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Judge Vickie Churchill 

1. Call to Order 

2. Welcome and Introductions Chief Justice Gerry Alexander 
Judge Vickie Churchill 

Action Items 

3. May 15, 2009 Meeting Minutes Chief Justice Gerry Alexander Tab 1 
Judge Vickie Churchill Action: Motion to approve the minutes of
 

the May 15 meeting
 

4. Member Chair Election Chief Justice Gerry Alexander Tab 2 

Judge Vickie Churchill Action: Motion to appoint a DMCJA BJA
 
member as the 2009-11 BJA Member
 
Chair
 

5. Appointment to Public Trust and Confidence Ms. Jeri Cusimano Handout 
Committee 

Action: Motion to approve the 
appointment of Ms. Theresa Ewing to the
 
Public Trust and Confidence Committee
 

6. Best Practices Committee Membership Ms. Mellani McAleenan Tab 3 

Action: Motion to suspend Article VI of 
the BJA Bylaws for the sole purpose of
 
reappointing Mr. David Ponzoha,
 
Ms. Linda Bell, and Ms. Yvonne Pettus to
 
the BJA Best Practices Committee
 

Reports and Information 

7. King County Juror Advertising Project Report Judge Barbara Linde Tab 4 

Judge Glenn Phillips Tab 5 8. IRLJ 6.2 Infraction Penalties 

Mr. Jeff Hall Tab 6 9. Budget Update 

Mr. M. Wayne Blair 10. Access to Justice Board 

Mr. Mark Johnson 

Ms. Paula Littlewood 

11. Washington State Bar Association 
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12. Reports from the Courts 

Supreme Court 

Court of Appeals 
Superior Courts 

Courts of Limited Jurisdiction 

Chief Justice Gerry Alexander 

Judge Marlin Appelwick 

Judge Tari Eitzen 

JudQe Glenn Phillips 

13. Association Reports 
County Clerks 

Superior Court Administrators 

District and Municipal Court 
Administrators 

Ms. Barb Miner 
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Ms. Jeri Cusimano 

14. Administrative Office of the Courts Mr. Jeff Hall 
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SB 5277 - Regarding Fees Allowed as 
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Board for Judicial Administration
 
Meeting Minutes
 

May 15, 2009
 
AOC SeaTac Office
 

SeaTac, Washington
 

Members Present: Chief Justice Gerry L. Alexander, Chair; Judge Vickie Churchill, 
Member-Chair; Judge Marlin Appelwick; Judge Rebecca Baker; Judge Ronald 
Culpepper; Judge Sara Derr; Judge Susan Dubuisson; Judge Tari Eitzen; Judge 
Deborah Fleck; Mr. Jeff Hall; Mr. Mark Johnson; Judge Michael Lambo; Ms. Paula 
Littlewood; Justice Barbara Madsen; Judge Robert McSeveney; Judge Marilyn Paja; 
Judge Glenn Phillips; and Judge Christine Quinn-Brintnall 

Guests Present: Mr. M. Wayne Blair, Ms. Marti Maxwell, Ms. Barb Miner, and 
Ms. Sharon Paradis 

Staff Present: Ms. Ashley DeMoss, Ms. Beth Flynn, Mr. Dirk Marler, Ms. Mellani 
McAleenan, Ms. Regina McDougall, and Mr. Chris Ruhl 

The meeting was called to order by Chief Justice Alexander. 

April 17, 2009 Meeting Minutes 

It was moved by Judge Paja and seconded by Judge Culpepper to approve 
the April 17, 2009 BJA meeting minutes. The motion carried. 

Proposed BJA Rule Change 

Judge Churchill stated that alternating the Member Chair position between the Superior 
Court Judges' Association (SCJA) and the District and Municipal Court Judges' 
Association (DMCJA) created a limited number of potential Member Chairs. The 
proposed BJA Rule change would result in more BJA members being eligible to serve 
as the Member Chair. 

On behalf of the DMCJA Board, Judge Dubuisson requested that this item be removed 
from the agenda and tabled for two months. During that time, the DMCJA will revise 
their Bylaws to align with the proposed BJA revisions. 

Judge Fleck gave a brief background on this proposed rule change. She began 
discussing this idea with Mr. Hall last fall because it became necessary to try to do 
something like this when changes were made to the BJA Bylaws specifying 1) that trial 
judges would be the Member Chair, and 2) that the DMCJA and SCJA would alternate 
as Member Chair. Judge Fleck questioned why the DMCJA needs to continue this 
issue for two months. 
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It was moved by Judge Dubuisson to table this agenda item for two 
months. The motion died for lack of a second. 

It was moved by Judge Fleck and seconded by Judge Lambo to 
recommend to the Supreme Court the proposed revisions to the BJA rules. 
The motion carried with Judge Dubuisson opposing the motion. 

Appointment to Civil Legal Aid Oversight Committee 

The BJA received a letter from Judge Lesley Allan requesting her reappointment to the 
Civil Legal Aid Oversight Committee for a three-year term ending June 30, 2012. 

It was moved by Judge Fleck and seconded by Judge Baker to reappoint 
Judge Lesley Allan to the Washington State Civil Legal Aid Oversight 
Committee. The motion carried. 

Member Chair Election 

Judge Paja recommended Judges Derr and Dubuisson as BJA Member Chair 
candidates. 

Judge Derr said she originally thought the two-year Member Chair position required that 
the member's term couldn't end within the Member Chair term. She wanted to leave the 
choice with the BJA to decide what is the most advantageous for the BJA-to have a 
one-year term for two different BJA members, or another option. Judge Derr's BJA term 
expires in 2010 and it is possible Judge Dubuisson will not run for re-election to the 
bench in 2010. Judge Derr is hoping that the vote of the membership will let the 
DMCJA know what is the best scenario regarding the Member Chair position. 

This item will be on the action calendar next month. 

Legislative Report 

Ms. McAleenan reported that the Legislature adjourned on schedule on April 26. There 
was talk of having a special legislative session in May but they are no longer 
considering it. There is about $750,000,000 in the state reserves. 

All of the BJA legislative agenda bills that passed have been signed by the Governor. 
They include: HB 1158, electronic juror signatures; SB 5135, King County district court 
judges; SB 5102, Benton County District Court jUdges; HB 1205, Court of Appeals judge 
(not funded by the Legislature); and HB 1238, juvenile case records access. 
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SB 5732, concerning traffic infractions for drivers whose licenses or privileges are
 
suspended or revoked, was scheduled to be signed by the Governor yesterday.
 

The DMCJA bill SB 5277, district court clerk fees, was signed by the Governor.
 
HB 1257, eliminating the requirement that courts segregate deferred prosecution files,
 
was also signed by the Governor.
 

Tolling on the 520 bridge will begin October 10, 2010. A work group was created to
 
figure out tolling issues and will meet over the course of the summer to work out the
 
logistics of the toll cases. The AOC will stay involved with the work group. HB 2211
 
authorized the tolling and the budget created the work group.
 

Budget Update
 

A budget spreadsheet was distributed in the meeting materials. The "Percent
 
Reduction" amounts listed on the spreadsheet show the amount of reductions to
 
operational funds. For example, while the AOC's total budget is reduced by only 8%,
 
that represents a 19.3% reduction within areas of the budget which are not restricted.
 
Some funds, such as the Judicial Information System Account, superior court judges'
 
salaries, and the Becca and Truancy pass-through programs are restricted and
 
protected in the budget from reductions. Those fund amounts are not included in the
 
overall AOC budget when determining the percentage of reductions to AOC. The
 
19.3% reduction will be applied to the AOC budget and the pass-through funds that are
 
not restricted.
 

Mr. Hall explained that the Legislature did not fund merit or step increases for the
 
Supreme Court or Court of Appeals, magnifying the impact of the reductions. Some
 
headway was made for the Law Library, with a final reduction of approximately 17% as
 
opposed to earlier budgets which included reductions of over 20%.
 

The Office of Public Defense (OPD) and the Office of Civil Legal Aid (OCLA) budgets
 
fared relatively well, with small reductions to each budget.
 

The Judicial Stabilization Trust Account (JSTA) backfills some of the former General
 
Fund (GF) budget items for judicial branch agencies. The JSTA bill (HB 2362) was
 
introduced very late in the session and the original bill increased appellate filing fees by
 
$200 and also backfilled the Law Library funding with a WSBA dues increase. Chief
 
Justice Alexander testified against the bill and others also spoke in opposition to it. It is
 
significant to note that the bill directed all of the surcharge into the new JSTA. Word
 
was received that the Legislature would pass the bill as introduced, but that the
 
Legislature would consider any alternatives offered by the judiciary. After the April BJA
 
meeting a group of judicial branch stakeholders met to discuss proposing an alternative
 
for the Legislature to consider. Following discussion, an alternate proposal was agreed
 
upon to limit the time of the fee increases and set smaller fee increases--$30 for
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superior and $20 for district court civil filings and $10 for district court small claims 
cases. In communicating the alternate proposal, the judiciary indicated they did not 
support the alternative, but would not oppose it either. Following a close vote in the 
House and a close vote in the Senate in which several amendments were proposed to 
lower the fees further still, the Legislature passed the bill as proposed. 

A few things happened during the session with the Judicial Information System (JIS) 
funding. The Legislature swept a $10 million fund balance from the JIS account. On 
the positive side, they did fund some policy requests from the JIS account enabling the 
Court Management System project to move forward and continue to make progress. 

The AOC has been preparing for budget reductions since March 2008 and has been 
holding positions vacant. Mr. Hall has been working with managers and the Leadership 
Team at AOC to figure out how to manage the budget given the amount of the 
reductions. They have worked well together in identifying the reductions. Everyone 
took the reductions seriously in January and February so when the final budget was 
passed by the Legislature, AOC was in a position to deal with the reductions. Mr. Hall is 
just about finished with an internal budget plan for the agency. 

Mr. Hall will distribute budget information broadly in the next few weeks with specifics 
regarding the budget reductions. Judge Fleck suggested that when AOC 
communicates with the court community, it would be helpful to include information 
regarding AOC's statutory duties. It would also be helpful to remind everyone of the 
AOC divisions and what they are charged with. 

Judge Churchill stated she thought the judiciary went down the right path in Justice in 
Jeopardy (JIJ) funding and are on a slippery slope and need to ramp this up again. 
Judge Fleck said that ..IIJ held onto 96% of the funding that was gained over the last few 
years. That is a real success in this economic environment. 

Judge Paja indicated that she hopes the JIJ Implementation Committee (JIJIC) 
becomes more active in the coming year. Judge Paja, Mr. Hall, and Judge Stephen 
Warning just attended a summit sponsored by the ABA. Essentially, one of the things 
they talked about is that some states have convinced their legislatures that the judicial 
branch budget should be a certain percentage of the state budget. Another state's 
budget is created based on several factors including population growth, etc. 

Access to Justice Board (ATJ) 

Mr. Blair reported that the ATJ conference will be held the weekend of May 29 in 
Yakima. 

The ATJ Board recently celebrated its 15th anniversary and Chief Justice Alexander 
attended the celebration in Seattle. 
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Those in the ATJ community were relieved and grateful of the Legislature's final budget. 
The Alliance received critical support at the right time and none of them thought they 
would do as well as they did. Special thanks to the Superior Court Judges' Association 
for a critical boost at the right time. 

Washington State Bar Association (WSBA) 

Mr. Johnson stated that federal funding for civil legal aid along with the state funding 
ended up being better than expected. That funding will go to the Northwest Justice 
Project. There are 19 local bar funds which have been cut consistently the last few 
years and that negatively impacts civil legal aid. 

The WSBA Board of Governors (BOG) met three times in the last month. Two of the 
meetings were special meetings. The Bar funded the Home Foreclosure Legal Aid 
project and began recruiting attorneys on May 1 to assist people with housing 
foreclosure issues. It is a one-year program and the Bar is working with the Northwest 
Justice Project to administer the program. 

Ms. Littlewood reported that in the first 24 hours, they had over 100 lawyers sign up for 
the Home Foreclosure Legal Aid project. 

The WSBA BOG met in Richland in April. A large portion of the meeting consisted of in
depth education regarding civil legal aid. It was the first BOG meeting using electronic 
board books and it went really well. 

The next BOG meeting will be held in conjunction with the ATJ Conference. On 
Saturday morning there will be a roundtable discussion with the Supreme Court and Bar 
leaders. During the May meeting, the WSBA will elect the next President-Elect. The 
cutoff for nominations is at 5 p.m. today. So far, they have two applicants. 

Reports from the Courts 

Supreme Court: Chief Justice Alexander reported that the Supreme Court will be 
holding a session at the University of Washington Law School on Tuesday. One of the 
cases they will hear is an attorney discipline case which should be interesting for the 
law students. 

The Sanders decision is now out and is available on the Washington Courts Web site. 
The decision pertains to whether or not a sitting judge is entitled to state funded counsel 
for defense before the Commission on Judicial Conduct. Everyone should read it. 
Chief Justice Alexander mentioned that the Sanders case is only the second time in the 
state's history that the Supreme Court selected a pro tem court and used retired judges. 
The pro tems reached a 5-4 decision. 
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Justice Madsen stated there is a Youth Court Conference at Seattle University 
tomorrow and she will give the opening remarks. 

