will serve as point 

persons, how potential jurors report for jury duty, and some other relevant information. This 

questionnaire will assist us in this endeavor. This information will only be used for internal 

survey management purposes and will not be shared.  

Please take 5 minutes to complete this questionnaire by October 22, 2021. If you have any 

questions about this process, the questionnaire, or its content, please contact Cynthia Delostrinos 

Johnson at Cynthia.Delostrinos@courts.wa.gov. Thank you for your time and assistance in this 

important endeavor. 

Q2 Please list the court(s) you represent in the space below. 

Q3 Please provide a point of contact for your court, this could be you, or another person 

responsible for jury/court administration. Please include their name, job title, work phone, 

and email in the space below. This person would be the primary contact for questions 

regarding demographic survey implementation and monitoring.  

o Name of Court Contact  (1) ________________________________________________ 

o Job Title  (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Work Phone  (3) ________________________________________________ 

o Email  (4) ________________________________________________ 

Q4 Does the court(s) you represent use a web-based juror registration system, meaning 

that potential jurors have the ability to register/check-in for duty through a court website?  

o Yes  (1) 

o No  (2) 

o Not yet, but we're getting a web-based system sometime in the future  (3) 

Q5 Please briefly describe your current juror registration and management system. Please 

also provide the name of the software you use. 
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Q6 Please describe how jurors get the web link or web address to log in to the web-based 

juror registration process: 

o The summons contains a link to the web address  (1) 

o Other:  (2) ________________________________________________ 

Q7 Please provide the URL or web address that is on your county's juror summons in the 

space below: 

o Please write response below:  (1) ____________________________________________ 

o Not applicable  (2) 

 

Q8 Please rank order the following forms of juror registration/check-in from most used to 

least used by your court(s). Note: 1 = most used and 5 = least used. Please use your mouse 

to drag the options up and down to create your ordering.  

______ Website Registration (1) 

______ Phone Registration (2) 

______ Walk-in Registration (3) 

______ Mail-in Registration (4) 

______ Other: (5) 

  

Q9 In regard to the COVID-19 pandemic, has your court(s) used video-conferencing 

software to hold "virtual" proceedings at any stage of the trial process from jury selection 

to the trial? 

o Yes  (1) 

o No  (2) 

o Yes, but only at certain stages or case types, such as for civil trials only  (3) 

 

Q10 If we have missed any important questions or you have additional information to 

share, please do so in the space below. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Electronic Survey Instrument 

Q1 Welcome to the ________County Juror Portal survey on demographics!  
  

The purpose of this survey is to meet the Washington State Legislature's requirement to provide 

"all courts with an electronic demographic survey for jurors who begin a jury term…(Senate Bill 

5092, Section 115, Section 3, 2020-2021 Legislative Session)."  
 

To fulfill this requirement, _____ County Courts and the Washington State Administrative 

Office of the Courts are inviting you to participate in the demographic survey. We hope to use 

this information to monitor any demographic trends or changes in jury service over time, as well 

as assess any impacts due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 
 

This short online survey will ask you to provide some very basic demographic information. This 

survey should only take about 3 minutes to complete. Participation in this survey is completely 

voluntary, and you may decline to answer any question without any consequences.  
  

We will not collect any personal identifiers like your name or IP address, but we will be asking 

for your juror badge number, age, gender, race/ethnicity, and some other basic demographic 

information. Juror badge numbers are requested to track your progress through the jury selection 

process. Your answers on this survey are confidential. The administrators of the survey will 

never have access to any information that allows them to identify you and the courts will never 

have access to your individual survey responses that include your jury badge number. If we share 

our findings in publications or presentations, the results will be presented in aggregate only.  
 

Please do not use the following email addresses for contacting the court about any matters 

concerning your participation in jury service (such as postponement or excusal). However, if you 

have any questions about this survey, contact Dr. Peter A. Collins at: collinsp@seattleu.edu. If 

you have any questions about your rights as a research participant, contact the Seattle University 

Institutional Review Board at: irb@seattleu.edu.     

Q2 Please include your juror ID/badge number in the space below.  

Q3 After you complete this survey, you will be directed to the _____ County Superior 

Court juror registration system. 

o Click here to continue to the survey.  

o I've already completed this survey or do not wish to take part, please take me to the juror 

registration system now.   

 

Q4 The following items deal with demographics. We understand that the categories listed 

do not capture all possible identities; this was not intentional. In the event that the 

categories do not accurately reflect your identities, please consider writing them in the 

space provided.  
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Q5 What is your age? 

o Please enter age below 

o Prefer not to answer   

 

Q6 What is your current employment status? Please select all that apply. 

o Employed full-time   

o Employed part-time   

o Furloughed due to COVID-19   

o Military - Active Duty   

o Homemaker   

o Retired   

o Self-employed   

o Student   

o Unable to work    

o Unemployed and currently looking for work   

o Unemployed and not currently looking for work   

o A category not listed: 

o Prefer not to answer   

Q7 What is your combined household income? 

o Less than $10,000   

o $10,000 - $19,999   

o $20,000 - $29,999   

o $30,000 - $39,999   

o $40,000 - $49,999   

o $50,000 - $59,999   

o $60,000 - $69,999   

o $70,000 - $79,999   

o $80,000 - $89,999   

o $90,000 - $99,999   

o $100,000 - $149,999   

o More than $150,000   

o Prefer not to answer   

Q8 What is your highest level of education? 

o Some high school   

o High school degree or GED   

o Trade school   

o Some college but no degree   

o Associates degree   

o Bachelor's degree   

o Master's degree   

o Doctorate degree    

o A category not listed: 

o Prefer not to answer   
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Q9 Are you Hispanic, Latino/a/x, or of Spanish origin? Please select all that apply. 

o No, not Hispanic, Latino/a/x, or of Spanish origin.   

o Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano   

o Yes, Puerto Rican   

o Yes, Cuban   

o Yes, another Hispanic, Latino/a/x, or Spanish origin - Print, for example, Salvadoran, 

Dominican, Colombian, Guatemalan, Spaniard, Ecuadorian, etc.  

o A category not listed: 

o Prefer not to answer   

Q10 What is your race? Please select all that apply AND add the origin when applicable. 

