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WASHINGTON

% Board for Judicial Administration (BJA)

COURTS

. Call to Order

Friday, April 20, 2012 (9:00 a.m. — 12:00 p.m.)
AOC SeaTac Office, 18000 International Blvd., Suite 1106, SeaTac

AGENDA

Chief Justice Barbara Madsen
Judge Michael Lambo

9:00 a.m.

. Welcome and Introductions

Chief Justice Barbara Madsen
Judge Michael Lambo

9:00 a.m.

Action ltems

. March 16, 2012 Meeting Minutes
Action: Motion to approve the
minutes of the March 16, 2012
meeting

Chief Justice Barbara Madsen
Judge Michael Lambo

9:05 a.m.

Tab 1

. Resolution in Support of the

Guardian Accountability and
Senior Protection Act

Action: Motion to approve the BJA
resolution in support of the
Guardian Accountability and
Senior Protection Act

Ms. Mellani McAleenan

9:10 a.m.

Tab 2

. Resolution Urging Congress to
Respect the Separation of
Powers and Principles of
Federalism with Regard to
Enacting Legislation to Address
Child Custody

Action: Motion to approve the BJA
resolution urging Congress to
respect the separation of powers
and principles of federalism with
regard to enacting legislation to
address child custody

Ms. Mellani McAleenan

9:20 a.m.

Tab 3

. Filing Fee Work Group Charter
Action: Motion to approve the
Filing Fee Work Group charter

Ms. Mellani McAleenan

9:30 a.m.

Tab 4

. Appointment to the Civil Legal
Aid Oversight Committee
Action: Motion to appoint Judge
Michael Spearman to the Civil
Legal Aid Oversight Committee

Ms. Mellani McAleenan

9:40 a.m.

Tab 5
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Action ltems (continued)

8. Washington State Medal of Ms. Mellani McAleenan 9:45 a.m.
- Valor Nomination '
Action: Motion to approve the Tab 6
Washington State Medal of Valor
nomination
Reports and Information
9. 2012 Legislative Session Mr. Ramsey Radwan 9:55 a.m.
Budget Report
Tab 7
10. Therapeutic Courts Work Group | Ms. Mellani McAleenan 10:05 a.m.
Tab 8
11. OPD Update on Implementation | Ms. Joanne Moore 10:15 a.m.
of SSB 6493 ~ Indigent Defense
for RCW 71.09 Civil
Commitment
Break 10:25 a.m.
12. 2013-15 Budget Submissions Mr. Jeff Hall ‘ 10:45 a.m.
Mr. Ramsey Radwan
Tab 9
13. Other Business Chief Justice Barbara Madsen 11:45 a.m.
Judge Michael Lambo
Next meeting: May 18
Beginning at 9:00 a.m. at the
AOC SeaTac Office, SeaTac
14. Adjourn 12:00 p.m.

Persons with a disability, who require accommodation, should notify Beth Flynn at 360-357-
2121 or beth.flynn@courts.wa.gov to request or discuss accommodations. While notice five
days prior to the event is preferred, every effort will be made to provide accommodations, when
requested.
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Board for Judicial Administration (BJA)
Friday, March 16, 2012 (9:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m.)

wasHingTon | AOC SeaTac Office, 18000 International Blvd., Suite 1106, SeaTac

COURTS

MEETING MINUTES
Members Present: Guests Present:
Chief Justice Barbara Madsen, Co-Chair Mr. Jim Bamberger
Judge Chris Wickham, Member Chair Mr. M. Wayne Blair
Judge Marlin Appelwick Ms. Bonnie Bush (via phone)
Mr. Stephen Crossland Judge Harold Clarke
Judge Ronald Culpepper Justice Mary Fairhurst
Judge Deborah Fleck Ms. Barb Miner
Judge Janet Garrow Ms. Joanne Moore
Mr. Jeff Hall
Judge Laura Inveen : : AOC Staff Present:
Judge Jill Johanson Ms. Colleen Clark
Judge Michael Lambo Ms. Jennifer Creighton
Judge Jack Nevin Mr. Dirk Marler
Justice Susan Owens Ms. Mellani McAleenan

Judge Kevin Ringus
Judge Ann Schindler
Judge Scott Sparks
Judge Gregory Tripp

The meeting was called to order by Judge Wickham. Those present introduced themselves.
Mr. Marler introduced Ms. Jennifer Creighton as the new Court Services Manager; she will also
be the main staff support for the Trial Court Operations Funding Committee.

Judge Wickham recognized that today is Judge Schindler’s last BJA meeting and he thanked
her for her contributions to the BJA. Chief Justice Madsen echoed his thanks and added that
Judge Schindler is now chairing the Washington State Center for Court Research. Judge
Schindler said it has been a privilege serving on the BJA; she appreciates the support and
understanding the BJA has shown for Court of Appeals issues.

February 17, 2012 BJA Meeting Minutes

It was moved by Judge Garrow and seconded by Judge Tripp to approve the
February 17, 2012, BJA meeting minutes. The motion passed.

Therapeutic Courts

Judge Clarke indicated that behind Tab 2 is a resolution that was first presented to the BJA
about 18 months ago. After receiving comments over several BJA meetings, today he is
presenting the final draft for approval. He thanked Mr. Dick Carlson, Ms. McAleenan and the
others that offered comments.
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Judge Clarke continued that drug courts were started 22 years ago; we know they are effective
and other therapeutic courts are modeling themselves after them. All courts interact with their
local executive groups/commissioners and it will be helpful for them to have sources such as
this resolution to offer them; especially if they aren’t familiar with therapeutic courts.

Judge Clarke said that drug courts are singled out in the resolution because they are evidence
based practices, and are known to work. As an example, Veteran’s Courts are new and it will
take awhile to have information to show that they are successful.

Judge Garrow said there is a draft general rule being circulated regarding ex parte
communications in therapeutic courts; the DMCJA has commented that there doesn’t seem to
be a uniform definition of therapeutic courts (drug, mental health, DUI, Veteran’s). Will DV
courts be considered as a therapeutic court? She continued that consistent terminology will be
helpful in the future. There is no clear criteria/definition of what constitutes a therapeutic court.
By approving this resolution, is the BJA committing to creating a subcommittee(s) to accomplish
the listed items at the bottom of the resolution?

Judge Clarke responded that because these courts have changed so rapidly over the last 20
years, they will be defined by practice.

There has been a lot of discussion lately regarding specialty courts during this last legislative
session, particularly juvenile gang courts. Perhaps it is time for the judiciary to develop a
framework and put it in statute; to start having conversations with groups such as the
Association of Drug Court Professionals that Judge Clarke chairs.

Judge Culpepper asked about unified family courts. Judge Clarke responded that is a structural
court, where the therapeutic courts are court ordered treatment layered with the court being very
involved in the process.

Judge Clarke said he can’t speak for the BJA as to what they can or can’t support. His question
for the BJA is if the judicial branch should support these types of courts. And if so, does the
judicial branch broadly support the context of these courts?

Judge Appelwick moved that the resolution be adopted as currently written;
Judge Sparks seconded.

Judge Johanson moved to amend by substituting the word “support” for the word
“commit” in the line “BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board for Judicial
Administration commits to:”; Judge Culpepper seconded.

Further discussion followed.

Some prefer the word “therapeutic” instead of “problem-solving” courts.