Court of Appeals: Judge Appelwick stated the Court of Appeals is basically just trying 
to get through the budget reductions and look at caseload. 

Superior Courts: Judge Eitzen shared that it was a long, painful session. The SCJA 
has been working with Mr. Hall and Ms. McDougall to go paperless during SCJA 
Legislative Committee meetings for easier navigation through the meeting materials. 
The SCJA will be using technology more this coming session and they have discussed 
using legal externs to assist with tracking bills. 

The Evidence Based Community Custody Workgroup was created and it is co-chaired 
by Judge Kathleen O'Connor and King County Prosecuting Attorney Daniel Satterberg. 
It is a joint effort by the SCJA and Sentencing Guidelines Commission to develop a 
system of sentencing and community custody based on a systematic determination of 
risk and protective factors, using evidence-based interventions aimed at reducing 
recidivism. This is based on the findings of the Washington Institute for Public Policy's 
report of October 2006 and the current juvenile court management model. 

The SCJA created a new communications and media work group. The group will work 
1) on better communications with the SCJA membership throughout the year, and 2) 
communications with the media. The SCJA members can access the workgroup and 
will assist with getting information to the media. 

The SCJA Long-range Planning meeting will take place the second weekend in June. 

The vision retreat will be held in July. The retreat participants are the SCJA Family and 
Juvenile Law Committee members and the Juvenile Court Administrators and they work 
together to develop a vision for juvenile courts. 

Courts of Limited Jurisdiction: Judge Paja reported that this is her last meeting as 
the President of the DMCJA but she will attend the June BJA meeting. She was unable 
to attend the recent DMCJA Long-range Planning and Board meetings because she 
was attending the American Bar Association National Summit, Justice is the Business of 
Government: the Critical Role of Fair and Impartial State Courts in Charlotte, North 
Carolina. 

Judge Phillips said the DMCJA Board retreat was held at Suncadia and they had a 
presentation by Ms. Joanne Moore, from the Office of Public Defense, regarding driving 
while license suspended in the third degree issues, indigent defense funds, and court 
access to defense funds. 
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The DMCJA is in the process of determining what can be done to assist DMCJA
 
members with budget cuts. One way they will assist is to pay the registration fee or
 
incidental fee for DMCJA members to attend one conference over the next year.
 
DMCJA members will have to pay dues in order to qualify.
 

Judge Phillips recognized Judge McSeveney for his many years of capable service to
 
the BJA. This is his last meeting.
 

Association Reports
 

County Clerks: Ms. Miner stated the Clerks are in recovery mode from the results of
 
the legislative session and from local and state budget cuts. They are working with
 
AOC regarding LFO funding and have their summer conference coming up in June.
 

Superior Court Administrators: Ms. Maxwell reported that the Superior Court
 
Administrators had their spring conference in Yakima a few weeks ago. Mr. Richard
 
Schauffler, from the National Center for State Courts, worked with them using the new
 
BOXI query tool. They made a commitment to work on the BOXI query with four of the
 
CourTool elements. They also worked on determining actions they can take now to
 
build relationships in their communities when the funding cycle continues.
 

Juvenile Court Administrators: Ms. Paradis stated the Juvenile Court Administrators
 
(JCAs) made a significant effort during the legislative session to move Juvenile
 
Rehabilitation Administration (JRA) dollars to the AOC. During that process Senator
 
James Hargrove had particular interest in seeing all of the funding converted to block
 
grant funding. That presents its own series of issues because juvenile courts do not
 
have the infrastructure to support that data collection and analysis. The JCAs are
 
exploring the process for a formula and managing the dollars for a block grant form of
 
funding and there is a significant amount of work on the shoulders of the committee
 
working on this issue.
 

The JCAs have a spring conference scheduled in Yakima in June. The focus will be to
 
look at the case management assessment process and define standards for
 
implementation of a targeted case management process to evaluate outcomes for kids.
 

District and Municipal Court Administrators: There was no report from the District
 
and Municipal Court Management Association but JUdge Paja shared that they are
 
working on their spring program and a lot of their courts are participating in the amnesty
 
program.
 

Administrative Office of the Courts
 

Mr. Hall shared that the first AOC new employee orientation will be held next week.
 
New employees will be educated on the role of AOC and the role of the Supreme Court.
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They will visit Thurston County Superior Court, the County Clerk, and the District Court. 
AOC plans to offer the training several times a year. 

The idea of laptops at meetings is being explored as a way to save on printing costs. 
AOC is at the very initial stages of looking at this and will see how it develops. 

Changes will be made at the AOC SeaTac facility. The middle conference room will be 
converted into a conference room that can accommodate 12-14 people. 

The end of the legislative session is not the end of legislative session work at AOC. 
Staff are scoping out legislation that needs follow-up and a wrap-up summary will be 
completed in the next few weeks. 

AOC is looking at how to secure additional federal funds. One of the Conference of 
State Court Administrators' higher priorities is getting grants to fund state and local 
court-related projects. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 
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May 21, 2009 

Chief Justice Gerry Alexander 
Washington Supreme Court 
Chair, Board for Judicial Administration 

Judge Vicki Churchill 
Island County Superior Court 
Co-Chair, Board for Judicial Administration 

Re: DMCJA nomination for 2009-2011 
Member Co-chair 

Dear Chief and Vicki:
 

I have been honored to work with and know both of you through the BJA,
 
and have only respect for you and the other members of the Board. I have
 
been further honored to be nominated for co-chair of the BJA.
 

However, recognizing that both J. Dubuisson and I may be unable to
 
complete a two year term as co-chair, and that it is unfair to ask the other
 
BJA members to choose between us, I withdraw my name as a nominee for
 
member co-chair of the Board for Judicial Administration. It is my
 
understanding J. Dubuisson is also withdrawing her name.
 

It is further my understanding the DMCJA will be replacing our names with
 
Judge Michael Lambo as the DMCJA nominee for the member Co-Chair.
 
He has my whole-hearted support and confidence. I am sure he will perform
 
the duties of co-chair admirably.
 

I apologize to the BJA if this matter has appeared to be somewhat disjointed
 
and hope you will understand this decision.
 

Very truly yours,
 

Judge Sara B. Derr
 



June 18, 2009 

Chief Justice Gerry L. Alexander 
Washington State Supreme Court 
Chair, Board for Judicial Administration 

Judge Vickie Churchill 
Island County Superior Court 
Co-chair, Board for Judicial Administration 

RE: DMCJA Member Co-Chair Nomination: 2009 - 2011 

Dear Chief Alexander and Judge Churchill: 

I understand DMCJA will nominate me for the position of BJA co-chair. 

Prior to taking the bench in January 2006, my 21 years of legal practice focused on trial 
work. As a member of the King County Prosecutor's office and later, as an attorney in 
private practice, I tried many cases to the jury and bench in courts throughout 
Washington State. These cases included child rape and assault, homicide, vehicular 
assault, vehicular homicide, employee theft, fraud, and VUCSA matters. I also handled 
plaintiffs personal injury matters, estate planning and argued several appellate court 
cases. 

I currently serve as a board member on the Board for Judicial Administration (BJA). I 
also sit on the Best Practices Committee with BJA. As the DMCJA representative, I 
participated in Legislative work groups concerning the property crime threshold and 
driving while suspended issues. I served on the DMCJA CJC Ad Hoc committee and the 
Conference Planning Committee. I am currently serving as a Judge's Assistance Peer 
Counselor and I am currently the co-chair of the DMCJA Legislative committee. 

I would like to accept the co-chair nomination and consider it a profound privilege. I am 
appreciative of this chance to sit on the board in this capacity and look forward to 
working with members of the BJA, AGC, the WSBA and other affiliated organizations 
and boards to improve Washington's judiciary and access to justice. 

Sincerely, 

Michael 1. Lambo, Judge 





WASHINGTON 

COURTS
 
June 16, 2009 

Honorable Gerry L. Alexander, Co-Chair 
Board for JUdicial Administration 
Washington State Supreme Court 
P. O. Box 40929 
Olympia, WA 98504-0929 

Honorable Vickie I. Churchill, Member Chair 
Board for Judicial Administration 
Island County Superior Court 
P. O. Box 5000 
Coupeville, WA 98239-5000 

Dear Chief Justice Alexander and Judge Churchill, 

The Board for Judicial Administration's (BJA) Best Practices Committee is charged with creating 
and testing performance measures that will ultimately become part of a comprehensive court 
audit manual. The committee work is detailed and closely tied to somewhat technical auditing 
standards and methodology. Bringing new members up to speed can be a challenge because 
of the complexity of the decisions and the work that has gone before, and it can be difficult to 
find people willing or able to serve. 

This is a multi-year project, and I have found that continuity of committee membership is crucial 
to achieving our goal. Under Article VI of the BJA Bylaws, terms of standing committee 
members may not exceed two years, and the BJA may reappoint members of standing 
committees to one additional term. I am respectfully requesting that I be allowed to extend, as 
needed, the number of terms that a member may serve. 

I am fortunate that the majority of our current membership have offered to continue serving on 
the committee, and I greatly appreciate their efforts to date and their willingness to participate in 
this important effort. 

Sincerely, 

j;k~ a r:'J J?J'-l-tm./
 
! c7/('~)
 

JUdge Julie A. Spector, Chair 
Board for JUdicial Administration 
Best Practices Committee 

cc:	 Ms. Mellani McAleenan, AOC 
Ms. Julia Appel, AOC 

STATE OF WASHINGTON
 
1206 Quince StreetSE • P.O. Box 41170· Olympia, WA 98504-1170
 

360-753-3365 • 360-586-8869 Fax • www.courts.wa.gov
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ARTICLE IV 

Duties of Officers 

The Chief Justice Chair shall preside at all meetings of the Board, performing the 
duties usually incident to such office, and shall be the official spokesperson for 
the Board. The Chief Justice chair and the Member chair shall nominate for the 
Board's approval the chairs of all committees. The Member chair shall perform 
the duties of the Chief Justice chair in the absence or incapacity of the Chief 
Justice chair. 

ARTICLE V 

Vacancies 

If a vacancy occurs in any representative position, the bylaws of the governing 
groups shall determine how the vacancy will be filled. 

ARTICLE VI 

Committees 

Standing committees as well as ad hoc committees and task forces of the Board 
for JUdicial Administration shall be established by majority vote. 

Each committee shall have such authority as the Board deems appropriate. 

The Board for Judicial Administration will designate the chair of all standing, ad 
hoc, and task force committees created by the Board. Membership on all 
committees and task forces will reflect representation from all court levels. 
Committees shall report in writing to the Board for Judicial Administration as 
appropriate to their charge. The Chair of each standing committee shall be 
asked to attend one BJA meeting per year, at a minimum, to report on the 
committee's work. The terms of standing committee members shall not exceed 
two years. The Board for Judicial Administration may reappoint members of 
standing committees to one additional term. The terms of ad hoc and task force 
committee members will have terms as determined by their charge. 

ARTICLE VII 

Executive Committee 

There shall be an Executive Committee composed of Board for Judicial 
Administration members, and consisting of the co-chairs, a Judge from the Court 
of Appeals selected by and from the Court of Appeals members of the Board, 
the President Judge of the Superior Court Judges' Association, the President 
Judge of the District Municipal Court Judges' Association, and non-voting 
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Special Announcement: 

The King County District Court relies on the King County Health Department to coordinate the local health and medical response to a 
pandemic. At this time, all persons who have been summoned for Jury duty are required to report as scheduled. Should this situation 
change, this Information will be updated. It you are a Juror and leelill on your report date, please contact the court at 206-205-3099 
and do not appear. General information conceming the flu can be lound at Pu.blic.Heallh - sealtlE!/King Coun.ty. 

Juror Information 

Welcome to King County Dlstrtct Court and thank you for your willingness to serve. 

If you have a King County Superior Court summons, please visit the SuPerior Court Juror Page. 

Please Be Aware 

Frequently Asked QUestions about jury service. 

Any Juror needing an accommodation should contact Patricia Kohl.er or visit our accommodations page for details. 

Being A Juror 
Your job as a juror Is to listen to all the evidence presented at trial, then "decide the lacts" - decide what really happened. You do not 
need special knowledge or ability to do your job. It is enough that you keep an open mind, use common sense, concentrate on the 
evidence presented, and be fair and honest in your deliberations. 

The Jury Selection Process - How You Were Chosen 
Your name was selected at random from a list of names generated from voter registration, driver's license, and "Identicard" records. 
Every year the Administrative Office for the Courts in Olympia creates a new list of names for every court in King County. It is 
possible, although very unlikely, that you will be summoned by one or more courts In the same year or over the course of several 
years. 

The Jury Selection Process - What If You Have Recently Served?
 
If you have reported for jury duty in Distlict Court within the past 12 months, your request to be excused on this basis will be granted.
 
Please return your Summons, indicating in "Section B" the Court and dates where you served.
 

If you have served with any other jUrisdiction, please contact that court and request written verification Of your service. Forward that to
 
us, along with the lower portion of the District Court summons, and an exemption will be processed.
 

Jury Service in King County District Court
 
King County District Court jurors are required to serve for the length of one week or less. If you are selected as a juror, you will be
 
required to serve at the King County District Court location indicated on the summons.
 