Note that these answer choices are similar to those used by the U.S. Census Bureau in 2020. 

o White – Print, for example, German, Irish, English, Italian, etc.   

o Black or African American – Print, for example, African American, Jamaican, Haitian, 

Nigerian, Ethiopian, Somali, etc.   

o American Indian or Alaska Native – Print name of enrolled or principal tribe(s), for 

example, Navajo Nation, Blackfeet Tribe, Mayan, Aztec, Native Village of Barrow 

Inupiat, Traditional Government, Nome Eskimo Community, etc.  

o Asian Indian   

o Cambodian   

o Chinese   

o Filipino   

o Japanese   

o Korean   

o Vietnamese   

o Other Asian – Print, for example, Pakistani, Cambodian, Hmong, etc.  

o Guamanian or Chamorro   

o Native Hawaiian   

o Samoan   

o Other Pacific Islander – Print, for example, Tongan, Fijian, Marshallese, etc.   

o Middle Eastern or North African - Print, for example, Lebanese, Egyptian 

o Some other race – Print race or origin, for example, Hispanic, Latino/a/x, etc. 

o Prefer not to answer   

Q11 What is your gender identity? Please select all that apply. 

o Woman 

o Man 

o Agender 

o Gender queer or gender fluid  

o Non-binary  

o Questioning or unsure   

o Transgender man 

o Transgender woman  

o An identity not listed:  

o Prefer not to answer    
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Q12 What is your sexual orientation? Please select all that apply. 

o Heterosexual (straight)  

o Asexual  

o Bisexual 

o Gay 

o Lesbian 

o Pansexual 

o Queer 

o Questioning or unsure  

o An identity not listed:  

o Prefer not to answer 

Q13 Have you ever experienced any barriers that impact your ability to attend jury 

service? Please select all that apply. 

o Work-related conflicts or hardship  (1)  

o Financial hardship  (2)  

o Dependent care (prenatal, nursing/infant, child, adult, etc.)  (3)  

o Transportation (accessibility, parking, safety)  (4)  

o Disability or health/mental health related hardship  (5)  

o COVID-related issues or hardship  (8)  

o Other - Please explain  (6)  

o Prefer not to answer  (7)  
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APPENDIX C 

 

Paper Survey Instrument 
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 APPENDIX D 

 

Juror Demographic Survey Onboarding Guide 
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APPENDIX E  

 

Contract Agreement for Electronic Survey (used if/when badge numbers are collected) 
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APPENDIX F 

 

Jury Process for Paper Survey 
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APPENDIX G 

 

Best Practices & Script for Paper Survey 
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APPENDIX H 

 

Cover Sheet for Paper Survey 
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APPENDIX I 

 

Court Experience & Feedback Survey  

  

Q1 Welcome, 
  

As you are aware, during the past year the Washington State Administrative Office of the Courts 

invited your court(s) to participate in collecting juror demographic information through a survey. 

As a reminder, the purpose of the juror demographic survey was to meet the Washington State 

Legislature's requirement to provide "all courts with an electronic demographic survey for jurors 

who begin a jury term… (Senate Bill 5092, Section 115, Section 3, 2020-2021 Legislative 

Session)." We are following up with you today to ask for your feedback regarding your court's 

experience with the demographic survey. The information gathered here will be used to help 

AOC and stakeholders better understand your court's experiences and resource needs.  

  

Participation in this survey is completely voluntary and you may decline to answer any question 

without any consequences. We will not collect any personal identifiers like your name or IP 

address and your answers on this survey are confidential. If we share our findings in publications 

or presentations, the results will be presented in aggregate only. If you have any questions about 

this survey, contact Dr. Peter A. Collins at: collinsp@seattleu.edu. If you have any questions 

about your rights as a research participant, contact the Seattle University Institutional Review 

Board at: irb@seattleu.edu.  

Q2 Please identify your court in the space below. Please include whether it is municipal, 

district, and/or superior. If your court is part of a grouping of courts, please also list 

partner courts.  

 

Q3 Please select the option that best describes your court's current survey participation 

status. 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

 

Q4 What is your court's current participation status? 

o Electronic survey is currently in use in my court(s).  (1)  

o Paper survey is currently in use in my court(s).  (2)  

o The survey is ready to go, but we have yet to call in a jury.  (3)  

o We're still in process; for example, our court has not yet approved and/or implemented 

the survey.  (4)  

o Our court has chosen to not participate in the survey at this time.  (5)  
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Q5 The following questions deal with your experience in implementing the demographic 

survey in your court. 

Q6 How easy was it to implement the survey following your court's meeting with the 

Seattle University research team? 

o Very easy  (1)  

o Somewhat easy  (2)  

o Neither easy nor difficult  (3)  

o Somewhat difficult  (4)  

o Very difficult  (5)  

 

Q7 In regard to your court's administering the survey, what worked well? 

 

Q8 In regard to your court's administering the survey, what didn't work well? 

 

Q9 About how much time, on average, has your court dedicated to the survey effort, in 

hours per month? 

 

Q10 About how much effort would you say your court dedicated to the survey (resources, 

staffing, mailing, technical assistance, supplies, etc.)?  

 

Q11 Were there any circumstances that impacted your court's participation in the survey 

project? Please select all that apply and elaborate. 

1. Staffing and/or staff capacity   

2. Frequency of jury trials 

3. My court chose not to participate in the survey 

4. Other 

 

Q12 What would your court need, in terms of resources, to fully integrate this survey 

project in your court indefinitely? 
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JURISDICTIONAL DATA TABLES 

 

Data tables for each court and for each main survey question are provided in the subsequent 

appendices. Tables are presented in alphabetical order by court or jurisdiction. For all categorical 

variables, both frequency and percent are provided. In the case of race and ethnicity, differences 

(observed minus expected-CVAP, equals difference) and ratios (observed divided by expected-

CVAP equals ratio) are included. Additional bivariate tables are included for gender and race. Due 

to some instances of low sample size, some gender and race variable categories are combined (e.g., 

non-binary and White/non-White). Low N (i.e., small sample size) cells are removed and marked 

as (-) to comply with anonymity requirements. Paper survey courts/jurisdictions may have slightly 

different categories due to survey limitations already discussed.  
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APPENDIX J 

 

Clark County Superior Court 

 

Race & Ethnicity 

 

Notes: - represents a sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns surrounding data quality 

and representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are not reported. 

 

Age 

 

Table 22. Age: Clark County Superior. 

   Measure Result 

N 17,001 

Missing 497 

Mean 46 

Median 45 

Mode 34 

Std. Deviation 16.5 

Range 85 

Minimum 18 

Maximum 103 

 

 

 

 

Table 21. Race & Ethnicity: Clark County Superior. 

Census Category (Non-Hispanic, 

Latino/a/x) 

Freq. 

Survey 

Survey  

% 

CVAP  

% 

% 

Diff. 

S:C  

Ratio 

White Alone 11,860 85.4 89.0 -3.7 0.96 

Black or African American Alone 235 1.7 1.9 -0.2 0.89 

American Indian/AK Native 67 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.94 

Asian Alone 832 6.0 4.5 1.5 1.34 

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 83 0.6 0.5 0.1 1.31 

Some Other Race 40 0.3 - - - 

American Indian or AK Native & White 143 1.0 1.2 -0.2 0.83 

Asian & White 231 1.7 0.9 0.8 1.94 

Black or African American & White 161 1.2 0.8 0.4 1.46 

Am. Indian or AK Native & Black or AA - - - - - 

Remainder of Two or More Responses 240 1.7 0.7 1.0 2.49 

Total 13,892 100 
   

      

Not Hispanic or Latino/a/x 13,892 93.0 94.4 -1.3 0.99 

Hispanic or Latino/a/x 1,041 7.0 5.6 1.3 1.23 

Total 14,933 100 
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Employment 

 

Table 23. Employment Status: Clark County Superior. 