Judge Appelwick said that these departments and protocols exist within courts. The BJA should

decide if the concepts should be supported; he believes the BJA should support them because
they follow a best practices model.
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Judge Wickham called for a vote on Judge Johanson’s amendment. The motion
passed.
The motion to adopt the resolution as amended passed.

Budget Process

Mr. Hall directed the committee to Tab 3; Page 18, which states:

Throughout the budget process, communications, discussions, and deliberations, shall
be informed by the commonly held values of comity and a united judiciary, speaking with
one voice.

These documents illustrate the vision of how budgeting communication will proceed; the
Supreme Court Budget Committee will be moving forward with this model and they hope that
the BJA will support it.

Chief Justice Madsen said this was discussed at en banc; everyone has read the proposal and
all affirmatively agreed to solicit input from the BJA. The Supreme Court welcomes
recommendations from the BJA regarding the AOC budget.

Ms. Moore said that this method helped communication and worked well during the legislative
session; conversations happened within hours of budgets being introduced.

Judge Fleck had a question about Exhibit 3. In the sentence: “Budget decisions packages must
be prioritized.” she suggested changing “must” to “should.” She requested that the minutes
reflect her concern about setting priorities that might not include something farther down the list.
She also wanted to clarify the preceding paragraph: “Any budget proposal impacting the AOC
budget shall be submitted to the AOC for consideration by the BJA in February or March of each
year.” If one of the associations presented something that affected AOC, will AOC association
staff have an opportunity to address it? The response was yes.

Judge Garrow commented that it states the “budget decision package must be prioritized,” is
there an opportunity to see what those priorities are? Just ranking as 1, 2, 3, 4, etc. could be
problematic.

Mr. Hall responded that any issues will move on to the Supreme Court Budget Committee
(SCBC). If there is an opportunity to only seek funds for one or two things, and are restrained
by a dollar amount, it would be helpful for the SCBC to know where the priorities are. It doesn't
mean a tactical decision couldn’t be made if needed.

Chief Justice Madsen said this is a very fluid process, in addition to being a narrowing process,
but it is not a static process. Brainstorming should continue throughout the winter and spring as
there is a better sense of the fiscal outlook.

Judge Fleck inquired if, for example, an association wanted to pursue jury pay compensation,
would the BJA proceed on its previous path or would it try to develop a decision package?
Chief Justice Madsen replied that the SCBC would consider AOC and BJA input, but at the end
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of the day there may not resources or the energy to develop a package. If the association had
its own resources to proceed, that would be fine.

For anything going forward to the legislature, does there have to be a decision package?

Mr. Hall responded that there are three ways to request funding. There is the initial budget
submission to the legislature, which needs to have a decision package; another approach is to
go directly to the legislature; and a last approach is via policy legislation which includes a fiscal
note. It is a good practice to have a decision package for any of these stages.

Judge Fleck moved to approve the budget process; Judge Garrow seconded. The
motion passed.

BJA Public Trust and Confidence Committee

Justice Fairhurst presented her annual report. The Public Trust and Confidence (PT&C)
Committee has completed several projects, each of which were chosen by their members.
They choose a project and establish a subcommittee to work on it. The first committee meeting
of 2012 will be later this month.

Completed projects include the following:

e Spanish Editions of the Superior, District and Municipal Court Self-Represented
Best Practices Handouts (2011)
The Spanish editions have been sent out to the courts, interpreters, facilitators, state and
local bar associations and posted on the courts’ website and the Northwest Justice
Project’s website.

o Survey on Use of Senior Volunteers in Courts (2011)
The subcommittee conducted a survey of court administrators and clerks to determine
how many courts were using seniors as volunteers. The survey showed that 30 percent
of surveyed courts use them in a variety of capacities. No concerns were expressed
about seniors replacing employees who had lost jobs. Next year the PT&C will develop
a publication about using seniors as a resource.

e Continued to Participate in the Legislative Scholars Program (2011)
The subcommittee supported a repetition of the 2010 BJA-approved project to add one
day to the existing Legislative Scholars Program hosted by the State Legislature. The
additional day provided information to teachers about how the judicial branch relates to
the legislative branch, including how the judicial branch interprets legislative intent, court
decisions on the State Constitution, and presentations on Washington courts and
jurisdiction.

¢ Handling Attacks on the Judiciary (2011)
The subcommittee investigated existing resources available to assist judicial officers
unfairly attacked in the media. They will continue working with law schools and the
WSBA.
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This subject covers individuals, decisions and the judicial branch. There is some
information in the Presiding Judges handbook about responding to unjust criticism and
some of the larger counties have staff to assist with media responses. The committee
welcomes suggestions that others can use.

e Updated Past PT&C Project: Frequently Asked Questions (2011)
The subcommittee examined and updated the frequently asked questions handout.

Justice Fairhurst continued that she is the state chair of iCivics, which was founded by Justice
Sandra Day O'Connor. This has expanded from just the judicial branch to all three branches of

government; and has also expanded from just middle schools to include grade schools and high
schools.

Ms. McAleenan will send iCivics information to the BJA members.

Leqislative Report

Ms. McAleenan provided a full legislative report behind Tab 5; she noted that this was compiled
before another budget was unveiled. She continued that most of the budgets appear to be good
to the judicial branch, although the Legislature has not yet passed a budget.

The Legislature has been in special session for a week and their leadership is meeting with the
Governor, who is threatening to veto bills until the budget is completed.

Following are some bills of interest and their status that the BJA had taken positions on during
the session.

e SHB 2196 — Uniform Collaborative Law Act (did not pass)

e SHB 2357 — Sales & Use Tax for Chemical Dependency, Mental Health Treatment,

Therapeutic Courts (delivered to the Governor)

HB 2535 —~ Juvenile Gang Court (delivered to the Governor)

SHB 2541 — Sealing Juvenile Records (delivered to the Governor)

HB 2542 — Juvenile Records Access (did not pass)

SHB 2668 — Bail Practices (did not pass)

SSB 6025 ~ District Judge Retirement Age (did not pass)

E2SSB 6284 — Civil Traffic Infractions (delivered to the Governor)

SB 6389 — Crime Victims’ Services (did not pass, but could be considered necessary to

implement the budget because funding was assumed in the original Senate budget draft)

o SB 6494 — Beccal/Truancy (delivered to the Governor, reduction is assumed in House
budget draft) ’

e SB 6511~ Court Procedures for Review of Petitions for Protection Orders (did not pass,
but a workgroup is being created with Judge Chris Wickham and Judge Steve Brown
participating)

e ESB 6608 — Judicial Stabilization Trust Account (JSTA) Surcharge (delivered to
Governor, funding is assumed in both current budget drafts)

e ©® © © e e e

Regarding bail practices, there is hope that over the summer some of these issues can be
worked out.
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The driving with license suspended 3" degree bill that Darby DuComb from the Seattle City
Attorney’s Office presented to BJA did pass. It was changed significantly from the original
version. The Department of Licensing will have to work with AOC regarding rulemaking to
define what a moving violation is for the purposes of this law.

The JSTA bill will add an additional $10 to all surcharges except for small claims. Both existing
budgets assume that revenue will be in place. The sunset date is still July 1, 2013.

Senator Hargrove has assembled a workgroup to address protection orders; Judge Wickham
- and Judge Brown will participate on it.

