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A. ISSUES PRESENTED 

1. Does a member of the public have a right under OR 31 and 

at common law (to the extent different from OR 31) to access information 

that individuals receiving a jury summons self-report to the Superior Court 

about their qualifications to serve as jurors when dissemination of that 

information is prohibited by OR 18(d) and RCW 2.36.072(4)? 

2. Do OR 18 and RCW 2.36.072 deny state and federal 

constitutional public trial and access to justice rights when the information 

requested is unrelated to a judicial proceeding? 

B. FACTS AND LEGAL BACKGROUND 

1. Nature ofthe Case 

This case involves an action brought by Martin Ringhofer 

(petitioner) for an order directing the King County Superior Court, 

through Linda Ridge, its deputy chief administrative officer (Respondent), 

to provide him with written information that individuals receiving ajury 

summons self-report to the court about their qualifications to serve as 

jurors. Petitioner wants to compare this information against the 

qualification information in voter registration records -- the qualifications 

for jury service overlap to a degree with the qualifications to vote -- to 

determine whether individuals who are not qualified to serve as jurors are 

also improperly registered to vote. 
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RCW 2.36.072 and General Rule (GR) 18 instruct the Superior 

Court to obtain qualification information from individuals, signed under 

penalty of perjury, and use it to "preliminarily determine" whether they are 

qualified for jury duty pri()r to their appearance at the court identified in 

the summons. The statute and court rule specifically restrict further 

dissemination of these responses except to notify the county auditor of a 

change of address for non-delivery of a summons. Presumably, the 

restriction is intended to encourage people to be honest in their 

disclosures. To date, the Legislature and the Supreme Court (in its 

rulemaking capacity) have chosen not to make this qualification 

information more broadly available. 

Accordingly, Petitioner is not entitled to receive it notwithstanding 

the election-related policy objectives he wishes to promote. 

2. Framework for Jury Source List and Master Jury List 
Creation 

Annually, as authorized by chapter 2.36 RCW and OR 18, the 

Washington State Department of Information Services provides the King 

County Superior Court with a jury source list. The Department of 

Information Services creates the list by merging the list of King County 

registered voters and the list of licensed drivers and identicard holders 

who reside in the County. OR 18(b) (defining jury source list as the 
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product of merging these lists); RCW 2.36.010(8) (same). The 

methodology for merging the lists is set forth in an appendix to a Supreme 

Court Order that is published at the end of OR 18, and includes criteria for 

addressing known or suspected duplicated names. See OR 18 (appendix to 

Supreme Court Order). 

From the jury source list, the Superior Court may create a smaller, 

master jury list, from which prospective jurors may be summoned. RCW 

2.36.055; OR 18 (appendix to Supreme Court Order). The statute also 

permits courts to forego creating a separate master jury list, and to simply 

summon jurors off the larger jury source list. See RCW2.36.01O(9) 

(master jury list may be an exact duplicate of the jury source list). In 

either case, the designation of jurors summoned for jury duty must be . 

random. OR 18 (appendix to Supreme Court Order) (designation of 

. persons on master jury list to be summoned "shall be random"); RCW 

2.36.065 (selection of master jury list and jury panels shall be "fair and 

random"). 

3. Process for Preliminarily Determining Juror 
Qualifications 

In Washington state, a person is deemed competent to serve as a 

juror, unless that person: 

(1) Is less than eighteen years of age; 
(2) Is not a citizen of the United States; 
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(3) Is not a resident of the county in which he or she has been 
summoned to serve; . 
(4) Is not able to communicate in the English language; or 
(5) Has been convicted of a felony and has not had his or her civil 
rights restored. 

RCW 2.36.070. 

Pursuant to GR 18( d) each superior col.!rt is required "to establish a 

means to preliminarily determine by written declaration signed under 

penalty of perjury by each person summoned, the qualifications set forth 

in RCW 2.36.070 of each person summoned for jury duty prior to the 

person's appearance at the court to which the person is summoned to 

appear." See also RCW 2.36.072(1) (same, except the statute allows for 

the declaration to also be made by electronic signature). 

If the declarant responds that he or she does not meet one or more 

of the statutory qualifications, that person is to be excused from appearing 

in response to the summons. RCW 2.36.072(4). A sample copy of a jury 

summons issued by King County Superior Court containing the 

qualifications section is included as Attachment A to this brief. See also, 

CP 179-80. 

4. Limitations on the Use of Preliminary Juror 
Qualification Information 

Both GR 18 and RCW 2.36.072 expressly limit the use of self-

reported juror qualification information: 
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Information so provided to the court for preliminary 
determination of qualification for jury duty may only be used for 
the term such person is summoned and may not be used for any 
other purpose. Provided, that the court, or its designee, mgy 
report a change of address or nondelivery of summons of persons 
summoned for jury duty to the county auditor. 