Employment Category Frequency % 

Employed Full Time 9,439 54.8 

Employed Part Time 1,021 5.9 

Furloughed Due to COVID-19 - - 

Military Active Duty 34 0.2 

Homemaker 812 4.7 

Retired 2,434 14.1 

Self-Employed 951 5.5 

Student 390 2.3 

Unable to Work 249 1.4 

Unemployed, Looking for Work 399 2.3 

Unemployed, Not Looking for Work 163 0.9 

A Category Not Listed 223 1.3 

Multi-Category Selection 1,113 6.5 

Total 17,233 100 
Notes: Estimated Unemployment Rate: 4.4 (NSA, 2022). - represents 

a sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns 

surrounding data quality and representation and potential juror 

anonymity, these figures are not reported. 

 

 

Combined Annual Household Income 

 

Table 24. Combined Annual Household Income: Clark County Superior. 

Income Category Frequency % 

Less than $10,000 598 4.4 

$10,000 - $19,999 462 3.4 

$20,000 - $29,999 694 5.1 

$30,000 - $39,999 891 6.6 

$40,000 - $49,999 975 7.2 

$50,000 - $59,999 985 7.3 

$60,000 - $69,999 906 6.7 

$70,000 - $79,999 953 7.0 

$80,000 - $89,999 856 6.3 

$90,000 - $99,999 905 6.7 

$100,000 - $149,999 2,811 20.8 

More than $150,000 2,497 18.5 

Total 13,533 100.0 

Notes: Household Median Income: $87,397 (OFM, 2022). 
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Education 

 

Table 25. Highest Education Attained: Clark County Superior. 

Education Category Frequency % 

Some High School 590 3.5 

High School Degree/GED 3,105 18.5 

Trade School 732 4.4 

Some College, No Degree 3,725 22.2 

Associate 1,816 10.8 

Bachelor 4,384 26.1 

Master 1,854 11.0 

Doctorate 412 2.5 

A Category Not Listed 185 1.1 

Total 16,803 100 
Notes: Clark County BA degree and up: 31.8% (ACS 1-Year Estimates 

Subject Tables 2021, only population 25 years old and higher used). 

 

 

 

Gender 

 

Table 26. Gender: Clark County Superior. 

Category Frequency % 

Agender - - 

Gender Queer or Fluid 15 0.1 

Men 7,967 47.1 

Non-Binary 63 0.4 

Questioning 10 0.1 

Trans Men 16 0.1 

Trans Women 14 0.1 

Women 8,722 51.6 

An Identity Not Listed 26 0.2 

Multi-Category Response 73 0.4 

Total 16,910 100 
Notes: - represents a sample size below 10 for the 

referenced category, and due to concerns surrounding data 

quality and representation and potential juror anonymity, 

these figures are not reported. 
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Detailed Gender by Race & Ethnicity 

 

Table 27. Gender & Race-Ethnicity Detailed Data: Clark County Superior. 

Non-Latino/a/x, Hispanic White % Non-White % Total 

Women 6,120 52.0 1,567 51.3 7,687 

Men 5,498 46.7 1,447 47.4 6,945 

Gender Non-Conforming 148 1.3 39 1.3 187 

Total 11,766 100 3,053 100 14,819       

Latino/a/x, Hispanic White % Non-White % Total 

Women 170 50.4 426 49.5 596 

Men 163 48.4 418 48.5 581 

Gender Non-Conforming - - 17 2.0 21 

Total 337 100 861 100 1,198 
Notes: - represents a sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns 

surrounding data quality and representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are 

not reported. Gender Non-Conforming category includes: agender, gender queer or fluid, 

non-binary, questioning, trans men/ women, an identity not listed, or multi-category 

response. 

 

 

Sexual Orientation 

 

Table 28. Sexual Orientation: Clark County Superior. 

                Category Frequency % 

Asexual 73 0.5 

Bisexual 425 2.8 

Gay 158 1.0 

Heterosexual 14,211 92.2 

Lesbian 140 0.9 

Pansexual 125 0.8 

Queer 63 0.4 

Questioning 40 0.3 

An Identity Not 

Listed 

50 0.3 

Multi-Category 122 0.8 

Total 15,407 100 
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Barriers to Jury Service 

 

Table 29. Reported Barriers to Jury Service: Clark County Superior. 

Conflict or Hardship Category Selected Frequency % 

Work Related 2,440 24.3 

Financial 281 2.8 

Dependent Care 985 9.8 

Transportation 154 1.5 

Disability, Health, Mental Health Related 542 5.4 

Other 2,471 24.6 

COVID-19 Related 111 1.1 

Multiple Categories Selected 3057 30.4 

Total 10,041 100 
Notes: Total reporting any barrier = 57.4% (N = 17,498). Categories are mutually 

exclusive here (i.e., only one answer per respondent).  
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APPENDIX K 

 

King County Superior Court 

 

Race & Ethnicity 

 

Table 30. Race & Ethnicity: King County Superior. 

Census Category (Non-Hispanic, 

Latino/a/x) 

Freq.  

Survey 

Survey 

% 

CVAP 

% 

% 

Diff. 

S:C  

Ratio 

White Alone 11,860 85.4 89.0 -3.7 0.96 

Black or African American Alone 235 1.7 1.9 -0.2 0.89 

American Indian/AK Native 67 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.94 

Asian Alone 832 6.0 4.5 1.5 1.34 

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 83 0.6 0.5 0.1 1.31 

Some Other Race 40 0.3 - - - 

American Indian or AK Native & White 143 1.0 1.2 -0.2 0.83 

Asian & White 231 1.7 0.9 0.8 1.94 

Black or African American & White 161 1.2 0.8 0.4 1.46 

Am. Indian or AK Native & Black or AA - - - - - 

Remainder of Two or More Responses 240 1.7 0.7 1.0 2.49 

Total 13,892 100 
   

      

Not Hispanic or Latino/a/x 13,892 93.0 94.4 -1.3 0.99 

Hispanic or Latino/a/x 1,041 7.0 5.6 1.3 1.23 

Total 14,933 100 
   

Notes: - represents a sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns surrounding data quality 

and representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are not reported. 

 

 

Age 

 

Table 31. Age: King County Superior. 

  Measure Result 

N 124,032 

Missing 7,094 

Mean 45.8 

Median 44 

Mode 32 

Std. Deviation 16.2 

Range 83 

Minimum 18 

Maximum 101 
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Employment 

 

Table 32. Employment Status: King County Superior. 

Employment Category Frequency % 

Employed Full Time 74,701 58.8 

Employed Part Time 6,775 5.3 

Furloughed Due to COVID-19 60 0.0 

Military Active Duty 133 0.1 

Homemaker 4,198 3.3 

Retired 15,390 12.1 

Self-Employed 6,733 5.3 

Student 4,429 3.5 

Unable to Work 1,383 1.1 

Unemployed, Looking for Work 2,768 2.2 

Unemployed, Not Looking for Work 1,075 0.8 

A Category Not Listed 1,331 1.0 

Multi-Category Selection 8,114 6.4 

Total 127,090 100 
Notes: Estimated Unemployment Rate: 2.2 (NSA, 2022). 