Study of Filing Fees

Ms. McAleenan provided a draft charter for a Filing Fee Workgroup behind Tab 6, along with a
COSCA policy paper that Mr. Hall recently co-authored.

During the legislative session, the BJA Legislative/Executive Committee talked about the
Judicial Stabilization Trust Account and the need to take a more comprehensive look at filing
fees in Washington. The Supreme Court is interested in what additional fees are assessed
locally. We need to keep current with inflation, the cost of living, and assorted indexes. Chief
Justice Madsen said that the WSBA is looking at what other states are doing (especially
Oregon).

Mr. Hall said that one recommendation of the Court Funding Task Force was to look at filing
fees on a regular basis. He said our current system needs to be more visible and clear as to
what fees are applied and where they can be found in statute. Traffic infractions can be hard to
unwind and are too complicated to address in this workgroup. This workgroup would establish
principles and develop guidelines, along with a screening process so in the future this Board will
be able to look at them to see if there should be changes.

Ms. McAleenan added that legislators are not frequently part of our workgroups or committees,
but some have shown an interest recently in this subject.

Discussion followed. Should plaintiff and defense bar members, along with another appellate
member be added? Do we want it to just be Washington members or should we also include
members from surrounding states? Mr. Hugh Spitzer is an expert in fees and taxes and might
be a good addition; also there should be more judges, maybe 26-28 members. It was
requested that OPD and OCLA be added to the proposed committee membership.

Chief Justice Madsen said she would like to see a leaner committee so the work can be done
more quickly.

Judge Tripp moved to approve the concept of this workgroup and to ask Ms.
McAleenan to return in April with charter specifics; Judge Culpepper seconded.

Judge Tripp then made a friendly amendment to allow solicitation of members by
Ms. McAleenan ahead of the next meeting; Judge Culpepper seconded. The
motion and the friendly amendment passed.
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COSCA Resolutions

Ms. McAleenan said that some of the resolutions behind Tab 7 are not new to this committee.
She spoke with Ms. Kay Farley (NCSC) and asked how we can support their efforts. Ms. Farley
offered some suggestions.

There is a new COSCA/CCJ resolution regarding court security. Ms. McAleenan took that one
and made it Washington specific. Judge Inveen also submitted a draft resolution regarding
court security. Under the current BJA process, resolutions are to be drafted and sent to the
Executive Committee for discussion, and readied for a vote at the following meeting. That
process was not followed for these drafts.

Mr. Bamberger said there are two COSCA resolutions he would especially like to see the BJA
support. One is the continued federal funding for the Legal Services Corporation and the other
is in support of the reauthorization of the Violence Against Women Act. He also hopes they will
communicate their support to the federal branch.

Judge Appelwick moved to suspend the resolution process and endorse and
support Resolution 1 (In Support of Continued Federal Funding for the Legal
Services Corporation) and Resolution 2 (In Support of Reauthorization of the
Violence Against Women Act); Judge Garrow seconded. The motion passed.

Chief Justice Madsen said she sees this as a directive to write to our representatives in
Congress and attach the resolutions.

Court Security

This subject is again at the forefront due to the recent Grays Harbor incident. Ms. McAleenan
drafted a document using the CCJ/COSCA resolution as a starting place. A colleague of Judge
Inveen’s also drafted one for the Board to look at. Judge Inveen also suggested that the Chief
Justice might do an OpEd letter regarding court security.

Discussion followed about the draft resolutions. Judge Garrow said there is a need to include
municipal courts too. General consensus was that a shorter resolution would be appropriate
and there is a need to encourage support of all courts at the federal level.

Chief Justice Madsen said she had her quarterly meeting with Governor Gregoire on Monday.
Part of their conversation revolved around the Grays Harbor security incident. She asked the
Governor to support S.2076: Local Courthouse Safety Act of 2012 by contacting our US
senators. This bill will allow the use of Homeland Security funds for courts.

Judge Sparks moved to adopt the short court security resolution presented by
Judge Inveen; Judge Ringus seconded. The motion passed.

Judge Tripp moved for a friendly amendment to include on Judge Inveen’s
resolution all branches of state and local government, including municipal courts
as suggested by Judge Garrow; Judge Fleck seconded. The motion passed.
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More discussion followed. The Inside Courts website indicates that the BJA courthouse security
committee has been suspended as a standing committee for three years due to budget
reductions and resource constraints. Should this committee be reinstated?

Mr. Hall said that if it is in reaction to recent events, then the answer is “no” because there are
still staffing issues. If BJA does decide to reinstate it, there needs to be a clear charge and set
of expected activities.

Chief Justice Madsen said that even though the committee is suspended, we should still provide
umbrella services to courts. We don’t have the staffing and expertise at AOC to actually go out
and advise courts of what to do and how to do it; but we do have the Courthouse Public Safety
Standards and that link should be re-sent to all courts.

Mr. Hall suggested endorsing the COSCA Resolution 5; and encouraging our US senators to
co-sponsor S.2076.

Judge Sparks moved that the BJA endorse COSCA Resolution 5 (In Support of the
Importance of Court Security); Judge Culpepper seconded. The motion passed.

It was discussed that it is important to always address this issue at conferences.

State judges will be advised that BJA has adopted/endorsed court security resolutions and
urged to contact their US senators regarding S.2076.

Other Business

Chief Justice Madsen said that Justice Owens is their representative to the Secretary of State’s
Medal of Valor Committee. The Medal of Valor is a heroic recognition and Chief Justice
Madsen is nominating Judge Edwards (Grays Harbor) for this honor, she hopes that the BJA will
endorse this nomination. Ms. McAleenan will draft a letter for the April meeting regarding this
nomination (closing date is August 12, 2012).

The next meeting will be April 20, 2012, beginning at 9:00 a.m. at the AOC SeaTac Office.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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Recap of Motions from March 16, 2012 meeting

Motion Summary

Status

February 17 BJA Meeting Minutes

Passed

Adopt the therapeutic courts resolution with the word
“support” substituted for the word “commit” in the line BE IT
FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board for Judicial
Administration commits to.;

Passed

Approve the budget process as submitted

Passed

Approve the concept of a workgroup to study filing fees with a
charter coming back for approval in April and the solicitation
of members prior to the April meeting.

Passed

Endorse and support Resolution 1 (In Support of Continued

Federal Funding for the Legal Services Corporation) and

Resolution 2 (In Support of Reauthorization of the Violence
| Against Women Act).

Passed

Adopt the short court security resolution presented by Judge
Inveen with the inclusion of the wording, “all branches of
state and local government, including municipal courts” as
suggested by Judge Garrow.

Passed

Action Items updated for March 16, 2012 meeting

Action Item

Status

February 17, 2012 Meeting Minutes

e Send the approved minutes to Camilla Faulk for the En
Banc binders

e Post the approved minutes online

Done

Done

Therapeutic Courts Resolution

e Revised the resolution to include the word change
suggested by Judge Johanson (the word “support” be
substituted for the word “commit” in the line, BE IT
FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board for Judicial
Administration commits to:”)

e Post on the BJA Web site

Done

Done

Budget Process
e The BJA approved the budget process. Final document
sent to Ramsey Radwan

Done

Public Trust and Confidence Committee
e Mellani will send iCivics information to the BJA
members

Done

Study of Filing Fees

e The BJA approved the concept of creating a committee
to study filing fees.

e Mellani given authority to solicit members for the
committee

e Mellani to bring charter specifics back during the April
meeting

In Progress

On April agenda
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Action ltem Status
CCJ/COSCA Resolutions
e BJA endorsed the CCJ/COSCA resolutions 1 (funding Done

for the Legal Services Corporation) and 2
(reauthorization of the Violence Against Woman Act).
Add endorsed by BJA and date and upload to BJA Web
site.

e Mellani will draft resolutions 3 & 4 “BJA style” and bring
back to April meeting

e Mellani will write letters to Congress regarding the
resolutions that were adopted

On April agenda

Done

Court Security

e The BJA approved Judge Inveen’s court security
resolution with the inclusion of all branches of state and
local government, including municipal courts as
suggested by Judge Garrow. Revised resolution and
posted online.

e The BJA endorsed CCJ/COSCA Resolution 5
(importance of court security). Revised resolution to
show BJA endorsement and date and posted online.