Request to Reschedule Jury Duty 
To request a hardship excuse from Jury service, please review your Jury Summons. You may request that your Jury service be 
RESCHEDULED if you qualify as a Juror. Jury duty may be rescheduled only once. Your jury service can be postponed to a week of 
your choosing within the next 12 months. 

Business Hours 
Please check your summons for the time you are required to be present for jury duty. II you are selected to serve on a trial, these 
hours may change. Court staff will apprise you of any changes. 

Courthouse Location and Directions 

Click on the court location on the summons or call 206·205-9200. 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/courts/DistrictCourt/About/Jury.aspx 6/18/2009 
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In Case of en Emergency
 
If an emergency occurs - a sudden Illness, accident, or death In the family that prevents you from serving you should tell the court
 
staff immediately, or call (206) 296-359710 speak to a member of the King County District Court Jury Department.
 

In Case of Inclement Weather
 
In case of inclement weather, please contact the District Court emergency information line at 206-296-6820.
 

For additional information on jury service, see A. J.urQr.s.GYIJ:le.
 

If you have been summoned for jury duty please read your summons and this website carefully. Mosi of your questions should be
 
answered.
 

If you have additional questions, please call the Jury Services Office at 206-296-3597.
 

For more infonnation on the court system, see A.C.i!i~.en:§Guide to Washington courts.
 

It Is a crime for any person summoned for Jury service to intentionally fail to appear as directed. RCW 2.36.170.
 

Updated: June 15.2009 

i\1X1!.!1.0.islricl.C9Yct I Ant,·t-!arassm.8f1l I Cita;ions or T1'*els I C9l,!l1Qa!eSl!r!'i.f~es I QQ[ll~lic_Vj9.len", 1~~!i9DS I Ma.r!ii!ll~s I MemeJJ:J~al.ttJ.Coun I 
Ne.meChange I Pesspons I $[I)\l.II.C[Qims I S.p.ani!lt!FQ[I11s I SiteJnap I I'h9!oEnforcel11entTlc~ets. 

Lin~s to externel sites do not constitule endorsements by King County. By visiting this and other
 
King County web pages, you expressly egree to be bound by teims and conditions of the site
 

© 2009 King County 
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King County Superior Court 
King County's Generel Jurisdiction TrI.I Court 

You'ro In' Suparior Court ):' Juror Inlormollon PRINT-FRIENDLY SITEMAP 

Juror Information 

Welcome to King County Superior Court and thank you for your willingness to servel 

Plean Be A~re 

Fre.que.ntly Asked Questions about Jury sarvica. 

Being A Juror
 
Your job as a juror is to listen to all the evidence presented atlTial, then "decide the facts" - decide what really happened. You do not
 
need special knowledge or ability to do your job. It is enough that you keep an open mind, use common sense, concentrate on the
 
evidence presented, and be fair and honest in your deliberations.
 

The Jury Selection Process - How You WlIre Chosen
 
Your name was selected at random from a list of names generated from voter registration, driver's Iicensll, and "identicard" records.
 
Every year the Administrative Office for the Courts in Olympia creates a new list of names for every court in King County. It is
 
possible, although very unlikely, that you will be summoned by one or more courts in the same year or over the course of several
 
years.
 

The Jury Selection Process - What If You Have Recently SlIrved?
 
If you have reported for jury duty in Superior Court within the past 12 months, we are happy to excuse you from your cument
 
summons. Simply email your request to:
 

Seattle Jurors: JuryDlItySl:A@klnQcounty.£jov
 
RJC Jurors: JuryDutyRJC@kinQCQunly.gov
 

PLEASE DO NOT EMAIL BOTH ADDRESSES! 

If you have served with any other jurisdiction, please contact that court and request written verification of your service. FOlWard that to 
us, along with the lower portion of the Superior Court summons, and an exemption will be processed. 

Jury Service in King County Superior Court 
King County Superior Court jurors are required to serve for the length of one trial or 2 days. VVhile some trials are completed within 
one week, many last longer. 

Requast to Reschedule Jury Duty 
To request a hardship excuse from jury service, please review your Jury Summons. You may request to RESCHEDULE your jury 
service if you qualify as a juror. Your postponement request should be made prior to your cumentiy scheduled dale. This can be 
postponed to a week you choose within the next 12 months. Jury duty may only be rescheduled once. 

• SealUe Jurors should call (206) 205-3838 or email )..YWPY!J'::lEA@k.lOQ.ClluOty.,.Q.Q\I. 
• RJC Jurors should call (206) 205-3878 or email ~.YfYP.UlyRJC@kiOgco~nty.gQv. 

PLEASE DO NOT EMAIL BOTH ADDRESSES! 

Please indude your badge number and the week to which you would like your jury duty service postponed. 

Business Hours ,
 
Jurors are required to be present for jury duty from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. These hours are SUbject to change if you are selected to serve on
 
a jury trial. Court staff will keep you apprised of these potential changes.
 

Courthouse Location and Directions
 

Yi.~Yal..To.VLof..UJl;King Co~lnty.Co4rUJ.owse
 
K.ins_CQ.4nty C9lJrttJOlJ.se
 

• M.,llW.Q. R.egIQD.;1IJ1J.sti~eCenleJ 
• Le§waQout Jury Servicein SuperiorCoyn.on.KingG.oYoty TV (streaming video from KCTV website) 

http://www.kingcounty.goV/COurts/superiorcourtJjuror.aspx 6/18/2009 
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Public Transportation and Parking 
Jurors are encouraged to use the bus ticket provided on the Summons for the first day of jury service to avoid traffic congestion and 
parking difficulties. An additional free bus ticket will be provided for each day that you serve on Jury duty. See Pus.t9.ute..i.l1fOr.ma.tion or 
call Metro at (206) 563-3000. 

If you drive, public parking lots are available within walking distance of the King County Courthouse In Seattle, Parking Is expensive, 
and lots often fill early in the moming. The Maleng Regional Justice Center In Kent has free parking In an adjacent parking structure, 
although this garage often fills up early. When the garage is full, overflow parking Is available at the Park and Ride lot Just west of the 
MRJC on James Street. Overflow parking is also available during normal business hours at the Showare Center, which Is located on 
James Street directly across from the entrance to the MRJC parking garage. Parking for disabled persons and carpools, with permits, 
is available In the garage adjacent to the Regional Justice Center. 

Bicycle Parking 

•	 King County Courthouse: Limited bicycle parking Is available along the sidewalk on the 4th Avenue (east) side of the 
Courthouse. Additional bicycle parking is available across 4th Avenue at the King County Administration Building (500 4th 
Avenue - Individual bike racks are located on all four sides of the building) and Just Inside the 6th Avenue entrance of the King 
County parking garage (415 6th Avenue). 

•	 Maleng Regional Justice Center: Limited bicycle parking (parking for about eight bikes) Is avaUable on the second level of 
the MRJC parking garage. A similar setup also is available on the 4th Avenue North side of the facility. 

Childcare 
The Maleng Regional Justice Center In Kent includes a drop-in childcare center which is available to Jurors on a limited basis. Jurors 
may use the center for their children's care for up to two days IF THEY ARE EMPANELED (i.e., actually placed on a jury). The center 
Is located on the third floor of the MRJC and opens at 6:30 a.m. For more information, call (253) 654-5625. 

In Case of an Emergency
 
If an emergency occurs - a sudden Ulness, accident, or death In the family that prevents you from serving - you should telt the court
 
staff immediately, or call (206) 296-9319 to speak to a member of the King County Superior Court Jury Department.
 

In Case of Inclement Weather
 
In case of inclement weather, please contact the Superior Court emergency Information line for the court facility where you are
 
expected to report. For the King County Courthouse (Seattle), call 206-296-9100. For the Regional Justice Center (Kent). calt 206

205-2501.
 

For additional information on jury service, see &.J_ur9fo;J3ui!le.
 

If you have been summoned for jury duty please read your summons and this website carefully. Most of your questions should be
 
answered.
 

If you have additional questions. please send your Inquiries and include the 9 digit number on your juror badge below the bar code to:
 
GregWhee.!er.,...JufY...$.ervi.ces MaoageJ.
 

For more information on the court system. see e,.Cili.~en:o;..Guiqe .tp. Wash.iOgJ.QO..G.Qu.(j{.. 

Read c.ornm(:OlsJromjJ,Jrors regarding their experience with jury service. 

RCW:2.36.170: It is a crime for any person summoned for jury service to intentionally fail to appear as directed. 

Updated: June 3, 2009 

Unks to ax.tamal sites do not consUtule endorsements by King County. By visiUng this end other 
King County web pages, you axpressly agr.. 10 be bound by terms and condillans af.the sita 

~ 2009 King County 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/courts/superiorcourt/juror.aspx 6/18/2009 
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September 30, 2008 

TO: Honorable Gerry L. Alexander, Chief Justice 
Chair, Board for Judicial Administration 

Honorable Vickie I. Churchill 
Member Chair, Board ·for Judicial Administration 

FROM: Honorable Marilyn G. Paja 
President, District and Municipal Court Judges' Association 

RE: PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF IRLJ 6.2 MONETARY 
PENALTY SCHEDULE FOR INFRACTIONS 

As you may be aware, the District and Municipal Court Judges' 
Association (DMCJA) undertook to review its position with respect to the 
Court setting infraction and criminal penalties by court rule. Based on that 
review, the DMCJA is forwarding the attached proposed amendment for 
Board for Judicial Administration Gonsideration. This proposal was 
unanimously adopted by the DMCJA Long Range Planning Committee 
and the DMCJA Board. 

The DMCJA has two primary concerns with the Supreme Court setting 
infraction penalties by court rule. First, setting penalties for violations of 
law is a uniquely legislative function. While the legislature can delegate 
that authority, placing that responsibility with the Court blurs the lines 
distinguishing between branches of government. 

The legislature has delegated authority to the Supreme Court for setting 
some infraction penalties. However, in most of the areas in which 
authority has been delegated there are executive branch agencies or 
departments to which the legislature has now granted regulatory authority. 
Those agencies are in a better position than is the Supreme Court to set 
appropriate penalties; and they have the rule making authority to do so. 
The DMCJA is concerned that citizens who are interested in participating 
in agency rule making, including setting penalties, may be excluded from 
the process if they are unaware the Supreme Court is setting .penalties 
pursuant to the Court's rule making process. 



Honorable Gerry L. Alexander 
Honorable Vickie I. Churchill 
September 30, 2008 
Page 2 

Traffic infractions are the one area in which there has been no identified regulatory authority 
outside the courts that could set penalties. The DMCJA suspects that this lack of an identified 
regulatory agency is the historical reason that the Court has been asked to set penalties for 
traffic infractions. While the DMCJA understands the logic of delegating penalty-setting 
authority for traffic infractions to the Supreme Court, we are concerned about the perception that 
may be created by the Supreme Court setting penalties that are a source of revenue for the city 
or county in which courts sit. Anecdotally, our membership reports that this has occurred. 

The DMCJA suggests that the Department of Transportation or Traffic Safety Commission, as 
executive branch agencies, might be logical entities to which the legislature might delegate 
penalty setting authority for traffic infractions. Of course, the legislature is not required to 
delegate penalty setting authority and could choose to retain that authority. 

The DMCJA realizes that these proposed changes would have a significant impact on 
regulatory agencies that have relied on the Supreme Court to set penalties. Over the past year 
or more, the discussion has taken place at a low level, but this Will be a change at a higher 
policy level. We are also aware that any change creates uncertainty that may result in 
resistance to change. The changes the DIVICJA is proposing .are significant and effecting the 
proposed changes will require management of the process and significant communication with 
the impacted groups. The effective date of the rule change would need to be coordinated to 
ensure that the regulatory agencies were prepared to implement their own penalty schedules at 
the time of the court rule change. The Administrative Office of the Courts is aware of the 
DMCJA's proposals and has assured us that they are prepared to assist with the transition. 
should the Court adopt our recommendations. The DMCJA realizes that it also has a role; we 
are prepared to do whatever we can to assist in a smooth transition. 

Knowing that the Supreme Court ultimately will determine any rule change, the DMCJA would 
like to undertake some discussion of this issue at the BJA level before we undertake discussion 
at a higher level with the affected agencies. We feel that this discussion is necessary to even 
begin to determine what the effective date of this rule change might be. Frankly, we don't want 
to unnecessarily 'upset the apple cart' if the BJA is heartily against any change. 

The DMCJA sincerely thanks the BJA for its consideration of this proposal to. amend Infraction 
Rules for Courts of Limited Jurisdiction 6.2 

Attachment 

cc: Ms. Ashley DeMoss, AOC 

N':\cr1srvIDATA\DMCJA\Presidents Correspondencel08-09PajallRLJ 6.2 cover letter to BJA.doc 
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Suggested Amendment
 

Infraction Rules for Courts of Limited Jurisdiction (IRLJ)
 
Rule Amendment 6.2 Monetary Penalty Schedule for Infractions
 

Submitted by the District and Municipal Court Judg'es' Association
 

(A)	 Name of Proponent: District and Municipal Court Judges' Association (DMCJA) 

(8)	 Spokesperson: JUdge Marilyn G. Paja, President, DMCJA 

(C)	 Purpose: The Washington Legislature has delegated authority to the 
Supreme Court to enact traffic and natural resource infraction penalties. 
(RCW 46.63.110(3) and RCW 7.84.100(2). No other delegation of such 
authority exists. The Supreme Court has enacted infraction penalties for 
traffic infractions as well as for violations of other statutes and administrative 
code provisions (WAC). The District and Municipal Court Judges' 
Association (DMCJA) feels that it creates a perception of partiality for the 
Court to legislate penalties. 