 

 

Combined Annual Household Income 

 

Table 33. Combined Annual Household Income: King County Superior. 

        Income Category Frequency % 

Less than $10,000 4,257 4.3 

$10,000 - $19,999 2,570 2.6 

$20,000 - $29,999 3,399 3.5 

$30,000 - $39,999 4,370 4.4 

$40,000 - $49,999 5,036 5.1 

$50,000 - $59,999 5,433 5.5 

$60,000 - $69,999 5,159 5.2 

$70,000 - $79,999 5,128 5.2 

$80,000 - $89,999 4,701 4.8 

$90,000 - $99,999 4,865 4.9 

$100,000 - $149,999 18,573 18.9 

More than $150,000 34,793 35.4 

Total 98,284 100 
Notes: Household Median Income: $118,664 (OFM, 2022). 
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Education 

 

Table 34. Highest Education Attained: King County Superior. 

Education Category Frequency % 

Some High School 3,002 2.4 

High School Degree/GED 11,500 9.4 

Trade School 2,790 2.3 

Some College, No Degree 18,226 14.8 

Associate 8,837 7.2 

Bachelor 45,753 37.3 

Master 23,490 19.1 

Doctorate 7,432 6.1 

A Category Not Listed 1,715 1.4 

Total 122,745 100 
Notes: King County BA degree and up: 56.2% (ACS 1-Year Estimates 

Subject Tables 2021, only population 25 years old and higher used). 

 

 

 

 

Gender 

 

Table 35. Gender: King County Superior. 

Gender Category Frequency % 

Agender 81 0.1 

Gender Queer or Fluid 329 0.3 

Men 57,915 46.5 

Non-Binary 738 0.6 

Questioning 143 0.1 

Trans Men 124 0.1 

Trans Women 143 0.1 

Women 64,131 51.5 

An Identity Not Listed 110 0.1 

Multi-Category Response 798 0.6 

Total 124,512 100 
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Detailed Gender by Race & Ethnicity 

 

Table 36. Gender & Race-Ethnicity Detailed Data: King County Superior. 

Non-Latino/a/x, Hispanic White % Non-White % Total 

Women 36,607 51.2 19,897 52.6 56,504 

Men 33,348 46.6 17,371 45.9 50,719 

Gender Non-Conforming 1,588 2.2 545 1.4 2,133 

Total 71,543 100 37,813 100 109,356       

Latino/a/x, Hispanic White % Non-White % Total 

Women 1,176 52.1 2,863 51.1 4,039 

Men 1,029 45.6 2,590 46.2 3,619 

Gender Non-Conforming 54 2.4 152 2.7 206 

Total 2,259 100 5,605 100 7,864 

Notes: Gender Non-Conforming category includes: agender, gender queer or fluid, non-binary, 

questioning, trans men/women, an identity not listed, or multi-category response. 

 

 

Sexual Orientation 

 

Table 37. Sexual Orientation: King County Superior. 

Category Frequency % 

Asexual 73 0.5 

Bisexual 425 2.8 

Gay 158 1.0 

Heterosexual 14,211 92.2 

Lesbian 140 0.9 

Pansexual 125 0.8 

Queer 63 0.4 

Questioning 40 0.3 

An Identity Not Listed 50 0.3 

Multi-Category 122 0.8 

Total 15,407 100 
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Barriers to Jury Service 

 

Table 38. Reported Barriers to Attending Jury Duty: King County Superior. 

Conflict or Hardship Category Selected Frequency % 

Work Related 21,473 26.7 

Financial 1,569 2 

Dependent Care 6,947 8.6 

Transportation 2,086 2.6 

Disability, Health, Mental Health Related 3,436 4.3 

Other 17,394 21.7 

COVID-19 Related 1,208 1.5 

Multiple Categories Selected 26,228 32.6 

Total 80,341 100 
Notes: Total reporting any barrier = 61.3% (N = 131,126). Categories are mutually exclusive 

here (only one answer per respondent). 
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APPENDIX L 

 

King County District Court 

 

Race & Ethnicity 

 

Table 39. Race & Ethnicity: King County District. 

Census Category (Non-Hispanic,  

Latino/a/x) 

Freq. 

Survey 

Survey 

% 

CVAP 

% 

% 

Diff. 

S:C 

Ratio 

White Alone 11,680 67.4 73.5 -6.1 0.92 

Black or African American Alone 585 3.4 6.2 -2.8 0.55 

American Indian/AK Native 79 0.5 0.6 -0.1 0.78 

Asian Alone 3,610 20.8 14.5 6.4 1.44 

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 98 0.6 0.6 -0.1 0.88 

Some Other Race 57 0.3 - 0.3 - 

American Indian or AK Native & White 137 0.8 0.9 -0.1 0.89 

Asian & White 449 2.6 1.9 0.7 1.39 

Black or African American & White 181 1.0 0.8 0.2 1.25 

Am. Indian or AK Native & Black or AA 18 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.80 

Remainder of Two or More Responses 424 2.4 0.9 1.6 2.78 

Total 17,318 100 100 
  

      

Not Hispanic or Latino/a/x 17,318 93.7 94.0 -0.2 1.00 

Hispanic or Latino/a/x 1,159 6.3 6.0 0.2 1.04 

Total 18,477 
 

100 
  

 

 

Age 

 

Table 40. Age: King County District. 

Measure Result 

N 21,153 

Missing 1,593 

Mean 48.7 

Median 48 

Mode 52 

Std. Deviation 17.3 

Range 87 

Minimum 18 

Maximum 105 
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Employment 

 

Table 41. Employment Status: King County District. 

Employment Category Frequency % 

Employed Full Time 11,738 53.6 

Employed Part Time 1,220 5.6 

Furloughed Due to COVID-19 - - 

Military Active Duty 34 0.2 

Homemaker 809 3.7 

Retired 3,687 16.8 

Self-Employed 1,111 5.1 

Student 725 3.3 

Unable to Work 340 1.6 

Unemployed, Looking for Work 510 2.3 

Unemployed, Not Looking for Work 197 0.9 

A Category Not Listed 227 1.0 

Multi-Category Selection 1,280 5.8 

Total 21,882 100 
Notes: Estimated Unemployment Rate: 2.2 (NSA, 2022). 

 

 

Combined Annual Household Income 

 

Table 42. Combined Annual Household Income: King County District. 

Income Category Frequency % 

Less than $10,000 833 5.1 

$10,000 - $19,999 505 3.1 

$20,000 - $29,999 743 4.6 

$30,000 - $39,999 834 5.1 

$40,000 - $49,999 975 6.0 

$50,000 - $59,999 976 6.0 

$60,000 - $69,999 905 5.6 

$70,000 - $79,999 886 5.4 

$80,000 - $89,999 784 4.8 

$90,000 - $99,999 778 4.8 

$100,000 - $149,999 2,950 18.1 

More than $150,000 5,094 31.3 

Total 16,263 100 
Notes: Household Median Income: $118,664 (OFM, 2022). 
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Education 

 

Table 43. Highest Education Attained: King County District. 