¢ Notify judges (via coauthored letter from
Wickham/Madsen) that the BJA has adopted/endorsed
court security resolutions and urge them to contact their
congressional senators to sponsor the bill.

e Mellani will draft letter regarding Judge Edwards’
nomination for the Medal of Valor and bring back to the
April meeting.

Done

Done

On April agenda

Race and Criminal Justice Recommendations

e Hold over to the April meeting

On hold for now
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CONFERENCE OF CHIEF JUSTICES
CONFERENCE OF STATE COURT ADMINISTRATORS

Summary of Resolutions Adopted at
CCJ Midyear Meeting on February 1, 2012
COSCA Board of Directors on February 10, 2012

Resolution 3 — In Support of the Guardian Accountability and Senior Protection Act

Summary: The number of elderly persons will increase over the next 20 years and this
demographic trend is likely to result in a substantial increase in court cases regarding the
protection of vulnerable elderly persons, including guardianship, conservatorship, and elder
abuse proceedings. There are currently no federal government grant programs to assist state
courts. The proposed Guardian Accountability and senior Protection Act would establish a
Guardianship Court Improvement Program and pilot programs to test effective methods for
conducting background checks n individuals before they are appointed as a guardian or
conservator and to promote the widespread adoption of information technology to better monitor,
report, and audit conservatorships of protected persons.

Resolved: Urge congress to enact the Guardian Accountability and Senior Protection Act and
appropriate sufficient funds to fully carry out the provisions of the Act.

Additional Information: The COSCA membership approved a similar resolution. The CCJ
Resolutions Committee edited the COSCA resolution. The changes that were made were in the
nature of language/grammar corrections, not substantive changes.

11
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Resolution 32012-X

In Support of
The Guardian Accountability and Senior Protection Act

WHEREAS, the number of elderly persons will increase over the next 20 years and this
demographic trend is likely to result in a substantial increase in court cases regarding
the protection of vulnerable elderly persons, including guardianship, conservatorship,
and elder abuse proceedings; and

WHEREAS, state court systems and individual courts have recognized the need to improve the
process for considering petitions for guardianship and/or conservatorship of adults and the
monitoring of guardianship and/or conservatorship orders; and

WHEREAS, research by the National Center for State Courts has identified problems and pointed
out promising practices regarding the monitoring of guardianship and conservatorship
cases; and

WHEREAS, the Report of the Conference of Chief Justices and Conference of State Court
Administrators Joint Task Force on Elders and the Courts recommended that each state
court system: (1) collect and report the number of guardianship and conservatorship cases
that are filed, pending, and concluded each year; (2) implement improved procedures for
monitoring the performance of guardians and conservators and the well-being of
incapacitated persons; and (3) explore ways in which technology can assist them in
documenting, tracking, and monitoring guardianships; and

WHEREAS, the 2010 Conference of State Court Administrators White Paper entitled—Fheentitled

The Demographic Imperative: Guardianships and Conservatorships called for the ( Formatted: Font: Italic

establishment of a Guardianship Court Improvement Program to assist courts throughout
the nation to improve consideration of petitions for guardianship and/or conservatorship of
adults and monitoring the performance of guardians and conservators and the well-being of
incapacitated and vulnerable persons; and

WHEREAS, the delegates from ten national organizations participating in the Third National
Guardianship Summit adopted a far-reaching set of recommended standards for
performance and decision-making for guardians and conservators, as well as additional
recommendations for action by courts, legislatures and other entities; and

Adopted by the Board for Judicial Administration on April 20, 2012

13
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WHEREAS, the Senate Special Committee on Aging has requested a series of reports from the
Government Accountability Office over the past seven years (GAO 04-655, GAO-06-1086T,
GAO-10-1046, and GAO 11-678) and held a series of hearings regarding problems in the
monitoring of guardianship and conservatorship orders, the lack of cooperation and
coordination by the Social Security Administration and Department of Veterans Affairs with
state courts regarding conservatorships, financial exploitation, and abuse and neglect of
seniors by their guardians and conservators; an

WHEREAS, these Government Accountability Office reports have recognized a substantial federal
interest in guardianship, conservatorship, and elder abuse issues and the need for federal
financial assistance to states to collect comparable data regarding guardianships and test
and evaluate innovative procedures and practices to prevent, detect, and address abuse
and exploitation; and

WHEREAS, some federal executive branch agencies have noted the need to address the
exploitation and abuse of elders more effectively; and

WHEREAS, there are currently no grant programs within the federal government to assist state
courts to meet the above referenced responsibilities or test innovative methods for
conducting background checks, and utilizing technology for simplifying reporting
procedures and facilitating the review of fiduciary performance; and

WHEREAS, the Court Improvement Program, established in 1993 for improving the consideration
and outcomes of child protection cases, has been effective in reducing judicial delay in .
those cases; enhancing the ability of judges and attorneys to handle the complexity of these
cases; and strengthening the review and monitoring of these cases, while respecting the
independence of the state judiciaries; and

WHEREAS, it is anticipated that similar results would accrue from a Guardianship Court
Improvement Program for guardianship and conservatorship cases; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Guardian Accountability and Senior Protection Act (S. 1744) would
establish a Guardianship Court Improvement Program and pilot programs to test effective
methods for conducting background checks on individuals before they are appointed as a
guardian or conservator and to promote the widespread adoption of information
technology to better monitor, report, and audit conservatorships of protected persons;

WHEREAS, this resolution was Aadopted by the Conference of Chief Justices as proposed by the e

CCJ/COSCA Elders and the Courts Committee at the 2012 Midyear Meeting on February 1,
2012 and by the Board of Directors of the Conference of State Court Administrators on February 10,

Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5",
Space After: 8 pt, Don't adjust space between
Latin and Asian text, Don't adjust space

| between Asian text and numbers

2012, urging the Congress to enact the Guardian Accountability and Senior Protection Act
and appropriate sufficient funds to fully carry out the provisions of that Act; -

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Conference-of Chieflustices-and-the-Conference-of
State-Court-Administrators-Board for Judicial Administration urges the Congress to enact

Adopted by the Board for Judicial Administration on April 20, 2012




the Guardian Accountability and Senior Protection Act and appropriate sufficient funds to
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Adopted by the Board for Judicial Administration on April 20, 2012
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BOARD FOR JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION

Resolution 2012-X

In Support of
The Guardian Accountability and Senior Protection Act

WHEREAS, the number of elderly persons will increase over the next 20 years and this
demographic trend is likely to result in a substantial increase in court cases regarding
the protection of vulnerable elderly persons, including guardianship, conservatorship,
and elder abuse proceedings; and