By this proposal, the DMCJA suggests that the Supreme Court should not 
enact penalties for which the legislature has not specifically delegated 
legislative authority to the Court. There are executive branch departments 
and/or commissions to which the legislature has delegated regulatory 
authority (e.g.: Department of Fish and Wildlife) that can enact penalties in 
compliance with the Administrative Procedures Act, and to which 
stakeholders expect to look for action in the regulatory area. 

While no specific regulatory agency exists in the traffic area, the DMCJA 
feels that courts enacting and ultimately enforcing traffic penalties creates a 
perception that courts are raising money as opposed to enforcing the law. 
Arguments have been advanced suggesting that the Court by enacting traffic 
penalties has maintained som~ stability in traffic penalties. While base 
penalties have remained relatively stable, the legislature has frequently 
imposed ·assessments that are added on to base penalties that have resulted 
in regular increases to total penalties. While it is the legislature that actually 
changes the penalties by adding assessments, we believe that the public 
perceives the changes as having been made by the Court. 

(0) Hearing: None recommended. 

GR 9 Cover Sheet 
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(E)	 Expedited Consideration: The DMCJA requests expedited consideration 
of this rule change to allow the rulemaking to be considered and continued 
outside of the normal time line for Supreme Court rulemaking. The change of 
policy and process would need to be coordinated with the regulatory 
agencies whose penalties are currently set in court rule. The effective date of 
the potential rule amendment would need to be set in consultation with those 
agencies to ensure that their penalty schedules are in place before the 
court's penalty schedule rule is eliminated. 

N: \crtsrv\DMCJA\Presidenls CorrespondencelPaja\GR 9 cover sheet ror IRLJ 6.2 
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IRLJ fi.2
 
MONETARY PENALTY SCHEDULE FOR
 

INFRACTIONS
 

(0) Effeet of Sehedule. The penal!)' for any infraction listed in this rule may not be 
changed by local court rule. The court ma)' impose on a defendant a lesser penal!)' in an 
individual ease. Provided that, whenever the base penal!)' plus statutory assessments results in a 
total payment that is not an even dollar amount, the base penalty is deemed to be amended to a 
higher amount 'tvhi6h produces the ne"t greatest even dollar total. 

(b) Unscheduled lufFoetioDs. Th~ penalty for any infraction not listed in this rule shall be 
$42, not including statutory assessments. A Gouft ma)', by local 60Uft rule, provide for a different 
penalty. 

(e) Infl'ftetions Not Covered. This sohedule does not apply to penalties for parldng, 
standing, stopping, or pedestrian infraGtions established by municipal or coun!)' statute. Penalties 
for those infractions are established by statute or local 60UFt rule, but shall be consistent witb the 
philosopby oftfiese rules. 

(d) Penalty Sehedule. Tbe following infractions shall have tbe penalty listed, not 
inoluding statutory assessments. 

Base 
Penalty 

(I) Traffic Infractions 

Second Degree Negligent Driving
 
Wrong way on freeway (ReW 46.61.150)
 
Wroilg way on freeway access ERGW 46.61.155)
 
Backing on limited access higbvv'ay (ReW 46.61.605)
 
Spilling or failure to seome load (RGW 46.61.655)
 
Tm-owing or depositing debris on bighway CReW 46.61.645)
 
Disobeying school patrol (RG'1l46.61.38S)
 
Passing stopped sebool bus (with red lights flashing)
 

(ReW 46.61.370)
 
Violation of posted road restrietion (ReW 46.44,080;
 

RCW 46.44.105(4»
 
Switching license plates, loan of liceflse or use of another's
 

ERGW 46.16.240)
 
Altering or using altered license plates CReW 46.16.240)
 

Operator's Licenses CReW 46.20) 

No Valid Driver's License ('Nitb Identification)
 
AJI other ReV! 46.20 infractions
 

Vebicle Licenses CReW 46.16)
 
E~(pjred Vehicle LiGense (ReW 46.16.010)
 



Two months or less
 
Over 2 months
 

d'	 ERC\11 46 .61 '.400). ifspeedlimit is oyer 40 m.p.h. Spee-mg -~ w 

I 5 m.p.h. over 11mIt 
6 10 m.p.h. oyer limit 
II 15 m.p.h. o'ler limit 
16 20 m.p.h. o'..er limit 
21 25 m.p.h. oyer limit 
26 30 m.p.h. m'er limit 
31 35 m.p.h. o:",er limit 
36 40 m.p.h. over limit 
O'..e£ 40 m.p.h. over limit 

Speeding if speed limit. is .40 m.p.h. or less 
1 5 m.p.h. over lImit 
6 10 m.p.h. over limit 
II 15 m.p.h. over limit 
16 20 m.p.h. over limit 
21 25 m.p.h. o','er limit 
26 30 m.p.h. over limit 
3 i 35 m.p.h. over limit 
Over 35 m.p.h. over limit 

SpeedToo Fast for Conditions CRCW 46.61.1000)) 

Rules ofilie Road 

~	 Failure to stop ERGW 46.61.050.) h' I EDG'114G 61210)
Failure to stop on approae h 0f emergenoy "e-Io-e 41 -1"<. ,y tl. • 

Failure to yield the right 0:;ar90 205 235 .300, .365) 
tRCW 46.61.180, I ,. , . , ., . "ehiole 

Failure;: )'ield the right of way on approaeh of emergency "f 
ERGW 46.61.210) )

~nov"':.J1g too close CRGW 46.61.145, .635
 

Failure to signal (RCW 46:.6; '~~k 46.61.140) .
Improper lane usage or tra f e~ , 

Impeding traf~c ERC~' ;6.6\4;i6 .115, .120, .125, .130) 
Improper passl~g (RC* 46.6 ';' 46 61.290 .295, .305) 
Prohibited and Improper turn...ERC n . . '
 

Crossing double yellow line left of center Ime
 
CRGW 46 61.100, .130, .140)
 

Opelatmg ",,1 (Rcm 46 61 135)
 
Wrong wayan one '~ stre.et:~ .or CReW 46.61.050)
 
Failure to comply WIth restrIct! re signs 



AnCCI'e1 ent 
If an aeeielent ' h 

oeel:lrs In conj 11 any of tl.. 
p,.olty fa, m, I Ifr" ,e., Of ,p,e<lle Ie- -- 'Ke list'd 

-~ru'ILe f ~ IntFact' , TVs 0 tRe road' ~ l:lnstIon '''I't 
lbactlOn sRall k ' 0 ast for oond't' B ' ",,' ,e.' 1ft, 

qmpment ERGu, 4q ,rr tl ~7) 

Illegal use of ' geB' emergency e .eetl'/e or modifiedqUipment ERGW 46 ;'7
er.el".. ,.ftOll,t ,ystem, "I91l) 

First effeRS' (m,d smek. (RG'II 46.37 ~~~ers, p,,,,,.tie. 
rl,emPlieneJ..Olty mil)' h' woiYe~ " ) ond (3)) 

Seeond offense ".it ' pe. preefto ,he eel:l of 
+fl' d b ' ~ ~ K'. I
A Ir and sl:lbsequent e~; eaF of first offense 
nny otAer e ,Henses "'itA' 1 0 

qUipm' '" In 4:Y ' eflirsl e_,, .lIIlRfraetie. (RCm 

""e'.royel.. or .,37.010) 

Any infraction reI t' sa---~E:.u'mell:lding~~ no valid eni Ia mg sj3eeifi ly to motorcycles,:t;t1,500)orsement, RCW• 46 2° 

Parking 
Illegal parking on FO d'"r[n et a wa"" ER CUT A 

__ J h ' ~j '16.61.560)11er parking infrac':v 
county ordinance) IOn (not sefined by city or 

Pedestrians 
J 

' d' sA,ny mfraction reg 
___--e~~;:ar:l~n~gj3ede t ' ned by oity _ or county ord'manoe) Flans (not defi 

BiOJ'cles 
. .r. 'II~ny lfuraction re ' gardmg bicycles J 

Load Violations 
(all unser RCW 46 _ L(n, .4 4, e)wep'·Osee RGW 46 16) • over license elb '
 

ver legal t' ' j3aelty)
 
, Ires n'A Ib
Fus! offense) , ,~ee ase ERG';,' 46 44
 

(8e'ffild effellS ) ( , ,105(1))
 

(TAird offense)e 
In addition to fue ;3 ~ove 05b (Rem 46
 
@I 'er I: cents per ellC6Ss p:JUe'~.4 '1 .1 (2))
 

r lcensec'
ar apaerty [QCUT ~ 
"drst offeese) \ftO n 46,16.145) 

(Seoond offense) 
~;:Rird offense)
 
r1olatioe of sn .
F 'I !"eelul nOf ' 
allJre to okt ' P lIllttI~am s .pemal permit 



Failure to submit to being weighed
 
Illegal vehicle combination (RCW 46.44.036)
 
Illegally transporting mobile home
 
Any other infrBetion defined in RCW 46.44
 

Violation of Federal Motor Carrier Safet)' Regulations 
(RCW 46.32.010) .
 
LogbooklMedieal Certificate
 
Equipment/l'tH Others
 

Private Carrier (RCW 46.73) 
Failure to display valid medical e~(arn 

Violation of daily log book 
Dri,'er not out of service 
Driver out of service 

Off Road Vehicles (ATVs) CRCW 46.09) 
Any RCW 46.09 infraction 

Snowmobiles (RC\V 46.10) 
Any RC'''' 46.10 infraction 

Failure to respond to notice ofinfraetion or failure to pay penalty 
(RC'''' 46.63.110(3)) 

Failure to provide proof of motor vehiele insuranoe 
(RCW 46.30.020) 

(2) Commercial Vehicle Infractions 

Defective E~ipmentlDriverSafety (auto transp.) $42 
(WAC 480 30 095) 

Commercial Vehicle License (auto transp.) ('""ALC 480 30 095(1)) $42 
Defective Equipment/Driver Safety (charter/excursion bus) . $42 

(WAC 480 40 075) 
Commercial Vehicle License (eharterte~(cursion bus) $42 

(WAC 480 40 075(1)) 
Defective Equipment/Driver Safety (solid waste transp.) $42 

(WAC 480 70 400) 
Commercial Vehicle License (solid waste transp.) ~ 

(WAC 480 70 400(1)) 
Failure To Have ProofofInsurance (RGW 81.80.190) ~ 

Defective Equipment/Driver 8afuty (WAC 480 12 180) ~ 

Commercial Vehicle License (WAC 480 12 180(1)) ~ 

Defective EquipmentlDriver Safety (limousine) (WAC 480 35 090) ~ 

Commercial Vehicle License (limousine) (WAG 480 35 090(1)) ~ 



(3) PariES and Recreation Infraetions 

Display of Snowmobile Registration Number Dee I a 
u 1'..1 • ' a s an

t a luatlOn Tabs (WAC 308 94 070) , 
Off Road Vehicle Traffic Prohibited (WAC 332 52 030(4)) 
Tr8'161 ?ff R?ad or Off Trail (WAC 332 52 030(4)(e ) 
S~arl( r:rreshng Muffler Required (,,"VAC 332 52 03~4)(h)) 
Yield Right of 'Nay to: 

:o~ Hauling ana Gravel Trueks (WAC 332 52 030(4)(1)) 
..mmal Dra,,'fl VehicleslPersons Riding Animals 

Ex~e.sslvely Rev Vehicle Engine (WAC 332 52 030 4 r
D~PlmglParking Vehicles (WAC 332 52 050(1)) ()( )) 
BleycleslMotorbikeslN1otorcycles on Posted Trail 

. . ('NAC 332 52 050(3)) s 
Dnvmg Motor Vehicle iIi Camp (WAC 332 52 050(4)) $42
Moorage and Use of Marine Facilities (WAC 352 12010) $42 
Moorage Pees (WAC 352 12 020) $42 
Seasonal Permits (WAC 352 12 030) $42 
Use of Onshore Campsites ('NAC 352 12040) $42 
Self ~egistration (WAC 352 12050) $&t 
Parkmg (WAC 35220 010) $24 
Motor V.eh~cles on Roads and Trails (WAC 352 20020) $&t 
Speed Limits (WAC 35220 030) $42 
" lC es m Snow Areas (W/\,C 352 20 040) ' $61Feh' I 
Tru6k~ and Commercial Vehieles (WAC 352 20 050) $42 
Campl~g (WAC 352 32 030) W 
C,am?SI~e Reservation (WAC 352 32 035) W: 
PlOfllckmg (WAC 352 32 040) $42 
Park Period,s .(Unlawful Entry) (WAC 352 32 050) $61 
Park Capaeltles (WAC 352 32 053) $42
Peaee and Quiet (WAC 352 32 056) W 
Pets (Wi'~C 352 32 060) W: 
Horseback Ridin~ (WAC 352 32 070) W: 
Use ofNonmotoFized Cycles or Similar D 'S ~p' 

. (VIAC 352 32 075) e rices m tate Parks 

~hvlmmmg (WAC 352 32 080) $42 
Games (WAC 352 32 090) $42 
Disrobing (WAC 352 32 100) W: 
Tents, etc., on Beaches (WAC 35232 110) W: 