Education Category Frequency % 

Some High School 628 3.0 

High School Degree/GED 2,542 12.1 

Trade School 592 2.8 

Some College, No Degree 3,399 16.2 

Associate 1,760 8.4 

Bachelor 7,077 33.8 

Master 3,664 17.5 

Doctorate 996 4.8 

A Category Not Listed 268 1.3 

Total 20,926 100 
Notes: King County Dist. BA degree and up: 56.2% (ACS 1-Year Estimates Subject 

Tables 2021, only population 25 years old and higher used). 
 

 

 

Gender 

 

Table 44. Gender: King County District. 

Gender Category Frequency % 

Agender 12 0.1 

Gender Queer or Fluid 40 0.2 

Men 10,007 46.9 

Non-Binary 65 0.3 

Questioning 12 0.1 

Trans Men 17 0.1 

Trans Women 18 0.1 

Women 11,026 51.7 

An Identity Not Listed 28 0.1 

Multi-Category Response 120 0.6 

Total 21,345 100 
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Detailed Gender by Race & Ethnicity 

 

Table 45. Gender & Race-Ethnicity Detailed Data: King County District. 

Non-Latino/a/x, Hispanic White % Non-White % Total 

Women 5,925 51.5 3,609 52.5 9,534 

Men 5,405 47.0 3,194 46.4 8,599 

Gender Non-Conforming 170 1.5 74 1.1 244 

Total 11,500 100 6,877 100 18,377       

Latino/a/x, Hispanic White % Non-White % Total 

Women 175 49.6 547 52.6 722 

Men 165 46.7 474 45.6 639 

Gender Non-Conforming 13 3.7 19 1.8 32 

Total 353 100 1040 100 1,393 
Notes: Gender Non-Conforming category includes: agender, gender queer or fluid, non-binary, questioning, 

trans men/ women, an identity not listed, or multi-category response. 

 

 

 

Sexual Orientation 

 

Table 46. Sexual Orientation: King County District. 

Category Frequency Percent 

Asexual 89 0.5 

Bisexual 447 2.4 

Gay 271 1.4 

Heterosexual 17,491 92.1 

Lesbian 144 0.8 

Pansexual 125 0.7 

Queer 107 0.6 

Questioning 67 0.4 

An Identity Not Listed 75 0.4 

Multi-Category 169 0.9 

Total 18,985 100 
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Barriers to Jury Service 

 

Table 47. Reported Barriers to Attending Jury Duty: King County District. 

Conflict or Hardship Category Selected Only % 

Work Related 3,441 24.1 

Financial 266 1.9 

Dependent Care 1,077 7.6 

Transportation 256 1.8 

Disability, Health, Mental Health Related 820 5.8 

Other 3,779 26.5 

COVID-19 Related 171 1.2 

Multiple Categories Selected 4,449 31.2 

Total 14,259 100 
Notes: Total reporting any barrier = 62.7% (N = 22,746). Categories are mutually exclusive 

here (only one answer per respondent). 
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APPENDIX M 

 

Kitsap County Superior Court (Paper Survey) 

 

Race & Ethnicity 

 

Table 48. Race & Ethnicity: Kitsap County Superior. 

Census Category (Non-Hispanic, 

Latino/a/x) 

Freq. 

Survey 

Survey 

% 

CVAP  

% 

% 

Diff. 

S:C  

Ratio 

White Alone 1,198 83.7 85.8 -2.1 0.98 

Black or African American Alone 14 1.0 2.7 -1.8 0.36 

American Indian/AK Native - - - - - 

Asian Alone 56 3.9 4.4 -0.5 0.90 

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Some Other Race - - - - - 

American Indian or AK Native & White 18 1.3 1.6 -0.4 0.77 

Asian & White 27 1.9 1.9 0.0 1.00 

Black or African American & White - - - - - 

Am. Indian or AK Native & Black or AA - - - - - 

Remainder of Two or More Responses 98 6.8 0.8 6.1 8.70 

Total 1,432 100 - - -       

Not Hispanic or Latino/a/x 1,432 95.5 93.8 1.7 1.02 

Hispanic or Latino/a/x 67 4.5 6.2 -1.7 0.72 

Total 1,499 100 100 
  

Notes: - represents a sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns surrounding data quality 

and representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are not reported. 
 

 

Age 

 

Table 49. Age: Kitsap County Superior. 

      Measure Result 

N 1,605 

Missing 113 

Mean 53.8 

Median 56 

Mode 60 

Std. Deviation 13.5 

Range 67 

Minimum 19 

Maximum 86 
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Employment 

 

Table 50. Employment Status: Kitsap County Superior. 

Employment Category Frequency % 

Employed Full Time 900 53.2 

Employed Part Time 99 5.8 

Homemaker 30 1.8 

Retired 399 23.6 

Self-Employed 103 6.1 

Student - - 

Unable to Work - - 

Unemployed, Looking for Work 27 1.6 

Unemployed, Not Looking for Work 12 0.7 

Multi-Answer 113 6.7 

Active Military - - 

Total 1,693 100 
Notes: Estimated Unemployment Rate: 4.2 (NSA, 2022). - represents a 

sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns 

surrounding data quality and representation and potential juror 

anonymity, these figures are not reported.  
 

 

Combined Annual Household Income 

 

Table 51. Combined Annual Household Income: Kitsap County Superior. 

      Income Category Frequency Percent 

Less than $10,000 23 1.9 

$10,000-19,999 18 1.5 

$20,000-29,999 32 2.6 

$30,000-39,999 46 3.7 

$40,000-49,999 65 5.3 

$50,000-59,999 55 4.4 

$60,000-69,999 76 6.1 

$70,000-79,999 86 7.0 

$80,000-89,999 68 5.5 

$90,000-99,999 97 7.8 

$100,000-149,999 349 28.2 

More than $150,000 321 26.0 

Total 1236 100 
Notes: Household Median Income: $91,737 (OFM, 2022). 
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Education 

 

Table 52. Highest Education Attained: Kitsap County Superior. 

Education Category Frequency % 

Trade School 54 3.3 

Some High School - - 

High School/GED 264 15.9 

Some College, No Degree 246 14.8 

Associate 231 13.9 

Bachelor 409 24.6 

Master 235 14.1 

Doctorate 57 3.4 

A Category Not Listed - - 

Multi-Category Response 151 9.1 

Total 1661 100 
Notes: Kitsap County BA degree and up: 46.5% (ACS 1-Year Estimates 

Subject Tables 2021, only population 25 years old and higher used). - 

represents a sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to 

concerns surrounding data quality and representation and potential juror 

anonymity, these figures are not reported.  
 

 

 

Gender 

 

Table 53. Gender: Kitsap County Superior. 

Gender Category Frequency % 

Women 737 51.7 

Men 689 48.3 

Gender Non-Conforming - - 

Total 1,426 100 
Notes: - represents a sample size below 10 for the referenced 

category, and due to concerns surrounding data quality and 

representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are not 

reported. Gender Non-Conforming category includes: agender, 

gender queer or fluid, non-binary, questioning, trans men/ women, 

an identity not listed, or multi-category response. 
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Sexual Orientation 

 

Table 54. Sexual Orientation: Kitsap County Superior. 