WHEREAS, state court systems and individual courts have recognized the need to improve the
process for considering petitions for guardianship and/or conservatorship of adults and the
monitoring of guardianship and/or conservatorship orders; and

WHEREAS, research by the National Center for State Courts has identified problems and pointed
out promising practices regarding the monitoring of guardianship and conservatorship
cases; and

WHEREAS, the Report of the Conference of Chief Justices and Conference of State Court
Administrators Joint Task Force on Elders and the Courts recommended that each state
court system: (1) collect and report the number of guardianship and conservatorship cases
that are filed, pending, and concluded each year; (2) implement improved procedures for
monitoring the performance of guardians and conservators and the well-being of
incapacitated persons; and (3) explore ways in which technology can assist them in
documenting, tracking, and monitoring guardianships; and

WHEREAS, the 2010 Conference of State Court Administrators White Paper entitled The
Demographic Imperative: Guardianships and Conservatorships called for the establishment
of a Guardianship Court Improvement Program to assist courts throughout the nation to
improve consideration of petitions for guardianship and/or conservatorship of adults and
monitoring the performance of guardians and conservators and the well-being of
incapacitated and vulnerable persons; and

WHEREAS, the delegates from ten national organizations participating in the Third National
Guardianship Summit adopted a far-reaching set of recommended standards for
performance and decision-making for guardians and conservators, as well as additional
recommendations for action by courts, legislatures and other entities; and

Adopted by the Board for Judicial Administration on April 20, 2012
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WHEREAS, the Senate Special Committee on Aging has requested a series of reports from the
Government Accountability Office over the past seven years (GAO 04-655, GAO-06-1086T,
GAO-10-1046, and GAO 11-678) and held a series of hearings regarding problems in the
monitoring of guardianship and conservatorship orders, the lack of cooperation and
coordination by the Social Security Administration and Department of Veterans Affairs with
state courts regarding conservatorships, financial exploitation, and abuse and neglect of
seniors by their guardians and conservators; an

WHEREAS, these Government Accountability Office reports have recognized a substantial federal
interest in guardianship, conservatorship, and elder abuse issues and the need for federal
financial assistance to states to collect comparable data regarding guardianships and test
and evaluate innovative procedures and practices to prevent, detect, and address abuse
and exploitation; and

WHEREAS, some federal executive branch agencies have noted the need to address the
exploitation and abuse of elders more effectively; and

WHEREAS, there are currently no grant programs within the federal government to assist state
courts to meet the above referenced responsibilities or test innovative methods for
conducting background checks, and utilizing technology for simplifying reporting
procedures and facilitating the review of fiduciary performance; and

WHEREAS, the Court Improvement Program, established in 1993 for improving the consideration
and outcomes of child protection cases, has been effective in reducing judicial delay in
those cases; enhancing the ability of judges and attorneys to handle the complexity of these
cases; and strengthening the review and monitoring of these cases, while respecting the
independence of the state judiciaries; and

WHEREAS, it is anticipated that similar results would accrue from a Guardianship Court
Improvement Program for guardianship and conservatorship cases; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Guardian Accountability and Senior Protection Act (S. 1744) would
establish a Guardianship Court Improvement Program and pilot programs to test effective
methods for conducting background checks on individuals before they are appointed as a
guardian or conservator and to promote the widespread adoption of information
technology to better monitor, report, and audit conservatorships of protected persons;

WHEREAS, this resolution was adopted by the Conference of Chief Justices as proposed by the
CCJ/COSCA Elders and the Courts Committee at the 2012 Midyear Meeting on February 1,
2012 and by the Board of Directors of the Conference of State Court Administrators on February 10,
2012, urging the Congress to enact the Guardian Accountability and Senior Protection Act
and appropriate sufficient funds to fully carry out the provisions of that Act;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board for Judicial Administration urges the Congress to.
enact the Guardian Accountability and Senior Protection Act and appropriate sufficient
funds to fully carry out the provisions of that Act.

Adopted by the Board for Judicial Administration on April 20, 2012
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CONFERENCE OF CHIEF JUSTICES
CONFERENCE OF STATE COURT ADMINISTRATORS

Summary of Resolutions Adopted at
CCJ Midyear Meeting on February 1, 2012
COSCA Board of Directors on February 10, 2012

Resolution 4 - Urging Congress to Respect Separation of Powers and Principles of
Federalism with Regard to Enacting Legislation to Address Child Custody

Summary: Historically, the federal government has deferred to state law in matters involving
domestic relations, but in recent years, legislation has been introduced at the federal level to
address child custody arrangements for parents in the armed forces. Federal efforts to legislate
matters of child custody would preempt state family law and potentially discourage state efforts
to enact broader and more helpful state laws. States are in the best position to balance the
interests of deployed service members and their families. At least 30 states have already enacted
state law that addresses military families.

Resolved: Urge congress to take all available and reasonable steps to obtain meaningful and
timely input from appropriate state government branches and agencies with respect to the
principles of federalism and separation of powers. Urge congress to include a federalism
assessment of the proposed legislation in every pertinent committee and conference report. Urge
congress to continue to reject legislative proposals to preempt state family law.

Additional Information: The resolution updates a resolution that CCJ/COSCA jointly approved
on 2010. Legislation has been introduced in the House for several years that would preempt
state law related to issuing temporary and permanent custody orders involving deployed parents
and parents anticipated to be deployed. The House included the provision in the National
Defense Authorization bill. The proposed provision was kept out of the final and approved
version of the legislation, but it is anticipated that the proposal will be reintroduced in the House.
Staff to the Senate Armed Services Committee requested an updated resolution.
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SBOARD FOR JUDICIAL

ATRAIR DAY

ADMINISTRATION

Resolution 42012-X

Urging Congress to Respect Separation of Powers and Principles of
Federalism with Regard to Enacting Legislation to Address Child Custody

WHEREAS, the CenferenceofChieflusticesand-the Conference-of-StateCourt
AdministratorsBoard for Judicial Administration, in fulfilling theiits leadership role for
the Washington Sstate judicial-systemsjudiciary, have-has traditionally taken positions to
defend against proposed policies that threaten principles of federalism or that seek to
preempt proper state court authority; and

WHEREAS, historically, the federal government has deferred to state law in matters involving
domestic relations; and

WHEREAS, in recent years, federal legislation has been introduced that would amend the
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act (Public Law 108-189) to address child custody
arrangements for parents in the Armed Forces who are deployed or anticipated to be
deployed in support of a contingency operation; and

WHEREAS, in the 112" Congress, H.R. 1540 would have: (1) restricted temporary custody
orders based solely on deployment or anticipated deployment; (2) excluded parental
absence based on deployment or possible deployment in determining the best interests
of the child in permanent orders to modify custody; (3) made clear that a federal right of
action is not created; and (4) not preempted state law if the applicable state law
involving a temporary order provides a higher standard of protection for the
servicemember; and

WHEREAS, féderal efforts to legislate matters of child custody would preempt state family law
and potentially discourage state efforts to enact broader and more helpful state laws;
and

WHEREAS, family law cases are complex and states are in the best position to balance the

interests of deployed servicemembers and their family members within the context of
their own domestic relations laws; and

| Adopted by the Board for Judicial Administration on April 20, 2012
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WHEREAS, at least 30 states, including Washington, have already enacted state law that
addresses the special circumstances of parents who are serving in the military; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Defense continues to work with the other states, through its
State Liaison program, to enact specific child custody legislation and to redraft its Family
Case Plan Instruction to emphasize the importance of child custody planning before
deployment;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Cenference-of-Chiefdustices-and-Conference-of
State-Court-AdministratersBoard for Judicial Administration urges the Congress to
ensure that: (1) during its consideration of such legislation, the Congress take all
available and reasonable steps to obtain meaningful and timely input from appropriate
state government branches and agencies with respect to principles of federalism and
separation-of-powers; and (2) a federalism assessment of the proposed legislation be
included in every pertinent committee and conference report; and

. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Gonferences-Board for Judicial Administration urges the
Congress to continue to reject legislative proposals to preempt state family law.