Lakes Located "Vholly Within State Park Boundaries Internal $42
Combustion Engines Prohibited (WAC 352 32 155) 

Lal(es loeated Partially Within State Park Boundaries Internal $42
Combustion Engines Prohibited (WAC 352 32 157) 

Solieitation (WAC 352 32 195) W 
IntOldoation in State Parl( Areas ("ViAC "352 32 220) ~ 

Food and Beverage Containers on S'Nimming Beaehes (WAC 352 32 230) $42
Use of Metal Detectors in State Parks (WAC 352 32 235) $42
Self Registration ('VAC 352 32255) W 
SAO Park Permit (WAC 35232260) $42
SAO Park Permit Display (Wl\C 352 32 265) $42
Vehieular Traffic 'oVhere Permitted Generally (WAC 352 37 030) W 
Equestrian Traffic (WAC 352 37 080) $42
Pedestrians To Be Granted Right of 'oVay (WAC 352 37 090) W 
Beach Parking (WAC 35237 100) ~ 

Overnight Parking or Camping Prohibited ("VAC 352 37 110) $&7
Speed Limits (WAC 352 37 130) W 

(4) Boating Infractions 

Operating Vessel in "Negligent Manner (RCW 79A.60.030) $-1-6+ 
No Personal Flotation Device (PFD) on Vessel for Each Person W 

(RCW 79A.60.160(1» 
Personal Flotation Device Not the Appropriate Size $42 

ERCW 79A.60.160(1») 
Personal Flotation Device lI-Iot Readily Accessible $42

CReW 79A.60.160(1» 
Observer Required on Board Vessel CRCW 79A.60:170(2» W 
Observer To Continuously Observe (R{?W 79A.60.170(2» $42
Failure To Displa;' Skier Down Flag CRCW 79A.60.170(2» $42
FlaglPole Not to Specifications ERCW 79A.60.170(2» W 
Observer Does Not Meet Minimum Qualifications ERCW 79A.60.170(3» W 
Water Skier "Not Wearing Personal Flotation Device $&7

(RCW 79A.60.170(4» 
Overloading of Vessel Beyond Safe CaFF)'ing Ability $+1-'7 

(ReW 79A•. 60.180(1» 
Carrying Passengers in Unsafe Manner (RGW 79A.60.180(1» U+ 
Overpov.'ering of Vessel Beyond Vessel's l'... bility To Operate Safely $+1-'7 

CReW 79A.60.180(2» 
Person Not Wearing Personal Flotation Device (PFD) on Personal U+ 

'.Vatercraft CRCW 79A.60.l90(l» 
Failure To Give Accident Information to Law Enforcement $-I-++ 

(RCW 79A.60.200(l» 
Motor Propelled Vessels Without Effective Muffler in Good $42

Working Order and Constant Use CRCW 79A.60.130(1» 
"Sound Level in E)ccess of 90 Decibels for Engines Made Before $42



1/1/94 Using Stationary Test-(RG\V 79A.60.130(1))
 
Sound Level in Exoess of 88 Decibels for Bngines Made on or
 

After 1/1194 Using Stationary Test (RGW 79A.60.130(l))
 
Sound Level in Bxcess of 75 Deoibels Using Shoreline Test
 

(ReW 79A.60.130(3j)
 
Removing, Altering or Modifying Muffler or Muffler System
 

(ReW 79A.60.130(7»
 
Manufaoturing, Selling, or Offering for Sale Any Vessel Equipped
 

With Noncomplying Muffler or Muffler System
 
(ReW 79A.60.130(8))
 

Vessel B}(emptionIBxception for Competing in Racing Bvents 
Carried on Board Operating Vessel (RCW 79A.60.130(8))
 

Personal Flotation Devices (PFDs) (ViAe 352 60 030)
 
Visual Distress Signals (WAC 352 60 040)
 
Ventilation (WAG 352 60 050)
 
Navigation Lights and Sound Signals (WAC 352 60 060)
 
Steering and Sailing ('NAG 352 60070)
 
Fire Bxtinguishing Equipment (WAC 352 60 080)
 
Backfire Flame Control (WAC 352 60 090)
 
Liquefied Petroleum Gas (WAC 352 60 100)
 
Canadian Vessels (WAC 352 60 110)
 

[Adopted effective September 1, 1992; amended effective June 25, 1993; May 1, 1994; August 
15, 1995; June 5,1996; December 28, 1999; July 22, 2001; Apri130, 2007.] 



PSEA Committee Charge: 

Determine if it is feasible to develop a penalty classification schedule for traffic 
infractions similar to that adopted for civil infractions under Title 7 RCW. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Preliminary research and analysis suggests that traffic infraction penalties could be 
organized into between 12 and 15 different penalty classifications (down from the current 
31). However, based on the issues detailed below, staff recommends that this project 
not be undertaken at this time. 

Issues to Consider: 

1.	 Buy-in would be essential from the following stakeholders regarding their comfort 
level with potential revenue impacts. 

Cities
 
Counties
 
Legislature
 
OFM
 
Courts
 
JIS
 
Trauma Care
 
Other PSEA takers
 

2.	 A 1999 analysis conducted by AOC on the impact of fine and assessment increases 
on revenue collections found that increased penalties result in: 

•	 A decrease in the collection rate. 
•	 An increase in the number of time payment requests. 
•	 An increase in the number of failures to payor appear. 
•	 An increase in the number of hearings. 
•	 A reduction of the penalty amount ordered at hearings. 

Therefore, to obtain the precise impact on revenue of any penalty increases or 
decreases resulting from the reclassification, a detailed, technical, time-consuming, 
and potentially expensive analysis is required for each RCW with a penalty change. 

3.	 The current revenue model is not adequate for developing solid revenue projections 
at this detailed level of analysis. It is likely that an outside vendor will be required to 
model rever:Jue impacts, . 

4.	 There could be significant policy decisions on assigning current infractions to 
classes. This could run counter to the attempt to keep the penalty re-classification 
revenue neutral. 

5.	 There would have to be a major RCW rewrite to re-classify all traffic infractions. The 
criminal RCW re-organization, undertaken in 2004, cost approximately $50,000 for 
the analysis and re-drafting work. 
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6.	 The classification of traffic infraction penalties should tie-in to the proposal to 
eliminate PSEA assessments. (Note that the proposal to eliminate PSEA assess
ments separately effects item 1 above.) If the decision is made not to eliminate all 
the assessments, calculations would have to be done to back out the PSEA, 
Trauma, and Legislative Assessments to determine the base penalty of each class. 
This would result in some odd penalty amounts rather than the more graduated table 
(or something similar) suggested above. 

steps Required: 

1.	 Decide if all current civil and traffic infraction assessments should be eliminated. 
(The PSEA Committee has agreed that this should be recommended with current 
total penalty and revenue distribution remaining unchanged). 

2.	 Determine the new traffic infraction penalty class levels. 

3.	 Develop a new traffic infraction revenue model. 

4.	 Perform a revenue analysis using the new model. 

5.	 Adjust penalty levels if necessary, and re-run the model until a revenue and cost 
neutral result can be achieved. 

6.	 Hire a contractor to review and amend the traffic infraction laws with the new penalty 
classes and to redraft the assessment statutes (PSEA, Trauma, JIS, Legislative
 

. Assessment) to eliminate the infraction penalty assessments.
 

7.	 Draft legislation. 

8.	 Update the court rule to reflect the new penalty classes and the elimination of the JIS 
assessment. 

9.	 Notify courts so that they can make the necessary changes to their local laws. 

10. Notify law enforcement and other interested agencies of penalty changes. 
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Background Research: 

Committee staff requested a report from JIS listing charges filed between July 2003 and 
July 2005, by penalty amount assessed, and RCW. This request returned 40,000 
records. The report was then further summarized to show a range of penalties assessed 
by RCW (see example below). This reduced the report to 500 records. Penalties for 
each law (based on the amount in the JIS law table) were added for each RCW, and that 
resulted in 29 different penalty levels (from $71 to $1,050) for these two years of charge 
data. The JIS law table currently has 31 different penalty levels. 

Law Penalty Assessed Charges Filed 
07/03 - 07/04 

Charges Filed 
07/04 - 07/05 

Law Table 
Total 

Penalty 
46.16.010.3.L 50.01 - 149.99 1,101 17,554 $101 

150.00 - 249.99 44 614 
250.00 - 349.99 8 56 
350.00 - 449.99 1 14 
450.00 - 549.99 7 
550.00 - 649.99 2 
950.00  1,049.99 1 

Although this report indicates that different levels of penalties are being assessed, in 
general, the penalties are within the range you would expect. See above that the 
majority of the penalties assessed are within the $50.01 - $149.99 range, and the law 
table has the penalty at $101 (including assessments). 

It should be further noted that the data goes back to July 2003, and since that time some 
penalties may have changed, the court rule may have changed, statutes may have been 
re-codified or repealed. This, of course, affects the penalty amount on the law table, and 
how charges are filed from one year to the next. Some penalties may have been 
entered in error by court clerks and then adjusted when cases were filed. For charges 
like overweight infractions, the penalty assessed will include the additional pounds 
overweight penalty. 
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Penalty Classes: 

Committee staff and Committee member Yvonne Pettus reviewed the data and 
proposed that the penalty levels could be reduced into the following classes: 

Class Penalty 
1 $80 
2 $105 
3 $135 
4 $165 
5 $180 
6 $195 
7 $225 
8 $285 
9 $330 

10 $390 
11 $540 
12 $1,150 

Revenue Impact: 

If the revenue impact is analyzed at a summary level (number of charges filed mUltiplied 
by the penalty amount in the law table), this classification model increases potential 
revenue by over $4 million per year. A small shift in the penalty as RCWs move from 
one class to another can result in a very large dollar impact. A larger shift, where there 
are relatively few filings, can have a much smaller impact.. The penalty classes above 
have the majority of RCWs moving to a higher penalty class. Adding two or three more 
classes would further lessen the revenue impact. 
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Courl Funding Implementation Committee 
./une 28. 2006 
Page 2 

>1/ PSEA and Infraction Penalties Subcommittee Final Report . 

Mr. Hall reminded the members that based on the following 
recommendations of the Court Funding Task Force, the BJA agreed to create the 
PSEA Work Group. 

Repeal RCW 46.63.110 (3) which prescribes that the Supreme Court 
establishes the traffic infraction penalty schedule and eliminate all legislative 
assessments on traffic penalties. Develop a penalty classification schedule 
similar to civil infractions under Title 7 RCW. 

Adjust the state/local "PSEA division" on a /lno-harm" basis to account for the 
elimination of the several legislative assessments and to establish a simple, 
single, uniform division of funds between state and local government. 

Recreate the JIS account fee, not as a portion of the traffic infraction penalty, 
but as a user fee on all court transactions - filings fees, traffic infractions, and 
convictions of misdemeanors and felonies. The fee would then fund both 
maintenance and new development and would remove JIS from the PSEA 
account entirely. 

The PSEA Work Group made the following recommendations to the 
Implementation Committee, based upon the preliminary research: 

•	 Although traffic infraction penalties could be organized into between 12 
and 15 penalty classes, due to the scope and size of the project the traffic 
infraction penalty classification schedule will not be undertaken. 

•	 Due to the scope and size of the project to eliminate legislative
 
assessments that project will be deferred until a later date.
 

•	 No changes should be made to the JIS fee structure at this time. 

A brief discussion followed. 

It was moved by Judge Costello and seconded by Judge McSeveney 
to accept the recommendations of the PSEA Work Group. The 
motion passed. 

Sexually Violent Predator Reimbursement 

Mr. Hall provided a brief update on the progress made for superior court 
reimbursement of costs associated with sexually violent predators. As a result of 
Judge Godfrey's meetings with DSHS' Civil Commitment Center, DSHS is 
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Justice in Jeopardy Initiative: A
 
budget detour, but still on course
 

Facing a nearly unprecedented 
state budget deficit this year, 

judicial branch leaders focused 
their Justice in Jeopardy efforts 
on one primary goal during the 
2009 legislative session 
holding as much ground as 
possible. 

To a large degree, 
legislators listened, taking away 
only about 4 percent of the gains 
achieved by the Justice in 
Jeopardy campaign since 2005. 

Previous gains in funding 
for indigent defense, civil legal 
aid, court interpreters, judicial 
salaries and court improvement 
programs were kept primarily 
intact despite the grueling budget 
session. 

However, cuts were felt 
more deeply in many individual 
judicial branch agencies - the 
Administrative Office of the 
Courts, Supreme Court, State 
Law Library and Court of Appeals 
all took double-digit cuts to their 
biennial bUdgets - and a last
minute, temporary funding 

INSIDE THIS ISSUE: 

Justice in Jeopardy Initiative, 2 
continued 

Judicial Stabilization Trust 
Account 

3 

AOC Budget Reduction plans 4-5 

Trial Court Improvement 
Accounts & PSEA 

6 

mechanism was put in place by 
legislators to avoid cutting judicial 
branch agencies even more 
deeply. (See articles on following 
pages). 

"This was an extremely 
difficult budget year, but we are 
fortunate that there was some 
good to take with the bad," said 
State Court Administrator Jeff 
Hall. "Our judicial branch leaders 
worked hard to maintain the 
progress that has been achieved 
in the past few years in stabilizing 
court funding across Washington, 
and legislators were dedicated to 
that goal as well." 