Category Frequency % 

Heterosexual Category 1321 95.4 

LGBTQ+ Single Category 64 4.6 

Total 1385 100 
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APPENDIX N 

 

Pierce County Superior Court 

 

Race & Ethnicity 

 

Table 55. Race & Ethnicity: Pierce County Superior. 

Census Category (Non-Hispanic, 

Latino/a/x) 

Freq.  

Survey 

Survey  

% 

CVAP  

% 

% 

Diff. 

S:C  

Ratio 

White Alone 32,986 79.4 78.3 1.1 1.01 

Black or African American Alone 1,651 4.0 7.2 -3.2 0.55 

American Indian/AK Native 308 0.7 1.0 -0.3 0.71 

Asian Alone 2,966 7.1 6.1 1.0 1.16 

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 443 1.1 1.5 -0.4 0.72 

Some Other Race 143 0.3 - 0.3 - 

American Indian or AK Native & White 489 1.2 1.3 -0.1 0.89 

Asian & White 956 2.3 1.7 0.6 1.35 

Black or African American & White 588 1.4 1.3 0.1 1.06 

Am. Indian or AK Native & Black or 

AA 

40 0.1 0.2 -0.1 0.54 

Remainder of Two or More Responses 991 2.4 1.3 1.1 1.84 

Total 41,561 100 - - -       

Not Hispanic or Latino/a/x 41,561 93.9 92.6 1.4 1.01 

Hispanic or Latino/a/x 2,689 6.1 7.4 -1.4 0.82 

Total 44,250 100 
   

 

 

 

Age 

 

Table 56. Age: Pierce County Superior. 

       Measure Result 

N 51,234 

Missing 2,500 

Mean 47.5 

Median 46 

Mode 38 

Std. Deviation 16.7 

Range 86 

Minimum 18 

Maximum 104 
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Employment 

 

Table 57. Employment Status: Pierce County Superior. 

Employment Category Frequency % 

Employed Full Time 27,645 52.9 

Employed Part Time 3,258 6.2 

Furloughed Due to COVID-19 19 0.0 

Military Active Duty 288 0.6 

Homemaker 2,158 4.1 

Retired 8,456 16.2 

Self-Employed 2,420 4.6 

Student 1,206 2.3 

Unable to Work 991 1.9 

Unemployed, Looking for Work 1,051 2.0 

Unemployed, Not Looking for Work 389 0.7 

A Category Not Listed 812 1.6 

Multi-Category Selection 3,587 6.9 

Total 52,280 100 

Notes: Estimated Unemployment Rate: 4.9 (NSA, 2022). 
 

 

Combined Annual Household Income 

 

Table 58. Combined Annual Household Income: Pierce County Superior. 

Income Category Frequency % 

Less than $10,000 1,845 4.5 

$10,000 - $19,999 1,355 3.3 

$20,000 - $29,999 1,915 4.7 

$30,000 - $39,999 2,476 6.1 

$40,000 - $49,999 2,811 6.9 

$50,000 - $59,999 2,855 7.0 

$60,000 - $69,999 2,778 6.8 

$70,000 - $79,999 2,919 7.2 

$80,000 - $89,999 2,634 6.5 

$90,000 - $99,999 2,627 6.4 

$100,000 - $149,999 8,880 21.8 

More than $150,000 7,637 18.7 

Total 40,732 100 

Notes: Household Median Income: $91,092 (OFM, 2022). 
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Education 

 

Table 59. Highest Education Attained: Pierce County Superior. 

Education Category Frequency % 

Some High School 1,372 2.7 

High School Degree/GED 8,611 17.1 

Trade School 2,484 4.9 

Some College, No Degree 10,521 20.9 

Associate 5,716 11.3 

Bachelor 12,994 25.8 

Master 6,449 12.8 

Doctorate 1,725 3.4 

A Category Not Listed 521 1.0 

Total 50,393 100 
Notes: Pierce County BA degree and up: 31.1% (ACS 1-Year Estimates 

Subject Tables 2021, only population 25 years old and higher used). 
 

 

 

Gender 

 

Table 60. Gender: Pierce County Superior. 

Gender Category Frequency % 

Agender 19 0.0 

Gender Queer or Fluid 108 0.2 

Men 22,874 45.1 

Non-Binary 218 0.4 

Questioning 37 0.1 

Trans Men 43 0.1 

Trans Women 34 0.1 

Women 26,991 53.2 

An Identity Not Listed 83 0.2 

Multi-Category Response 299 0.6 

Total 50,706 100 
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Detailed Gender by Race & Ethnicity 

 

Table 61. Gender & Race-Ethnicity Detailed Data: Pierce County Superior. 

Non-Latino/a/x, Hispanic White % Non-White % Total 

Women 17,387 53.3 4,689 54.8 22,076 

Men 14,753 45.2 3,707 43.4 18,460 

Gender Non-Conforming 501 1.5 153 1.8 654 

Total 32,641 100 8,549 100 41,190       

Latino/a/x, Hispanic White % Non-White % Total 

Women 493 52.8 924 53.2 1,417 

Men 416 44.6 778 44.8 1,194 

Gender Non-Conforming 24 2.6 35 2.01 59 

Total 933 100 1,737 100 2,670 
Notes: Gender Non-Conforming category includes: agender, gender queer or fluid, non-binary, 

questioning, trans men/ women, an identity not listed, or multi-category response. 

 

 

Sexual Orientation 

 

Table 62. Sexual Orientation: Pierce County Superior. 

Category Frequency % 

Asexual 189 0.4 

Bisexual 1,281 2.8 

Gay 510 1.1 

Heterosexual 42,533 91.9 

Lesbian 462 1.0 

Pansexual 379 0.8 

Queer 242 0.5 

Questioning 118 0.3 

An Identity Not Listed 176 0.4 

Multi-Category 402 0.9 

Total 46,292 100 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

148



   

 

102 

 

Barriers to Jury Service 

 

Table 63. Reported Barriers to Jury Service: Pierce County Superior. 

Conflict or Hardship Category Selected Frequency % 

Work Related 11,223 28.8 

Financial 825 2.1 

Dependent Care 3,400 8.7 

Transportation 604 1.5 

Disability, Health, Mental Health Related 1,976 5.1 

Other 6,530 16.7 

COVID-19 Related 419 1.1 

Multiple Categories Selected 14,027 36.0 

Total 39,004 100 
Notes: Total reporting any barrier = 72.6% (N = 53,734). Categories are mutually 

exclusive here (only one answer per respondent).  
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APPENDIX O 

 

Seattle Municipal Court (Paper Survey) 

 

Race & Ethnicity 

 

Table 64. Race & Ethnicity: Seattle Municipal. 

Census Category (Non-Hispanic, 

Latino/a/x) 

Freq.  

Survey 

Survey  

% 

CVAP  

% 

% 

Diff. 