Adopted by the Board for Judicial Administration on April 20, 2012




| Adopted by the Board for Judicial Administration on April 20, 2012
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BOARD FOR JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION
Resolution 2012-X

Urging Congress to Respect Separation of Powers and Principles of
Federalism with Regard to Enacting Legislation to Address Child Custody

WHEREAS, the Board for Judicial Administration, in fulfilling its leadership role for the
Washington State judiciary, has traditionally taken positions to defend against proposed
policies that threaten principles of federalism or that seek to preempt proper state
court authority; and

WHEREAS, historically, the federal government has deferred to state law in matters involving
domestic relations; and

WHEREAS, in recent years, federal legislation has been introduced that would amend the
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act (Public Law 108-189) to address child custody
arrangements for parents in the Armed Forces who are deployed or anticipated to be
deployed in support of a contingency operation; and

WHEREAS, in the 112" Congress, H.R. 1540 would have: (1) restricted temporary custody
orders based solely on deployment or anticipated deployment; (2) excluded parental
absence based on deployment or possible deployment in determining the best interests
of the child in permanent orders to modify custody; (3) made clear that a federal right of
action is not created; and (4) not preempted state law if the applicable state law
involving a temporary order provides a higher standard of protection for the
servicemember; and

WHEREAS, federal efforts to legislate matters of child custody would preempt state family law
and potentially discourage state efforts to enact broader and more helpful state laws;
and

WHEREAS, family law cases are complex and states are in the best position to balance the
interests of deployed servicemembers and their family members within the context of
their own domestic relations laws; and

WHEREAS, at least 30 states, including Washington, have already enacted state law that
addresses the special circumstances of parents who are serving in the military; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Defense continues to work with the other states, through its
State Liaison program, to enact specific child custody legislation and to redraft its Family

Adopted by the Board for Judicial Administration on April 20, 2012
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Case Plan Instruction to emphasize the importance of child custody planning before
deployment;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board for Judicial Administration urges the
Congress to ensure that: (1) during its consideration of such legislation, the Congress
take all available and reasonable steps to obtain meaningful and timely input from
appropriate state government branches and agencies with respect to principles of
federalism and separation-of-powers; and (2) a federalism assessment of the proposed
legislation be included in every pertinent committee and conference report; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board for Judicial Administration urges the Congress to
continue to reject legislative proposals to preempt state family law.

Adopted by the Board for Judicial Administration on April 20, 2012
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WASHINGTON

COURTS

Board for Judicial Administration
Filing Fee Workgroup Charter

Charge:

roup of the Board for Judicial
ucture for civil cases in Washington
' recommenda ons to the BJA regarding

The Filing Fee Workgroup is created as an ad hot
Administration (BJA) to review the existing fee ¢
State courts and other jurisdictions and to n
whether changes should be made to the

Meeting Date

Mid-May 2012 n of materials
Discussion of goals and objectives
- Development of meeting schedule

nitial drafting of principles

Finalization of principles
Comparisons of other states

Initial development of
recommendations to BJA

Finalization of recommendations to
BJA

Early October, if ne e Additional meeting as needed

Membership:
Membership will consist of the following:

e One member nominated by the Superior Court Judges’ Association
o Judge Deb Fleck, King County Superior Court

e One member nominated by the District & Municipal Court Judges’ Association
o TBA

Draft 2
April 9, 2012




e One member nominated by the Supreme Court
o Justice Debra Stephens
¢ One member nominated by the Court of Appeals
o TBA
e The State Court Administrator
o Jeff Hall
¢ Director of the Office of Civil Legal Aid
o Jim Bamberger
o Director of the Office of Public Defense or designee
o Sophia Byrd McSherry
e One member nominated by the Washington Stz
o TBA ”
e Three members nominated by the Wa
o Peter Ehrlichman
o Pete Karademos
o Joanna Plitcha Boisen
e One member nominated by the Was
o TBA
One member nominated

ton State House of Representatives
e democratic caucus

Draft 2
April 9, 2012
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Washington State Civil Legal Aid Oversight Committee

Thomas A. Brown, Chair (Aberdeen)

Hon. Erik Rohrer , Vice-Chair (Clallam County)

Hon. Lesley Allan (Chelan County)

Rep. Terry Nealey (R-Dayton)

Rep. Jamie Pedersen (D-Seattle)

Sen. Cheryl Pflug (R-Maple Valley)

Sen. Adam Kline (D-Seattle)

Hon. Ellen Clark (Spokane County)

January 17,2012 Martin Bohl (Spokane County)
Jesse Magaiia (Vancouver)

Chief Justice Barbara Madsen, Co-Chair Hon. Paul A. Bastine (Ret.)(Spokane County)
Judge Christopher Wickham, Co-Chair

Board for Judicial Administration

415 12" Ave., SW

Olympia, WA 98504-0929

1206 Quince St. SE
Olympia, WA 98504
MS 41183
360-704-4135

Re:  Appointment to Civil Legal Aid Oversight Committee
Dear Chief Justice Madsen and Judge Wickham:

Pursuant to RCW 2.53.010(1)(e), the Board for Judicial Administration appoints two
members of the eleven-member bipartisan Civil Legal Aid Oversight Committee. The Oversight
Committee is a judicial branch entity that oversees the activities of the Office of Civil Legal Aid,
reviews the performance of the Director of the Office of Civil Legal Aid and makes
recommendations on matters relating to state civil legal aid services and funding. Historically,
BJA appointments have been made on behalf of the trial court associations.

Since 2005, Chelan County Superior Court Judge Lesley Allan has served as one of the
BJA’s appointees to the Oversight Committee. Judge Allan’s term expires on June 30, 2012 and
she is not eligible for reappointment.

By this letter I request that you identify another individual for appointment to the Civil
Legal Aid Oversight Committee to serve for a three-year term commencing July 1, 2012 and
ending June 30, 2015. I am enclosing a current roster of Oversight Committee members and a
position description.

Please feel free to contact me or Jim Bamberger, Director of the Office of Civil Legal
Aid, with any questions about this matter. Mr. Bamberger can be reached at 360-704-4135 or
jim.bamberger@ocla.wa.gov.