(emphasis supplied). OR 18(d); RCW 2.36.072(4).1 

5. Petitioner's Request for "Non-Juror" Information 

On February 22, 2010, Mr. Ringhofer submitted a public records 

request to the King County Department of Judicial Administration 

("DJA"i for juror qualification information self-reported under RCW 

2.36.072 and GR 18. CP 91. He·asked for the names and addresses of 

prospective jurors who were disqualified from jury service in King County 

between January 1, 2008 and December 31, 2009 due to age, citizenship, 

residency, inability to. communicate in the English language, felony 

conviction, or any other reason for disqualification. CP 91. 

Petitioner advised that his request was "for information on persons 

who were 'disqualified' from jury service, thus they are not properly 

'jurors' whose names and addresses would be barred from disclosure under 

the Court General Rules." (Emphasis supplied). CP 91. 

I For the Court's convenience, copies of GR 18 and RCW 2.36.072 in their entirety are 
included as Attachments B and C to the end of this brief. 
2 Under the King County Charter, the department of judicial administration is an 
executive branch agency administered by the Superior Court clerk, who is appointed and 
serves at the pleasure of a majority of the Superior Court judges in the county. The 
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Teresa Bailey, deputy director for DJA, advised Petitioner that the 

Public Records Act, chapter 42.56 RCW, does not apply to the courts. CP 

32. She also informed Petitioner that while DJA keeps the master jury list, 

the preliminary juror disqualification process is administered by the King 

County Superior Court, not DJA. CP 32. She then referred him to 

. Respondent, a Superior Court employee, and provided him with 

Respondent's contact information. CP 32.3 

Eight months later, on October 16,2010, Petitioner sent an e-mail 

to Ms. Ridge for records, which he again characterized as "non-juror" 

information. Petitioner sought: 

(1) "a list of the names and addresses of 'non-juror 
information' who were disqualified from jury service in the 
King Count[sic] jurisdiction for the time period ... from 
January 1,2008 to December 31,2009, for any of the five 
reasons listed in RCW 2.36.070[;]" 

(2) "the names and addresses of non jurors who were 
disqualified from jury service from the time period ranging 
[during the above time period] because of having indicated 
other reasons for disqualification[;]" and 

(3) "the individual's stated reasons from self-disqualification, 
and provide the total number of potential jurors on your 
master lists for 2008 and 2009 and the number of 
summons you sent to prospective jurors for both years." 

CP 37-38; 96-97. 

department performs the statutory and court rule functions of the Superior Court clerk. 
King County Charter § 350.20.20: 
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Petitioner explained to Respondent that he was concerned about 

voting by unauthorized individuals and that the purpose.for his request 

was to use the "non-juror" infonnation to educate the public on voting 

enforcement issues: 

Requestor has good cause for requesting this non-juror 
information. Requestor is concerned about unauthorized 
individuals influencing statewide elections. He wants to use the 
non-juror information to educate the public on voting enforcement 
issues. 

Disclosure of the infonnation is in the public interest because it 
will significantly contribute to public understanding of the 
operations and activities of the government, in regards to voter 
enforcement. The data should be released to promote government 
transparency, so that it can be use[d] to educate the public about 
the real concern of unauthorized voting. ' 

CP 37; 96. 

Respondent wrote Petitioner back and explained that OR 18( d) and 

RCW 2.36.072 restricted her from releasing the requested juror 

disqualification information. CP 40-41; 99-100. In her letter she quoted 

the language from both the statute and court rule that information 

concerning the qualific~tion requirements in RCW 2.36.070 '''may only be 

used by the court for the term such person is summoned and may not be 

used for any other purpose.''' CP 40; 99. 

3 On February 25, 2010, Petitioner sent a second requestto DJA clarifying his earlier 
request and, again, Ms. Bailey referred him to Respondent. CP 35. 
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Though Respondent Was prohibited by the statute and court rule 

from providing Petitioner with specific information on disqualified 

individuals, in an effort to be responsive she did provide him with data on 

the total number of persons summoned and a list showing the number of 

disqualified individuals in each RCW 2.36.072 category during the 

specified time period. CP 42; 101. Respondent also informed Petitioner 

that the master jury source list containing only names and addresses was 

available for public viewing in the Superior Court clerk's office, citing GR 

31(k) (access to master jury source list). CP 40; 99. 

Respondent received no further correspondence from Petitioner. 

6. Procedural History 

On November 29, 2010, Petitioner filed a "Petition For Writ Of 

Mandate[,] Complaint For Declaratory Relief And Petition Under OR 31." 

CP 1-8. (Ringhofer v. Ridge, Cause No. 10-2-41119-4 SEA). Petitioner 

asserted that he had a right to access preliminary juror qualification 

information based on the common law right of access to court records, the 

open courts and public trial rights expressed in Article I, Section 10 of the 

Washington Constitution, and the First and Sixth Amendments to the U.S. 

Constitution, and the right to access juror information in GR 31 (j) (access 

to juror information) and OR 31(k) (access to master jury source list). Id. 
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Because Respondent is a King County Superior Court employee, 

the case was assigned to a Snohomish County Superior Court judge, the 

Honorable Ronald Castleberry. The parties filed cross-motions for 

smnmary judgment. CP 17-62; 63-83. 