S:C  

Ratio 

White Alone 1,566 78.2 74.2 4.0 1.05 

Black or African American Alone 79 3.9 6.4 -2.5 0.61 

American Indian/AK Native - - - - - 

Asian Alone 207 10.3 13.5 -3.2 0.76 

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Some Other Race - - - - - 

American Indian or AK Native & White 17 0.8 0.8 0.0 1.01 

Asian & White 53 2.6 2.3 0.3 1.14 

Black or African American & White 13 0.6 1.0 -0.3 0.66 

Am. Indian or AK Native & Black or AA - - - - - 

Remainder of Two or More Responses 53 2.6 0.8 1.8 3.22 

Total 2,002 100 
   

      

Not Hispanic or Latino/a/x 2,002 95.1 94.3 0.7 1.01 

Hispanic or Latino/a/x 104 4.9 5.7 -0.7 0.87 

Total 2,106 100 
   

Notes: - represents a sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns surrounding data quality 

and representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are not reported. 
 

 

Age 

 

Table 65. Age: Seattle Municipal. 

Measure Result 

N 2,080 

Missing 179 

Mean 45.7 

Median 44 

Mode 28 

Std. Deviation 14.8 

Range 74 

Minimum 18 

Maximum 92 
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Employment 

 

Table 66. Employment Status: Seattle Municipal. 

Employment Category Frequency % 

Employed Full Time 1,420 63.8 

Employed Part Time 123 5.5 

Homemaker 14 0.6 

Retired 242 10.9 

Self-Employed 188 8.5 

Student 23 1.0 

Unable to Work - - 

Unemployed, Looking for Work 77 3.5 

Unemployed, Not Looking for Work 23 1.0 

Multi-Answer 108 4.9 

Active Military - - 

Total 2,224 100 
Notes: Estimated Unemployment Rate: 2.3 (NSA, 2022). - represents a 

sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns 

surrounding data quality and representation and potential juror 

anonymity, these figures are not reported.  
 

 

Combined Annual Household Income 

 

Table 67. Combined Annual Household Income: Seattle Municipal. 

Income Category Frequency % 

Less than $10,000 43 2.2 

$10,000-19,999 42 2.2 

$20,000-29,999 46 2.4 

$30,000-39,999 61 3.2 

$40,000-49,999 74 3.9 

$50,000-59,999 68 3.5 

$60,000-69,999 83 4.3 

$70,000-79,999 86 4.5 

$80,000-89,999 78 4.1 

$90,000-99,999 105 5.5 

$100,000-149,999 375 19.5 

More than $150,000 860 44.8 

Total 1,921 100 

Notes: Household Median Income: $118,664 (King Co.; OFM, 2022). 
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Education 

 

Table 68. Highest Education Attained: Seattle Municipal. 

Education Category Frequency % 

Trade School 28 1.3 

Some High School 24 1.1 

High School/GED 112 5.0 

Some College, No Degree 201 9.1 

Associate 118 5.3 

Bachelor 975 43.9 

Master 499 22.5 

Doctorate 202 9.1 

A Category Not Listed 10 0.5 

Multi-Category Response 50 2.3 

Total 2,219 100 
Notes: Seattle (King Co.) BA degree and up: 56.2% (ACS 1-Year 

Estimates Subject Tables 2021, only population 25 years old and 

higher used). 
 

 

Gender 

Table 69. Gender: Seattle Municipal. 

Gender Category Frequency % 

Women 1,046 47.2 

Men 1,065 48.1 

Gender Non-Conforming 38 1.7 

All Mixed Category 64 2.9 

Total 2,213 99.9 
Notes: Gender Non-Conforming category includes: agender, 

gender queer or fluid, non-binary, questioning, trans men/ 

women, an identity not listed, or multi-category response. 

 

 

Sexual Orientation 

 

Table 70. Sexual Orientation: Seattle Municipal. 

Category Frequency % 

Heterosexual Category 1,751 84.2 

LGBTQ+ Single Category 281 13.5 

LGBTQ+ Multi Category 44 2.1 

Total 2,076 99.8 
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APPENDIX P 

 

Spokane County Superior Court 

 

Race & Ethnicity 

 

Table 71. Race & Ethnicity: Spokane County Superior. 

Census Category (Non-Hispanic, 

Latino/a/x) 

Freq. 

Survey 

Survey  

% 

CVAP  

% 

% 

Diff. 

S:C  

Ratio 

White Alone 9,388 90.5 91.8 -1.4 0.99 

Black or African American Alone 97 0.9 1.7 -0.8 0.54 

American Indian/AK Native 101 1.0 1.1 -0.1 0.88 

Asian Alone 152 1.5 1.9 -0.4 0.79 

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 15 0.1 0.3 -0.2 0.44 

Some Other Race 26 0.3 - - - 

American Indian or AK Native & White 198 1.9 1.3 0.6 1.48 

Asian & White 160 1.5 0.8 0.8 1.97 

Black or African American & White 130 1.3 0.6 0.7 2.08 

Am. Indian or AK Native & Black or AA - - - - - 

Remainder of Two or More Responses 110 1.1 0.4 0.6 2.53 

Total 
     

      

Not Hispanic or Latino/a/x 10,378 96.5 95.5 1.0 1.01 

Hispanic or Latino/a/x 380 3.5 4.5 -1.0 0.78 

Total 10,758 100 
   

Notes: - represents a sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns surrounding data quality 

and representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are not reported. 
 

 

 

Age 

 

Table 72. Age: Spokane County Superior. 

Measure Result 

N 12,177 

Missing 349 

Mean 48.2 

Median 48 

Mode 62 

Std. Deviation 16.7 

Range 80 

Minimum 18 

Maximum 98 
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Employment  

 

Table 73. Employment Status: Spokane County Superior. 

Employment Category Frequency % 

Employed Full Time 6,440 52.2 

Employed Part Time 844 6.8 

Furloughed Due to COVID-19 - - 

Military Active Duty 29 0.2 

Homemaker 457 3.7 

Retired 2,163 17.5 

Self-Employed 640 5.2 

Student 189 1.5 

Unable to Work 216 1.7 

Unemployed, Looking for Work 212 1.7 

Unemployed, Not Looking for Work 104 0.8 

A Category Not Listed 96 0.8 

Multi-Category Selection 954 7.7 

Total 12,347 100 
Notes: Estimated Unemployment Rate: 4.3 (NSA, 2022). - represents a 

sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns 

surrounding data quality and representation and potential juror 

anonymity, these figures are not reported.  
 

 

Combined Annual Household Income 

 

Table 74. Combined Annual Household Income: Spokane County Superior. 

Income Category Frequency % 

Less than $10,000 366 3.7 

$10,000 - $19,999 397 4.0 

$20,000 - $29,999 549 5.5 

$30,000 - $39,999 842 8.4 

$40,000 - $49,999 834 8.3 

$50,000 - $59,999 826 8.3 

$60,000 - $69,999 759 7.6 

$70,000 - $79,999 685 6.9 

$80,000 - $89,999 625 6.3 

$90,000 - $99,999 670 6.7 

$100,000 - $149,999 1,964 19.6 

More than $150,000 1,481 14.8 

Total 9,998 100 

Notes: Household Median Income: $70,065 (OFM, 2022). 
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Education 

 

Table 75. Highest Education Attained: Spokane County Superior. 