Sincerely,

CIVIL LEGAL AID OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE

Thomas A. Brown, Chair

C: Mellani McAleenan, Associate Director BJA
COPY

Jim Bamberger, Director Office of Civil Legal Aid
FOR YOUR INFORMATION
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@The @nuﬂf of Appeals
MICHAEL S. SPEARMAN, JUDGE - ﬂTB .
ONE UNION SQUARE 51312 of mazhmgtnn

600 UNIVERSITY STREET
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101-4170
(206) 464-6047
MICHAEL.SPEARMAN@COURTS . WA.GOV

March 29, 2012

Ms. Mellani McAleenan
Associate Director BJA
PO Box 41174

Olympia, WA 98504-1174

Re: Civil Legal Aid Oversight Committee
Dear Ms. McAleenan

 Please accept this letter of application for the open position on the Civil Legal Aid
Oversight Committee. | have attached my resume, which reflects my longstanding
interest in ensuring that low income people have access to the courts and to competent,
effective counsel.

Prior to my appointment to the bench, | was a public defender in the state and
federal courts. Before and after becoming a judge, | served as a member of the
Interpreter Certification Commission. The commission was responsible for ensuring the
availability and use of qualified court interpreters for all litigants who were not proficient
in English. In addition, during fourteen years as a superior court judge, | had extensive
experience with pro se litigants, particularly while serving in Unified Family Court.

| am very interested in participating in the work of the Civil Legal Aid Oversight
Committee. | look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Michael S!
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MICHAEL S. SPEARMAN
Washington State Court of Appeals
One Union Square
600 University Street
Seattle, Washington 98101

Bar Admissions
United States Court of Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit
United States District Court, District of Columbia Circuit
United States District Court for the Western District of Washington
District of Columbia Court of Appeals
Washington State Supreme Court

Educational Background
Georgetown University Law Center
E. Barrett Prettyman Fellow - Criminal Trial Practice — 1981-1983

New York University School of Law
J.D. - May 1981
Arthur T. Vanderbilt Medal

Machinist — Cameron Iron Works, Houston, Texas — 1974 - 1978
International Ass’n of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, Member and Union Steward

Brown University - B.A. Political Science - June 1974
Experience

Washington State Court of Appeals; April 2010 — present

Judicial Dispute Resolution, LLC; September 2007 — April 2010
Private mediation and arbitration service

King County Superior Court Judge; July 1993 — September 2007
Assistant Presiding Judge, 2005-2007
Executive Committee, 1999-2007
Unified Family Court, April 2004 — November 2005
Chief Judge of the Criminal Department, March 1999 — December 2001

The Federal Defenders Office for the Western District of Washington; February
1993 - June 1993

Staff Attorney

33



The Defender Association; October 1989 - January 1993;

Felony Division Supervisor, October 1990 — January 1993
Assistant Supervisor Misdemeanor Division, October 1989 — October 1990

Society of Counsel; May 1988 - September 1989
Staff Attorney
Adler, Giersch and Read; November 1986 - April 1988
Associate Attorney
The Defender Association; August 1983 - October 1986
Staff Attorney
Activities

Chair, Diversity Committee, King County Bar Association, 201 1-present

Board of Trustees, King County Bar Association, 2007-2010

Board of Directors, Family Law Court Appointed Special Advocates, 2008-2010
Member, King County Superior Court Executive Committee, 1999-2007

Chair, Ad hoc Committee on Court Performance Measures, 2006-07
Commissioner, Commission on Interpreter Certification, 1999-2006

Board of Directors, National Center for State Courts, 2000 — 05

Commissioner, Sentencing Guidelines Commission, 1995 — 2004

Board of Directors, Seadrunar Substance Abuse Treatment Program, 2003-present
Member, Time for Trial Task Force, 2001-02

Member, Adult Justice Operational Master Plan, (chair, Felony Subcommittee) 2000-02
Treasurer, Superior Court Judges Association, 1995-1997

Chair, King County Superior Court Interpreter Committee, 1997-1998

Chair, Committee to Establish Individual Calendaring for Drug Cases, 1999
Co-chair, Committee to Review and Establish Procedures for Managing Domestic
Violence Cases, 1999-2002

Chair, Public Defender Oversight Committee, 1999-2001

Chair, Committee to Review and Establish Procedures for In-Custody Pro Se Litigants to
Access the Court, 1999

Chair, King County Superior Court Annual Tribute to Justice Thurgood Marshall
Planning, Committee, 1999-2000, member, 1993-2007
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Washington State
Medal of Valor

NOMINEE APPLICATION

The Washington State Medal of Valor is bestowed by the Governor “to any person who has saved, or
attempted to save, the life of another at the risk of serious injury or death to himself or herself’ (RCW
1.60.010). This medal cannot be awarded to any individual who is acting as a result of service including
“law enforcement, fire fighting, rescue or other hazardous profession where the individual is employed by
a government entity within the state of Washington” (RCW 1.60.050).

Recipients of the Medal of Valor are selected by the State Medal of Valor Committee. The Committee
consists of the Governor, the Lieutenant Governor (as President of the Senate), Speaker of the House of
Representatives and the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court. The Secretary of State serves as a non-
voting ex-officio member and secretary of the committee. Further information concerning the Medal of
Valor can be found at: http://www.sos.wa.gov/medals/

To be considered for nomination, a person’s name and qualifications must be placed before the
Committee. If you wish to submit a proposed nomination, please fill out this form with additional
documentation listed below by August 12, 2012 to:

Medal of Valor Committee
clo Office of the Secretary of State
PO Box 40220
Olympia WA 98504-0220

One typewritten page describing the actions which distinguish the nominee as deserving of this award
Two letters of support of the nomination, each no more than one page in length

Two additional pages of supporting documentation such as media or police reports

The Committee may request additional information

NOMINEE INFORMATION

Name:

Address: Contact Phone:

City: Zip: E-Mail:

Current Occupation/Position:

PETITIONER INFORMATION

Nominated By: Date of Nomination:
Address: ~ Contact Phone:
City: Zip:__ E-Mail:
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Laws Regarding the Medal of Valor Page 1of2

Contact Us | Connect:

Medals of Merit & Valor

. Home  Medal of Merit - Medal of Valor

Laws Regarding the Medal of Valor

Under Washington State law the Medal of Valor is described as follows:

RCW 1.60.010
Medal of valor.

There is established a decoration of the state medal of valor with accompanying certificate, ribbons, and
the name of the state, to any person who has saved, or attempted to save, the life of another at the risk of
upon the selection of the governor's state medal of valor committee.

[2000 ¢ 224 §1.]

RCW 1.60.020
Medal of valor committee.

There is created the state medal of valor committee for selecting honorees for the award of the state med
consists of the governor, president of the senate, speaker of the house of representatives, and the chief ju
The secretary of state shall serve as a nonvoting ex officio member, and shall serve as secretary to the cos
consider candidates for this award. Any individual may nominate any resident of this state for any act of
shall adopt rules establishing the qualifications for the state medal of valor, the protocol governing the d
necessary to the implementation of this chapter.

[2000 ¢ 224 § 2.]

RCW 1.60.030
Award presentation.

(1) The award will be presented by the governor of the state of Washington to the recipient only during a

(2) If the governor is unable to present the award due to the disability or illness of the governor, the gove
to the president of the senate, the speaker of the house of representatives, or the chief justice of the supr

[2000 ¢ 224 § 3.]

http://www.sos.wa.gov/medals/valor_laws.aspx 4/10/2012
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Laws Regarding the Medal of Valor Page 2 of 2

RCW 1.60.040
Posthumous award.

The state medal of valor may be awarded posthumously to be presented to such representative of the dec
committee.

[2000 ¢ 224 § 4.]

RCW 1.60.050
Hazardous professions excluded.