A lot of ground to hold 
Since 2005, the Justice in 

Jeopardy Initiative has brought an 
additional $78 million per 
biennium in state funding to local 
courts, counties and judicial 
agencies, and nearly $75 million 
of that funding remained in place 
for the 2009-2011 biennium. 

"We saved about 96 
percent even in this budget crisis," 
wrote Spokane County Superior 
Court Judge Tari Eitzen, president 
of the Superior Court Judges' 
Association (SCJA), in a message 
sent to superior court judges early 
in May. "Also there were no cuts 
to the $16.5 million in Becca 
funding for juvenile courts, and we 
have maintained almost all of the 
$49 million in state funding for our 
local juvenile courts." 

As bad as the state 
budget is, things could have been 

The next meeting of the Justice 
in Jeopardy Implementation 
Committee is scheduled for 1-3 
p.m. June 18 at the AGC SeaTac 
offices, 18000 International Blvd., 
Suite 1106. Judges and court staff 
are welcome to attend. For 
information, contact Karen 
Castillo at (360) 357-2129, or by 
email at 
Karen.Castillo@courts.wa.gov. 

much worse, said King County 
Superior Court Judge Deborah 
Fleck. 

"Without the Justice in 
Jeopardy Initiative gains, the 
courts would be in a far more 
severe fiscal crisis, in part 
because the counties would not 
be receiving the additional funds 
that were achieved in 2005 to 
2008, and retained in the 2009 
legislative session," said Fleck, 
who helped spearhead the Trial 
Court Funding Task Force work 
that resulted in the ongoing 
Initiative. 

As one example, said 
Fleck, King County now receives 
more than $2.6 million per year in 
reimbursement for indigent 
defense services because of the 
Justice in Jeopardy gains 
achieved, and like most JIJ 
advances, that funding will not be 
cut. 

The Trial Court Funding 
Task Force was created in 2002 

(Continued on page 2) 
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Justice in Jeopardy, cont.
 
by the Board for Judicial Administration (BJA) out of 
growing concern over the instability and inequality of 
court funding across Washington counties. 

This was caused primarily by the state's 1889 
constitution that placed the vast majority of court 
funding responsibility on the individual counties and 
cities - which made sense in early statehood when 
there were few state dollars and the courts were not 
burdened with cases. 

What this meant in 2002 was that counties 
and cities were funding nearly 90 percent of court 
system costs, placing extreme strain on local 
jurisdictions and causing justice system inequalities 
because of vast differences in local government 
budgets. 

It also meant that the state government was 
paying only about three tenths of 1 percent of the 
state budget toward the state's justice system, and 
was 50th out of 50 states in government funding of 
the justice system. 

When the Court Funding Task Force 
completed its two years of work - the Task Force 
included more than 100 members across the state 
from all areas of business, community, courts, and 
local and state government - it recommended that a 
strong and equitable funding structure would move 
the state toward funding about 50 percent of the cost 
of court operations and indigent defense, and a 
much higher degree of participation in civil legal aid 
funding. 

This recommendation became the Justice in 
Jeopardy Initiative, which seeks to advance the state 
each session toward that 50-percent funding goal. 

Since the 2005 kick-off of the Justice in 
Jeopardy Initiative, state legislators have approved: 
•	 An additional $20 million per biennium to 

county general fund budgets to help ease the 
strain of paying for court operations; 

•	 An additional $15.4 million per biennium to pay 
for indigent criminal defense services statewide; 

•	 An additional $20.6 million per biennium to pay 
for representation of indigent parents in 
dependency cases; 

•	 An additional $7.7 million per biennium to pay 
for civil legal aid services statewide; 

•	 $6.4 million per biennium to pay half of district 
court and elected municipal court jUdges' salaries 
(county savings on salaries go into Trial Court 
Improvement Account funds to help courts with 
needed projects - see article on Page 6); 

•	 An additional $6 million per biennium to 
increase CASA funding statewide; 

•	 An additional $2 million per biennium to help 
pay for court interpreters and language 
assistance plans in the courts; 

•	 $1.6 million per biennium to fund the Family 
and Juvenile Court Improvement Program; 

•	 $90,000 annually to fund an access coordinator 
to assist courts with issues regarding disability 
access problems and questions. 

A 'Time Out' 
Before the bottom dropped out of the state 

and national budgets, the BJA and the Justice in 
Jeopardy Implementation Committee had been 
planning to continue the Justice in Jeopardy push by 
asking the 2009 Legislature for $1.4 million to 
expand interpreter funding; $2.5 million to expand 
the Family and Juvenile Court Improvement 
Program; $1.1 million to expand the Office of Public 
Defense's parent representation program; $950,000 
to enhance civil legal aid services to the poor; and 
$280,000 to enhance access to public defense 
attorneys for juvenile offenders. 

Through many Justice in Jeopardy planning 
sessions, the amounts that were going to be 
requested dropped several times as the economy 
continued to worsen. 

"We have decided to shelve these requests 
for the time being," Washington Supreme Court 
Chief Justice Gerry Alexander told legislators in his 
State of the Judiciary Address in January. 

"This does not mean that we have lost our 
zeal for the goals we set forth in the Justice in 
Jeopardy Initiative. It simply means that we have 
taken a time out," Alexander said. "We strongly urge 
you not to dismantle the progress that we have made 
since 2005." 

Even with the advances made since 2005, 
Washington state is spending just seven tenths of 1 
percent of the state budget on funding the judicial 
system, while counties and cities continue to pay 
about 80 percent of court system costs, Alexander 
pointed out - leaving Washington state still last in 
the nation for state participation in judicial system 
funding. 

"I can promise you," Alexander told 
legislators, "that we will be back seeking your 
support for the goals of the initiative when the 
economic situation in our state and nation is rosier." 



JSTA: A hard bill to swallow
 
W hen the state House of Representatives unveiled "When you get down to funding," Gordon said, 

its biennial budget proposal late in March, the "any government with user fees is a government that 
bUdget appeared to cut the Administrative Office of the works for rich people and doesn't work for the poor." 
Courts (AOC) by a disastrous $17.1 million - about 34 
percent of the portion of the agency's operational budget Pick your poison 
available for reduction. In comments to the media, Kessler acknowledged 

The Office of Public Defense (OPD) and Office of the unpopularity of the JSTA among judicial branch 
Civil Legal Aid (OCLA) were likewise handed drastic cuts leaders, but said if something wasn't done, justice 
for their small budgets, which are used to provide public services would be cut deeply and in some cases, 
defense and legal aid services throughout the state. eliminated. 

However, a notation in the proposed budget put Members of the Board for JUdicial Administration 
back some of the deep cuts from something called a (BJA) Executive Committee met on an emergency basis 
Judicial Stabilization Trust Account (JSTA). the next morning to discuss options, said Superior Court 

"We don't know what this is," state Court Judges' Association (SCJA) President Tari Eitzen. 
Administrator Jeff Hall told AOC employe-.:e;:.s..::in..:...=.a..:b.:..:ri.=.ef:..:.:in..:..:g~ ..., "We were advised that we 
early in April. "This budget is the first needed to find something we would not 
we've ever heard of it." SHB 2362 adds a $30 surcharge oppose," King County Superior Court 

A few weeks later, the mystery to most filing fees in superior Judge Deborah Fleck said. 
would be revealed  the JSTA was a court, a $20 surcharge to most Judges urged lawmakers to 
last-minute proposal by House budget filing fees in district court, and a reduce the surcharges by about half, and 
writers, primarily Representatives Lynn $10 surcharge to small claims to place a two-year time limit on the 
Kessler and Kelli L.inville. of the Ways filings. The surcharges will increases  it was a bill they could not 
and Means Committee, In a desperate 
attempt to avoid cutting state judicial 

. 
expIre on July 1, 20~1. To read 

support, but would not oppose. 
The bill was also not popular with 

agencies by such steep percentages. the full text of the bill, go to lawmakers, who proposed 16 
Kessler's plan was to add www.leg.wa.gov•.click on "Bill . amendments and voted only narrowly to 

surcharges to filing fees in the appellate Information" intheleft~hand pass it. The final bill creating the JSTA 
and superior courts and to increase Bar column, and plate "2362" in the was approved on the last day of the 
dues, all to be deposited into a Judicial "Search by Bill Number" box, legislative session, just 10 days after it 
Stabilization Trust Account. From there, was first introduced. 
the funds would be forwarded to AOC, Judicial branch leaders were 
OPD, OCLA and other state judicial agencies, reducing unhappy that there had not been time to consult with 
the steep cuts of their budgets by about half. judges and court officials statewide, and that some 

Reaction from state jUdicial leaders was misconceptions arose from the last-minute and 
immediate opposition. unexpected funding mechanism. 

"This was the Legislature's proposal, not the "I can say with confidence that no one was happy 
judiciary's," Hall said. There was strong concern that or comfortable with the circumstances that required an 
increased fees harm access to justice, and strong immediate response on an issue of this magnitude without 
objection to any philosophy of funding courts through user the benefit of broader consultation or debate," Hall said. 
fees. Some courts have wondered if there might have 

However, the bill to create the JSTA - HB 2362 been an opportunity for local courts to receive a split of 
- was placed on such a fast track that judicial leaders the surcharges, Fleck said, but that was never part of the 
had little time to get information out to the courts and no last-minute proposal or discussion by lawmakers, who 
time to seek input from the 33 judicial districts. were focused on avoiding deep cuts to state justice 

"After weeks of silence, when the bill was finally agencies and the funds that flow through those agencies 
introduced on the afternoon of April 15, everything moved into local governments. 
very rapidly," Hall said. "The windows of time during which Judicial leaders, meanwhile, focused on limiting 
information was received and deadlines for reactions and the damage and avoiding setting a precedent of courts 
decisions were measured not in days, but hours." being funded by user fees. 

The first hearing for HB 2362 was 8 a.m. the next "The BJA, SCJA and DMCJA must respond in the 
morning, on April 16. Washington Supreme Court Chief last days of a session such as this to budget issues, 
Justice Gerry Alexander and Jefferson County Clerk Ruth having no ability to confer with 33 judicial districts 
Gordon testified vigorously against the bill. statewide," SCJA President Tari Eitzen said in a message 

"These are big increases and I would just urge to her association in May. 
this committee to reject fee increases of this magnitude," ''These were agonizing days, and we did our best 
Alexander testified. to represent the interests of all our courts." 
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Adnlinistrative Office of the Courts
 
budget reductions for 2009-2011
 

(Excerpt from AOC budget report to Supreme Court 
Budget Committee) 

The 2009-2011 budget appropriation for the 
AOC includes a $9.8 million reduction, which equates 
to 19.3 percent of the agency's non-restricted 
operations and pass-through budget. 

Nearly two-thirds of the AOC budget, or $91.8 
million, is considered "restricted funding," meaning 
these items cannot be reduced. The reduction will be 
taken proportionately between AOC operations and 
non-restricted pass-through funds, meaning both will 
be reduced by 19.3 percent. 

Every effort has been made to first make 
reductions that do not impact direct services. However, 
the magnitude of the reduction does result in significant 
reductions to programs. 

Pass-through funding 
The total amount of pass-through funding 

administered by AOC exceeds $35 million per biennium. 
For the 2009/2011 biennium, the Legislature required that 
funding for the Becca and Truancy programs remain fully 
funded, but did not place restrictions on approximately 
$15 million of pass-through funding for the programs 
noted below. 

Collectively, the Guardian Ad Litem, Washington 
State Family and Juvenile Court Improvement and Court 
Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) programs were 
reduced by a total of 19.3 percent, with the reduction 
apportioned among the three programs based on 
recommendations from the Superior Court Judges' 
Association. 

The Interpreter Services and Legal Financial 
Obligations (LFO) collections programs were each 
reduced by 19.3 percent. 

Pass-through funding reductions 
Guardian Ad Litem (Marriage Dissolution): In 2007 
2SSB 5470 was enacted which established a number 
of ongoing activities, including reimbursement for fees 
paid for GAL services to indigent parties in parenting 
plan matters. Reduction $400.000 

Washington State Family and Juvenile Court 
Improvement Plan (FJCIP): The FJCIP is designed to 
encourage and fund improvements to local court 
operations that are consistent with Unified Family Court 
(UFC) principles. Reduction $309,061 

Total AOC Biennial Budget for 
2009-2011: $141,693,000 

RESTRICTED FUNDS-Cannot be reduced 

•	 Superior Court Judges' salaries and benefits, 
$51,699,023 

•	 Judicial Infonnation System Account, 
$20,004,000 

•	 Becca/Truancy Pass-Through funds, $20,106,000. 

•	 Total restricted funding: $91,809,023 

NON-RESTRICTED FUNDS - Can be reduced 

•	 AGC operations and services to the courts, 
$35,641,783 

•	 Non-restricted pass-through funds, $15,113,194. 

•	 Total non-restricted funding: $50,754,977 

• 2009 Legislature reduced AOC budget by 
$9,804,001, a total of 19.3 percent of the 
agency's non-restricted funds. 

For information about the AGe budget, contact AGe 
Management Services Division Director Ramsey 
Radwan at (360) 357-2406, or email 
Ramsey.Radwan@courts.wa.gov. 

Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASA): There are 
34 local and three tribal CASA programs which support 
the recruitment and supervision of volunteer guardians 
ad litem (CASA volunteers). Reduction $1,241,889 

Interpreter Services: The AOC, subject to legislative 
appropriation, reimburses courts for up to one-half of 
the payment to the interpreter where one is appointed. 
Reduction: $301,335 

Legal Financial Obligation Collections: In 2003 the 
Legislature transferred the collection and billing of legal 
financial obligations to the County Clerks and the AOC, 
respectively. Reduction: $667,031 

(Continued Next Page) 



Aoe Operational Reductions 
In nearly every instance, a reduction to the 

AOC budget results in a direct loss of service to the 
appellate and trial courts. Every effort was made to 
first reduce areas with the least impact on direct 
services. However, a premium was placed on 
structuring a budget that was sustainable through 
future biennia. 

Elimination of funding for entire programs 
was favored over instituting across-the-board 
reductions which would have left programs anemic 
and largely ineffective. The result is a budget which 
will allow the AOC to provide the quality of service 
the court community has come to expect in the 
2009/2011 and ensuing biennia. 

Areas of Reductions 
Renegotiate Existing Services: Includes janitorial 
services, financial systems, telecommunications, 
data lines to trial courts, and computer assisted legal 
research. Reduction: S837,849 

Expenditure Reductions: Non-staffing related 
expenditures such as contracts, equipment and 
travel will be eliminated or severely restricted. 
Reduction: $1,850,000 

Staffing Reductions: The following positions will be 
eliminated: 

Deputy State Court Administrator 
Human Resources Consultant 
Communications Officer 
Court Budget Advisor 
Financial Systems Analyst 
Court Education Professional 
Administrative Secretary 
JSD Program Coordinator 
Business Analyst Reduction $1,647,000 

Board for Judicial Administration Subcommittees: 
Funding for the Court Independence Response Team 
(CIRT) and Domestic Relations Sub-Committee is 
eliminated. Reduction $3,750 

Printer Supplies: Effective December 31, 2009 the 
practice of providing printer cartridges and paper 
supplies to trial courts using JIS equipment will be 
eliminated. Reduction: $167,250 

Trial Court Coordinating Council Grants: Funding for 
the Trial Court Coordinating Council Grants is 
eliminated, Reduction $75,000 

Language Assistance Plans: Funding for assisting 
courts in developing and implementing language 
assistance plans is eliminated. 
Reduction $340,000 

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOe) 
was established by the Washington State Legislature in 
1957 as the primary support agency to Washington's 
appellate and trial courts and their more than 400 
judicial officers. AOC operates under the direction of the 
Chief Justice of the Washington Supreme Court. 

The agency developed and maintains the 
statewide Judicial Information System (JIS), 
coordinates more than a dozen annual educational 
conferences for judges and court officials, is home of 
the Washington State Center for Court Research, 
provides direct services involving certified 
interpreters and certified professional guardians, 
provides legal services such as creation of judicial 
benchbooks, court forms and pattern jury 
instructions, provides payroll and benefit services for 
appellate and superior court judges, and much more. 

OPD and OCLA cuts 
The Office of Public Defense's budget was cut 

$1.2 million. "The agency will not cut any public defense 
services to the trial courts, but rather will absorb the 
reduction in our administrative budget," said Director 
Joanne Moore. 

The Office of Civil Legal Aid was cut about 
$500,00 "which will allow the state-funded component of 
the civil legal aid system to maintain operations at near
existing levels," said Director Jim Bamberger. However, 
the civil legal aid system is being hurt by other financial 
conditions to be reported in a future edition of Full Court 
Press. 

Presiding Judges' Conference: Funding for the 
annual presiding jUdges' conferences is eliminated. 
Reduction: $100,000 

Fall Conference: Funding for the 2010 annual 
judicial conference is eliminated. 
Reduction $150,000 

Family Law Handbook: Funding for the Family Law 
Handbook is reduced. Reduction $40,000 

Board for Court Education: Funding for educational 
programs for the trial and appellate courts, court 
management associations and the judicial college is 
reduced. Programmatic decisions will be made by 
the BCE and will likely affect the spring programs. 
Reduction $50,000 

Office of Public Guardianship: Funding for 
contracted services and the program effectiveness 
study are eliminated. Reduction: $1,625,000 
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Trial Court Improvement Accounts
 
will still be around to help courts
 

A long with most Justice in Jeopardy Initiative examples of improvements already funded 
gains funding that lands in Trial Court through TCIAs Include: 

Improvem'ent Accounts (TCIAs) was • • • • • •• • Benton ~n~ Franklin Counties 
preserved by state lawmakers in the 2009 · , .. funded the ~Irst Installment of an ffmJ··
session. 

The money starts as reimbursement 
from the state budget to county and city 
budgets for a portion of district and elected 
municipal court judge salaries. Local • 
jurisdictions then place the reimbursed money 
into TCIAs, to be used by courts for needed 
improvements. • 

The revenue stream to fund the TCIAs 
was created by dedicating 100% of the state • 
portion of the filing fee increases approved in 
2005 to fund local trial court operations, indigent 
criminal defense, and civil legal aid costs. 

Nearly $2.2 million was distributed to 
counties and cities in 2007 as part of the new • 
funding stream, and more than $3.1 million was 
distributed in 2008. • 

One aspect of the funding stream did 
change in 2009  state lawmakers eliminated 
the Public Safety and Education Account • 
(PSEA) into which the funds were deposited, 
"for reasons related to the state bond limit and 
the spending cap," said Washington Court 
Administrator Jeff Hall. ..• 

Now the reimburseme~t ~onles will go 
into the state general fund until times comes for 
disbursement.. . 

The AOC IS required to report each year 
on how local jurisdictions are using the TCIA 
funds. 

In 2008, local courts: 
•	 Spent a total of $616,465 on personnel 

costs; 
•	 $402,606 on information technology; 
•	 $380,392 on addition court capacity; 
•	 $337,270 on courtroom improvements; 
•	 $240,192 on courthouse facility 

improvements; 
•	 $125,426 on professional services. 

While many counties are allowing funds 
to grow for larger future improvement projects, 

automated JUry management 
system; 
• Clark County helped fund its 

new Family Law Annex; 
Douglas County helped pay for remodeling 
that added a hearing room and video 
conferencing; 
Grays Harbor County implemented a digital 
records system for its district court; 
King County continued to 
fund translation of • 
commonly used court : ~\ .: ~\ 

forms into other 
languages; 
Klickitat County partially funded a 
probation officer position for its drug court; 
Pierce County remodeled a public counter 
for better public service and access by 
persons with disabilities; 
Snohomish County acquired software to 
schedule court interpreters via the Internet, 
and monitor use of and payments to 
interpreters; 
Spokane County funded a temporary 
position to aid in redesigning the courts' 
Web sites, acquired video and sound 
equipment, and support a day reporting 

service for defendants. 
• Stevens County acquired a server for 
its courts' automated records system; 
• Whatcom County funded a night court 
for small claims cases. 

To read the full Trial Court Improvement 
Account reports, go to www.courts.wa.gov, 

click on "Boards, Commissions, Programs and 
Organizations, " then click on "Board for Judicial 
Administration," then on "Court Funding Task 
Force." Scroll down to find the TCIA reports for 
the last four years. 
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SENATE BILL 5277
 

AS AMENDED BY THE HOUSE
 

Passed Legislature - 2009 Regular Session
 

State of Washington 61st Legislature 2009 Regular Session 

By Senators Hatfield, Kline, and Delvin 

Read first time 01/19/09. Referred to Committee on Judiciary. 

1 AN ACT Relating to district court clerk fees; and amending RCW 

2 3.62.060. 

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

4 Sec. 1. RCW 3.62.060 and 2007 c 46 s 3 are each amended to read as 

5 follows: 

6 Clerks of the district courts shall collect the following fees for 

7 their official services: 

8 (1) In any civil action commenced before or transferred to a 

9 district court, the plaintiff shall, at the time of such commencement 

10 or transfer, pay to such court a filing fee of forty-three dollars plus 

11 any surcharge authorized by RCW 7.75.035. Any party filing a 

12 counterclaim, cross-claim, or third-party claim in such action shall 

13 pay to the court a filing fee of forty-three dollars plus any surcharge 

14 authorized by RCW 7.75.035. No party shall be compelled to pay to the 

15 court any other fees or charges up to and including the rendition of 

16 judgment in the action other than those listed. 

17 (2) For issuing a writ of garnishment or other writ, or for filing 

18 an attorney issued writ of garnishment, a fee of twelve dollars. 

19 (3) For filing a supplemental proceeding a fee of twenty dollars. 

p. 1 SB 5277.SL 
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(4) For demanding a jury in a civil case a fee of one hundred 

twenty-five dollars to be paid by the person demanding a jury. 

(5) For preparing a transcript of a judgment a fee of twenty 

dollars. 

(6) For certifying any document on file or of record in the clerk's 

office a fee of five dollars. 

(7) At the option of the district court: 

(a) For preparing a certified copy of an instrument on file or of 

record in the clerk's office, for the first ~ or portion of the 

first page, a fee of five dollars, and for each additional ~_or 

portion of a page, a fee of one dollar; 

(b) For authenticating or exemplifying an instrument, a fee of two 

dollars for each additional seal affixed; 

(c) For preparing a copy of an instrument on file or of record in 

the clerk's office without a seal, a fee of fifty cents per page; 

(d) When copying a document without a seal or file that is in an 

electronic format, a fee of twenty-five cents per page; 

(e) For copies made on a compact disc, an additional fee of twenty 

dollars for each compact disc. 

~ For preparing the record of a case for appeal to superior court 

a fee of forty dollars including any costs of tape duplication as 

governed by the rules of appeal for courts of limited jurisdiction 

(RALJ) . 

((-f-&t)) lll_At_the_option of the district court, for clerk's 

services such as processing ex parte orders, performing historical 

searches, compiling statistical reports, and conducting exceptional 

record searches, a fee not to exceed twenty dollars per hour or portion 

of an hour. 

l1Ql For duplication of part or all of the electronic recording of 

a proceeding ten dollars per tape or other electronic storage medium. 

((+9+)) ~ For filing any abstract of judgment or transcript of 

judgment from a municipal court or municipal department of a district 

court organized under the laws of this state a fee of forty-three 

dollars. 

(12) At the option of the district court, a service fee of up to 

three dollars for the first page and one dollar for each additional 

page for receiving faxed documents, pursuant to Washington state rules 

of court, general rule 17. 

SB 5277.SL p. 2 



1 The fees or charges imposed under this section shall be allowed as 

2 court costs whenever a judgment for costs is awarded. 

Passed by the Senate April 18, 2009.
 
Passed by the House April 7, 2009.
 
Approved by the Governor May 6, 2009.
 
Filed in Office of Secretary of State May 8, 2009.
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RCW 3.62.020
 
Costs, fees, fines, forfeitures, and penalties except city cases - Disposition - Interest.
 

*** CHANGE IN 2009 *** (SEE 5073-S.SL) *** 

(1) Except as provided in subsection (4) of this section, all costs, fees, fines, forfeitures and penalties assessed and 
collected in whole or in part by district courts, except costs, fines, forfeitures and penalties assessed and collected, in 
whole or in part, because of the violation of city ordinances, shall be remitted by the clerk of the district court to the 
county treasurer at least monthly, together with a financial statement as required by the state auditor, noting the 
information necessary for crediting of such funds as required by law. 

(2) Except as provided in RCW 10.99.080, the county treasurer shall remit thirty-two percent of the noninterest money 
received under subsection (1) of this section except certain costs to the state treasurer. "Certain costs" as used in this 
subsection, means those costs awarded to prevailing parties in civil actions under RCW 4.84.010 or 36.18.040, or those 
costs awarded against convicted defendants in criminal actions under RCW 10.01.160, 10.46.190, or 36.18.040, or other 
similar statutes if such costs are specifically designated as costs by the court and are awarded for the specific 
reimbursement of costs incurred by the state or county in the prosecution of the case, including the fees of defense 
counsel. Money remitted under this subsection to the state treasurer shall be deposited as provided in RCW 43.08.250. 

(3) The balance of the noninterest money received by the county treasurer under subsection (1) of this section shall 
be deposited in the county current expense fund. 

(4) All money collected for county parking infractions shall be remitted by the clerk of the district court at least 
monthly, with the information required under subsection (1) of this section, to the county treasurer for deposit in the 
county current expense fund. 

(5) Penalties, fines, bail forfeitures, fees, and costs may accrue interest at the rate of twelve percent per annum, upon 
assignment to a collection agency. Interest may accrue only while the case is in collection status. 

(6) Interest retained by the court on penalties, fines, bail forfeitures, fees, and costs shall be split twenty-five percent 
to the state treasurer for deposit in the public safety and education account as provided in RCW 43.08.250, twenty-five 
percent to the state treasurer for deposit in the judicial information system account as provided in RCW 2.68.020, twenty
five percent to the county current expense fund, and twenty-five percent to the county current expense fund to fund local 
oou~. . 

[2004 c 15 § 4. Prior: 1995 c 301 § 31; 1995 c 291 § 5; 1988 c 169 § 3; 1985 c 389 § 5; 1984 c 258 § 306; 1971 c 73 § 8; 1969 ex.s. C 199 § 2; 
1961 C 299 § 106.] 