Education Category Frequency % 

Some High School 203 1.7 

High School Degree/GED 1,940 15.9 

Trade School 526 4.3 

Some College, No Degree 2,564 21.0 

Associate 1,503 12.3 

Bachelor 3,281 26.9 

Master 1,558 12.8 

Doctorate 456 3.7 

A Category Not Listed 179 1.5 

Total 12,210 100 
Notes: Spokane County BA degree and up: 31.2% (ACS 1-Year Estimates 

Subject Tables 2021, only population 25 years old and higher used). 
 

 

 

Gender 

 

Table 76. Gender: Spokane County Superior. 

Gender Category Frequency % 

Agender - - 

Gender Queer or Fluid 19 0.2 

Men 5,359 44.2 

Non-Binary 40 0.3 

Questioning - - 

Trans Men 11 0.1 

Trans Women - - 

Women 6,595 54.4 

An Identity Not Listed 19 0.2 

Multi-Category Response 62 0.5 

Total 12,121 100 
Notes: - represents a sample size below 10 for the referenced 

category, and due to concerns surrounding data quality and 

representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures 

are not reported. 
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Detailed Gender by Race & Ethnicity 

 

 

Table 77. Gender & Race-Ethnicity Detailed Data: Spokane County Superior. 

Non-Latino/a/x, Hispanic White % Non-White % Total 

Women 5,118 54.7 910 54.8 6,028 

Men 4,109 43.9 729 43.9 4,838 

Gender Non-Conforming 124 1.3 23 1.4 147 

Total 9,351 100 1662 100 11,013       

Latino/a/x, Hispanic White % Non-White % Total 

Women 100 56.8 127 50.2 227 

Men 69 39.2 119 47.0 188 

Gender Non-Conforming - - - - - 

Total 176 100 253 100 429 
Notes: - represents a sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns 

surrounding data quality and representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are not 

reported. Gender Non-Conforming category includes: agender, gender queer or fluid, non-

binary, questioning, trans men/ women, an identity not listed, or multi-category response. 
 

 

 

Sexual Orientation 

 

Table 78. Sexual Orientation: Spokane County Superior. 

     Category Frequency % 

Asexual 47 0.4 

Bisexual 270 2.4 

Gay 78 0.7 

Heterosexual 10,552 93.4 

Lesbian 95 0.8 

Pansexual 86 0.8 

Queer 41 0.4 

Questioning 17 0.2 

An Identity Not Listed 27 0.2 

Multi-Category 82 0.7 

Total 11,295 100 
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APPENDIX Q 

 

Whatcom County Superior Court (Paper Survey) 

 

Race & Ethnicity 

 

Table 79. Race & Ethnicity: Whatcom County Superior. 

Census Category (Non-Hispanic, 

Latino/a/x) 

Freq.  

Survey 

Survey  

% 

CVAP  

% 

% 

Diff. 

S:C  

Ratio 

White Alone 1,118 77.5 89.1 -11.6 0.87 

Black or African American Alone - - - - - 

American Indian/AK Native - - - - - 

Asian Alone 18 1.2 3.6 -2.3 0.35 

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Some Other Race - - - - - 

American Indian or AK Native & White 14 1.0 1.1 -0.1 0.90 

Asian & White 32 2.2 1.3 0.9 1.68 

Black or African American & White - - - - - 

Am. Indian or AK Native & Black or AA - - - - - 

Remainder of Two or More Responses - - 0.6 - - 

Total 1,442 100 - - -       

Not Hispanic or Latino/a/x 1,442 96.1 93.6 2.4 1.03 

Hispanic or Latino/a/x 59 3.9 6.4 -2.4 0.62 

Total 1,501 100 100 0.0 1.00 
Notes: - represents a sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns surrounding data quality 

and representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are not reported. 
 

 

Age 

 

Table 80. Age: Whatcom County Superior. 

Measure Result 

N 1,433 

Missing 219 

Mean 52.8 

Median 54 

Mode 69 

Std. Deviation 16.3 

Range 71 

Minimum 18 

Maximum 89 
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Employment 

 

Table 81. Employment Status: Whatcom County Superior. 

Employment Category Frequency % 

Employed Full Time 757 46.1 

Employed Part Time 98 6.0 

Homemaker 33 2.0 

Retired 403 24.5 

Self-Employed 104 6.3 

Student - - 

Unable to Work 11 0.7 

Unemployed, Looking for Work 22 1.3 

Unemployed, Not Looking for Work 25 1.5 

Multi-Answer 183 11.1 

Active Military 1,643 100 
Notes: Estimated Unemployment Rate: 4.5 (NSA, 2022). - represents a 

sample size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns 

surrounding data quality and representation and potential juror 

anonymity, these figures are not reported.  
 

 

 

 

Combined Annual Household Income 
 

Table 82. Combined Annual Household Income: Whatcom County Superior. 

Income Category Frequency % 

Less than $10,000 32 2.9 

$10,000-19,999 45 4.1 

$20,000-29,999 59 5.4 

$30,000-39,999 68 6.2 

$40,000-49,999 84 7.7 

$50,000-59,999 85 7.8 

$60,000-69,999 77 7.1 

$70,000-79,999 82 7.5 

$80,000-89,999 65 6.0 

$90,000-99,999 69 6.3 

$100,000-149,999 236 21.6 

More than $150,000 190 17.4 

Total 1,092 100 

Notes: Household Median Income: $73,038 (OFM, 2022). 
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Education 

 

Table 83. Highest Education Attained: Whatcom County Superior. 

Education Category Frequency % 

Trade School 40 2.4 

Some High School 13 0.8 

High School/GED 115 7.0 

Some College, No Degree 164 10.0 

Associate 126 7.7 

Bachelor 421 25.7 

Master 211 12.9 

Doctorate 54 3.3 

A Category Not Listed - - 

Multi-Category Response 491 30.0 

Total 1,637 100 
Notes: Spokane County BA degree and up: 38.5% (ACS 1-Year Estimates Subject 

Tables 2021, only population 25 years old and higher used). - represents a sample 

size below 10 for the referenced category, and due to concerns surrounding data 

quality and representation and potential juror anonymity, these figures are not 

reported. 
 

 

Gender 
 

Table 84. Gender: Whatcom County Superior.  

Gender Category Frequency % 

Women 489 51.2 

Men 448 46.9 

Gender Non-Conforming 19 2.0 

Total 956 100 
Notes: Gender Non-Conforming category includes: agender, 

gender queer or fluid, non-binary, questioning, trans men/ women, 

an identity not listed, or multi-category response. 
 

 

Sexual Orientation 

 

Table 85. Sexual Orientation: Whatcom County Superior. 

Category Frequency % 

Heterosexual Category 886 91.6 

LGBTQ+ Single Category 81 8.4 

Total 967 100 
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