The state medal of valor will not be awarded to any individual who is acting as a result of service given b
rescue, or other hazardous profession where the individual is employed by a government entity within tt

[2000 ¢ 224 § 5.]

RCW 1.60.060
Appearance of medal and certificate.

(1) The decoration of the state medal of valor shall be of .999 pure silver and shall consist of the seal of tl
laurel wreath and suspended from a silver bar device inscribed "For Valor" which is suspended from a ri
by silver. The reverse of the decoration within the raised laurel wreath shall be inscribed with the recipie
valorous service, given in the act of saving the life of another."

(2) The certificate accompanying the medal will prominently display: (a) The title, "Washington State M
the phrase, "For exceptionally valorous service, given in the act of saving the life of another." A seven-lin
certificate. '

[2000 c 224 § 6.]

Phone Numbers | Privacy Policy | Accessibility | Mobile
Washington Secretary of State - Legislative Building
PO Box 40220, Olympia WA 98504-0220

(360) 902-4151

“http://www.sos.wa.gov/medals/valor_laws.aspx 4/10/2012 39
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Law Library
Poli Funding Reduction *$50,000 JIS for LL $0 $-1,000,000 SGF -$1,450,000 SGF -$1,450,000 SGF -$1,450,000 SGF
olicy Stud $1,000,000 JiS $1,500,000 JIS $1,500,000 JiS $1,500,000 JIS
Level Y ‘ R ) ,
Various Central Service Agency Reductions $-9,000 $0 $.15,000 $-15,000 $-7.000
Other Supplemental items (total) $36,000 $36,000 $36,000 $36,000 $36.000
Office of Public Defense _ ; -
N . . 50 "$0| $-1,878,000 SGF | $-1,878,000 SGF $-1,878,000 SGF
_WM_M\ Funding Reduction - $1,878,000 JSTA | $1,878,000 JSTA |  $1,878,000 JSTA
Trial Level Indigent Defense $-10,796,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
$2,468,000 JSTA
$8,328,000 JIS
Various Central Service Agency Reductions $-8,000 $0 $-17,000 $-17,000 $-17,000 ‘
Civil Commitment Costs $6,065,000 $6,065,000 $6,065,000 $6,065,000 $6,065,000
Q:Q Supplemental ltems (total) $0 N/A N/A NIA NIA
Office of Civil Legal Aid
. . $-690,000 SGF $0 $-490,000 SGF $-490,000 SGF $-490,000 SGF
Policy | Funding Reduction . $690,000 JSTA $980,000 JSTA |  $980,000 JSTA $980,000 JSTA
Level Various Central Service Agency Reductions $-4,000 $0 $-4,000 $-4,000 $-4,000
Other Supplemental ltems (fotal)
$0 N/A N/A N/A N/A
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WASHINGTON

COURTS

Board for Judicial Administration
Problem-Solving Courts Authorizing Legislation Workgroup Charter

Charge:

The Problem-Solving Courts Authorizing Leglslat on Wor »group is created as an ad hoc
workgroup of the Board for Judicial Adminis de
over-arching statutory framework authoriz

Meeting Date

June 2012 n of materials
Discussion of goals and objectives

Development of meeting schedule

rafting of proposed legislation and
ecommendations to BJA

Octobe ‘ Finalization of proposed legislation and
recommendations to BJA

November; . Additional meeting, as needed
Membership:

Membership will consist of the following:

Three judicial officers with experience in problem-solving courts

One court administrator with experience in problem-solving courts

The State Court Administrator or designee

Chair of the Washington Association of Drug Court Professionals or designee
One member nominated by the Washington Association of Prosecuting Attorneys
One member nominated by the Washington Defender Association

One member representing treatment providers

Draft 1
April 16, 2012




o Up to four members of the Legislature, representing each of the largest caucuses
e One member representing the Washington State Center for Court Research
Advisory Board

AOC staff:

Mellani McAleenan

Draft 1
April 16, 2012
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2013-2015 Preliminary Budget Request Summary
Administrative Office of the Courts

Internally Generated Preliminary Budget Requests

Géneral
Fund

Funding is requested for an additional staff position that will ensure risk assessment and other data is
properly reflected in local and statewide law tables.

Risk Assessment and Law Table Support

IFTE1.0 ~ $169,000

| General
Fund
Funding is requested for an additional staff position that will support existing adult and juvenile

assessments, maintain legislatively mandated evaluation and reporting requirements and work with the
court community to develop new or alter existing funding and alternative disposition programs.

$196,000

| Gencral
. . . |vpd o
Funding is requested for additional staff and resources that will allow the AOC to develop, assemble and
translate documents containing information that is critical for obtaining court services including program

information and outreach materials used to notify LEP communities of the existence of services allowing
individual or family meaningful court access. '

| $1,046,000

| Gener: - $143,000
, | Fund ,
Funding is requested for an additional staff position that will work with existing therapeutic courts,
committees and associations to develop and strengthen evaluation and reporting standards and policies.

Funding is requested for an additional staff position and resources to expand services in three to five
additional counties and to begin development of a statewide funding and implementation strategy.

T P S | S T

Funding is requested to restore program reductions implemented during the last two biennia.

CASARestoraion ~  |FTE00 | General Fund |

Funding is requested to restore program reductions implemented during the last two biennia.

FJCIPRestoraion ~ |FTE00 |GeneralFund |  $234,000

Funding is requested to restore program reductions implemented during the last two biennia.
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 CLJ Judges’ Salaries

2013-2015 Preliminary Budget Request Summary
Administrative Office of the Courts

Externally Generated Preliminary Budget Requests, continued

|FTE0.0 ~ $6,269,000

Funding is requested to increase the state contribution to district court and qualifying municipal court
judges’ salaries to 50% over a three year period.

i

I FTEO0D $1,231,000

Funding is requested to provide 50% reimbursement to courts for interpreter services occurring prior and
subsequent to in-court visits. Reimbursement would be made for interpreter services performed at
information counters, cashiers, file room, etc. .

| Eﬁtérpreier, Sgrﬁtice’s - : General Fund |

Expané ‘_lnterprefér Pérdgram k FTE 0.5 Gené:fgi Fund $3,~82‘9,0&0

Funding is requested to provide 50% reimbursement to courts for ihterpreter services occurring prior and
subsequent to in-court visits. Reimbursement would be made for interpreter services performed at
information counters, cashier counters and for other pre and post court interactions.

Quality Assurance Transfer  |FTE5.0 | General Fund |  $1,337,000
This request would transfer existing quality assurance funding and staff from the Dept. of Social and Health
Services to AOC. The existing program would be redefined by implementing consistent standards and
practices used to evaluate assessment delivery and evidence based programs.

T
%%%ﬁ/%%’%%

Information Technology

Information Technology Requests $14,510,000
Funding is requested for additional staff and resources that will allow AOC to continue the SC-CMS project;
continue with the development and implementation of the information networking hub (INH); continue
funding small/medium information technology projects; provide equipment replacement to the appellate,
trial and limited jurisdiction courts; provide ongoing support to the appellate electronic document
management system and; begin a feasibility analysis for a limited jurisdiction court case management
system. The FTE and dollar amount are high level estimates at this time.

Performance Level
General Fund State FTE 14.5 $17,083,000
Judicial Information System Account (JIS) FTE 20.5 $14,510,000
Total Preliminary Budget Request FTE 35.0 $31,593,000
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