Notes: 
Intent -- 2004 c 15: See note following RCW 10.99.080. 

Effective date -- 1985 c 389: See note following RCW 27.24.070. 

Court Improvement Act of 1984 -- Effective dates -- Severability -- Short title --1984 c 258: See notes
 
following RCW 3.30.010.
 

Intent --1984 c 258: See note following RCW 3.34.130. 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=3.62.020 611812009 
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RCW 36.18.016
 
Various fees collected - Not subject to division. (Effective until July 1, 2009.)
 

••• CHANGE IN 2009··· (SEE 5013.SL) ••• 

(1) Revenue collected under this section is not subject to division under RCW 36.18.025 or 27.24.070. 

(2)(a) For the filing of a petition for modification of a decree of dissolution or paternity, within the same case as the 
original action, and any party filing a counterclaim, cross-claim, or third-party claim in any such action, a fee of thirty-six 
dollars must be paid. 

(b) The party filing the first or initial petition for dissolution, legal separation, or declaration concerning the validity of 
marriage shall pay, at the time and in addition to the filing fee required under RCW 36.18.020, a fee of thirty dollars. The 
clerk of the superior court shall transmit monthly twenty-four dollars of the thirty-dollar fee collected under this subsection 
to the state treasury for deposit in the domestic violence prevention account. The remaining six dollars shall be retained 
by the county for the purpose of supporting community-based services within the county for victims of domestic violence, 
except for five percent of the six dollars, which may be retained by the court for administrative purposes. 

(3)(a) The party making a demand for a jury of six in a civil action shall pay, at the time, a fee of one hundred twenty
five dollars; if the demand is for a jury of twelve, a fee of two hundred fifty dollars. If, after the party demands a jury of six 
and pays the required fee, any other party to the action requests a jury of twelve, an additional one hundred twenty-five 
dollar fee will be required of the party demanding the increased number of jurors. 

(b) Upon conviction in criminal cases a jury demand charge of one hundred twenty-five dollars for a jury of six, or two 
hundred fifty dollars for a jury of twelve may be imposed as costs under RCW 10.46.190. 

(4) For preparing a certified copy of an instrument on file or of record in the clerk's office, for the first page or portion 
of the first page, a fee of five dollars, and for each additional page or portion of a page, a fee of one dollar must be 
charged. For authenticating or exemplifying an instrument, a fee of two dollars for each additional seal affixed must be 
charged. For preparing a copy of an instrument on file or of record in the clerk's office without a seal, a fee of fifty cents 
per page must be charged. When copying a document without a seal or file that is in an electronic format, a fee of 
twenty-five cents per page must be charged. For copies made on a compact disc, an additional fee of twenty dollars for 
each compact disc must be charged. 

(5) For executing a certificate, with or without a seal, a fee of two dollars must be charged. 

(6) For a garnishee defendant named in an affidavit for garnishment and for a writ of attachment, a fee of twenty
 
dollars must be charged.
 

(7) For filing a supplemental proceeding, a fee of twenty dollars must be charged. 

(8) For approving a bond, including justification on the bond, in other than civil actions and probate proceedings, a fee 
of two dollars must be charged. 

(9) For the issuance of a certificate of qualification and a certified copy of letters of administration, letters
 
testamentary, or letters of guardianship, there must be a fee of two dollars.
 

(10) For the preparation of a passport application, the clerk may collect an execution fee as authorized by the federal 
government. 

(11) For clerk's services such as processing ex parte orders, performing historical searches, compiling statistical 
reports, and conducting exceptional record searches, the clerk may collect a fee not to exceed twenty dollars per hour or 
portion of an hour. 

(12) For duplicated recordings of court's proceedings there must be a fee of ten dollars for each audio tape and
 
twenty-five dollars for each video tape or other electronic storage medium.
 

(13) For registration of land titles, Torrens Act, under RCW 65.12.780, a fee of twenty dollars must be charged. 

(14) For the issuance of extension of judgment under RCW 6.17.020 and chapter 9.94A RCW, a fee of two hundred 
dollars must be charged. When the extension of judgment is at the request of the clerk, the two hundred dollar charge 
may be imposed as court costs under RCW 10.46.190. 

(15) A facilitator surcharge of up to twenty dollars must be charged as authorized under RCW 26.12.240. 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.18.0 16 6/18/2009 
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(16) For filing a water rights statement under RCW 90.03.180, a fee of twenty-five dollars must be charged. 

(17) For filing a claim of frivolous lien under RCW 60.04.081, a fee of thirty-five dollars must be charged. 

(18) For preparation of a change of venue, a fee of twenty dollars must be charged by the originating court in addition 
to the per page charges in subsection (4) of this section. 

(19) A service fee of three dollars for the first page and one dollar for each additional page must be charged for 
receiving faxed documents, pursuant to Washington state rules of court, general rule 17. 

(20) For preparation of clerk's papers under RAP 9.7, a fee of fifty cents per page must be charged. 

(21) For copies and reports produced at the local level as permitted by RCW 2.68.020 and supreme court policy, a 
variable fee must be charged. 

(22) Investment service charge and earnings under RCW 36.48.090 must be charged. 

(23) Costs for nonstatutory services rendered by clerk by authority of local ordinance or policy must be charged. 

(24) For filing a request for mandatory arbitration, a filing fee may be assessed against the party filing a statement of 
arbitrability not to exceed two hundred twenty dollars as established by authority of local ordinance. This charge shall be 
used solely to offset the cost of the mandatory arbitration program. 

(25) For filing a request for trial de novo of an arbitration award, a fee not to exceed two hundred fifty dollars as 
established by authority of local ordinance must be charged. 

(26) A public agency may not charge a fee to a law enforcement agency, for preparation, copying, or mailing of 
certified copies of the judgment and sentence, information, affidavit of probable cause, and/or the notice of requirement 
to register, of a sex offender convicted in a Washington court, when such records are necessary for risk assessment, 
preparation of a case for failure to register, or maintenance of a sex offender's registration file. 

(27) For the filing of a will or codicil under the provisions of chapter 11.12 RCW, a fee of twenty dollars must be 
charged. 

The revenue to counties from the fees established in this section shall be deemed to be complete reimbursement 
from the state for the state's share of benefits paid to the superior court judges of the state prior to July 24, 2005, and no 
claim shall lie against the state for such benefits. 

[2006 c 192 § 2. Prior: 2005 c 457 § 18; 2005 c 374 § 2; 2005 c 202 § 1; 2002 c 338 § 2; 2001 c 146 § 2; 2000 c 170 § 1; 1999 c 397 § 8; 1996 
c 56 § 5; 1995 c 292 § 14.] 

Notes: 
Intent -- 2005 c 457: See note following RCW 43.08.250. 

RCW 36.18.016
 
Various fees collected - Not subject to division. (Effective July 1, 2009.)
 

*** CHANGE IN 2009 *** (SEE 5013.SL) *** 

(1) Revenue collected under this section is not subject to division under RCW 36.18.025 or 27.24.070. 

(2)(a) For the filing of a petition for modification of a decree of dissolution or paternity, within the same case as the 
original action, and any party filing a counterclaim, cross-claim, or third-party claim in any such action, a fee of thirty-six 
dollars must be paid. 

(b) The party filing the first or initial petition for dissolution, legal separation, or declaration concerning the validity of 
marriage shall pay, at the time and in addition to the filing fee required under RCW 36.18.020, a fee of thirty dollars. The 
clerk of the superior court shall transmit monthly twenty-four dollars of the thirty-dollar fee collected under this subsection 
to the state treasury for deposit in the domestic violence prevention account. The remaining six dollars shall be retained 
by the county for the purpose of supporting community-based services within the county for victims of domestic violence, 
except for five percent of the six dollars, which may be retained by the court for administrative purposes. 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.18.016 6/18/2009 
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(3)(a) The party making a demand for a jury of six in a civil action shall pay, at the time, a fee of one hundred twenty
five dollars; if the demand is for a jury of twelve, a fee of two hundred fifty dollars. If, after the party demands a jury of six 
and pays the required fee, any other party to the action requests a jury of twelve, an additional one hundred twenty-five 
dollar fee will be required of the party demanding the increased number of jurors. 

(b) Upon conviction in criminal cases a jury demand charge of one hundred twenty-five dollars for a jury of six, or two 
hundred fifty dollars for a jury of twelve may be imposed as costs under RCW 10.46.190. 

(4) For preparing a certified copy of an instrument on file or of record in the clerk's office, for the first page or portion 
of the first page, a fee of five dollars, and for each additional page or portion of a page, a fee of one dollar must be 
charged. For authenticating or exemplifying an instrument, a fee of two dollars for each additional seal affixed must be 
charged. For preparing a copy of an instrument on file or of record in the clerk's office without a seal, a fee of fifty cents 
per page must be charged. When copying a document without a seal or file that is in an electronic format, a fee of 
twenty-five cents per page must be charged. For copies made on a compact disc, an additional fee of twenty dollars for 
each compact disc must be charged. 

(5) For executing a certificate, with or without a seal, a fee of two dollars must be charged. 

(6) For a garnishee defendant named in an affidavit for garnishment and for a writ of attachment, a fee of twenty 
dollars must be charged. 

(7) For filing a supplemental proceeding, a fee of twenty dollars must be charged. 

(8) For approving a bond, including justification on the bond, in other than civil actions and probate proceedings, a fee 
of two dollars must be charged. 

(9) For the issuance of a certificate of qualification and a certified copy of letters of administration, letters 
testamentary, or letters of guardianship, there must be a fee of two dollars. 

(10) For the preparation of a passport application, the clerk may collect an execution fee as authorized by the federal 
government. 

(11) For clerk's services such as processing ex parte orders, performing historical searches, compiling statistical 
reports, and conducting exceptional record searches, the clerk may collect a fee not to exceed twenty dollars per hour or 
portion of an hour. 

(12) For duplicated recordings of court's proceedings there must be a fee of ten dollars for each audio tape and 
twenty-five dollars for each video tape or other electronic storage medium. 

(13) For registration of land titles, Torrens Act, under RCW 65.12.780, a fee of twenty dollars must be charged. 

(14) For the issuance of extension of judgment under RCW 6.17.020 and chapter 9.94A RCW, a fee of two hundred 
dollars must be charged. When the extension of judgment is at the request of the clerk, the two hundred dollar charge 
may be imposed as court costs under RCW 10.46.190. 

(15) A facilitator surcharge of up to twenty dollars must be charged as authorized under RCW 26.12.240. 

(16) For filing a water rights statement under RCW 90.03.180, a fee of twenty-five dollars must be charged. 

(17) For filing a claim of frivolous lien under RCW 60.04.081, a fee of thirty-five dollars must be charged. 

(18) For preparation of a change of venue, a fee of twenty dollars must be charged by the originating court in addition 
to the per page charges in subsection (4) of this section. 

(19) A service fee of three dollars for the first page and one dollar for each additional page must be charged for 
receiving faxed documents, pursuant to Washington state rules of court, general rule 17. 

(20) For preparation of clerk's papers under RAP 9.7, a fee of fifty cents per page must be charged. 

(21) For copies and reports produced at the local level as permitted by RCW 2.68.020 and supreme court policy, a 
variable fee must be charged. 

(22) Investment service charge and earnings under RCW 36.48.090 must be charged. 
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(23) Costs for nonstatutory services rendered by clerk by authority of local ordinance or policy must be charged. 

(24) For filing a request for mandatory arbitration, a filing fee may be assessed against the party filing a statement of 
arbitrability not to exceed two hundred twenty dollars as established by authority of local ordinance. This charge shall be 
used solely to offset the cost of the mandatory arbitration program. 

(25) For filing a request for trial de novo of an arbitration award, a fee not to exceed two hundred fifty dollars as
 
established by authority of local ordinance must be charged.
 

(26) A public agency may not charge a fee to a law enforcement agency, for preparation, copying, or mailing of 
certified copies of the judgment and sentence, information, affidavit of probable cause, and/or the notice of requirement 
to register, of a sex offender convicted in a Washington court, when such records are necessary for risk assessment, 
preparation of a case for failure to register, or maintenance of a sex offender's registration file. 

(27) For the filing of a will or codicil under the provisions of chapter 11.12 RCW, a fee of twenty dollars must be
 
charged.
 

(28) A surcharge of up to twenty dollars may be charged as authorized by RCW 26.12.260. 

The revenue to counties from the fees established in this section shall be deemed to be complete reimbursement 
from the state for the state's share of benefits paid to the superior court judges of the state prior to July 24, 2005, and no 
claim shall lie against the state for such benefits. 

[2007 c 496 § 204: 2006 c 192 § 2. Prior: 2005 c 457 § 18: 2005 c 374 § 2; 2005 c 202 § 1: 2002 c 338 § 2; 2001 c 146 § 2: 2000 c 170 § 1:
 
1999 c 397 § 8; 1996 c 56 § 5; 1995 c 292 § 14.]
 

Notes:
 
Effective dates -- 2007 c 496 §§ 201, 202, 204, and 501: See note following RCW 26.12.260.
 

Part headings not law -- 2007 c 496: See note following RCW 26.09.002. 

Intent -- 2005 c 457: See note following RCW 43.08.250. 
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