In his smnmary judgment materials, Petitioner submitted a 6-page 

declaration with attached exhibits explaining at great length his concerns 

and beliefs on the subject of ineligible persons participating in state and 

local elections, and the steps he has taken to investigate voter fraud in 

Washington State. CP 84-109. In this election-related narrative, 

Petitioner made two passing references to his goal of promoting "the 

integrity of the juror selection process" and "judicial transparency". CP 

85, Ins 4 and 7_8.4 

On May 10,2011, the trial court granted Respondent's motion for 

smnmary judgment and denied Petitioner's cross-motion for smnmary 

judgment. CP 166-68. See also CP 184 

This appeal follows. CP 169. 

4 Under the Washington Constitution, all persons: [l] eighteen years of age and older, [2] 
who are citizens of the United States, and [3] who have lived in the-state, county, and 
precinct thirty days immediately preceding the election at which they offer to vote, except 
[4] convicted felons and persons declared mentaIJy incompetent, are entitled to vote. 
Article VI, Section 1; Article VI Section 3. Of these criteria, [I], [2] and [4] directly 
overlap with the juror qualification requirements in RCW 2.36.070. 
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c. ARGUMENT 

1. Standard of Review and Summary of Argument 

An appellate court reviews a summary judgment' de novo, engaging 

in the same inquiry as the trial court. City of Spokane v. County of 

Spokane, 158 Wn.2d 661,671, 146 P.3d 893 (2006) (citing Berrocal v. 

Fernandez, 155 Wn.2d 585, 590, 121 P.3d 82 (2005». Summary 

judgment is proper when the pleadings, affidavits and other documentation 

on file, taken together, "show that there is no genuine issue as to any 

material fact and that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter 

of law." CR 56( c). 

As to his request for mandamus and injunctive relief, Petitioner's 

burden is high. Mandamus is an extraordinary remedy. Walker v. 

Munroe, 124 Wn.2d 402,407,879 P.2d 920 (1994). A petitioner seeking 

a writ of mandamus must show that (1) the party subject to the writ has a 

clear duty to act; (2) the petitioner has no plain, speedy, and adequate 

remedy in the ordinary course of law; and (3) the petitioner is beneficially 

interested. RCW 7.16.160, .170. Further, the duty to act must be 

ministerial in nature rather than di,scretionary. Brown v. Owen, 165 Wn.2d 

706, 725, 206 P.3d 310 (2009). 
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Petitioner's request for declaratory relief regarding the 

constitutionality of a statute or court rule also involves a high burden. It is 

well-established that when analyzing the constitutionality of a statute, a 

court must begin with the presumption that a legislative act is 

constitutional, and the party challenging the constitutionality has the 

burden of proving it unconstitutional beyond a reasonable doubt. Sch. 

Dists.' Alliance/or Adequate Funding o/Special Educ. v. State, 170 

Wn.2d 599, 605, 244 P.2d 1 (2010). 

As explained more fully below, Petitioner cannot meet the high . 

burden required for mandamus, injunctive or declaratory relief, nor is he 

entitled to relief under the common law, as codified in OR 31 ("Access to 

Court Records"). As a matter of law, the information received by the 

Superior Court and used to preliminarily determine juror qualification is 

not a "court record" under OR 31(4)(c) because it does not relate to any 

particular judicial proceeding. 

However, even if such "non-juror" data (to use Petitioner's term), 

fell within the definition of a court record, OR 31 (c )(8) provides that 

access ~s not available when restricted by state law or court rule. State law 

(RCW 2.36.072(4)) and court rule (OR 18) specifically prohibit the 

dissemination of juror qualification information. 
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The same result occurs under the common law right to access 

court records -- to the extent such a right exists outside of the access 

principles stated in GR 31. Both the Legislature and Supreme Court have 

restricted access to the information Petitioner seeks. 

Neither do RCW 2.36.072 and GR 18 infringe upon Petitioner's 

state and federal constitutional rights to access judicial proceedings. 

These rights do not extend to preliminary information that is not related to 

or maintained in connection with a proceeding. 

Accordingly, Respondent did what the law required when she 

declined Petitioner's request for juror disqualification information. The 

trial court properly dismissed this action with prejudice and this Court 

should do the same. 

2. Petitioner Does Not Have a Common Law Right to 
Access Preliminary Juror Qualification Information. 

a. The Requested Information is not a Court Record under GR 
31. 

In Washington, the cornmon law right to access court records is 

codified in GR 31 ("Access to Court Records"). The rule reflects the 

policy of our courts "to facilitate access to court records as provided by 

article I, section 10 of the Washington State Constitution." GR 31(a). It 

broadly states that n[t]he public shall have access to all court }'ecords 
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except as restricted by federal law, state law, court rule, court order, or 

case law." (emphasis added). OR 31(d)(1). 

The term "court records" includes documents, information, 

exhibits, calendars, dockets, orders, judgments and numerous other 

records. OR 31(c)(4). However, OR 31 limits the definition of "court 

records" to only those documents that are "in connection with" or "related 

to" a "judicial proceeding." OR 31(c)(4)(i) and (ii).5 

It is undisputed that the preliminary determination of juror 

qualification was not connected with or related to any judicial proceeding. 

At the time the determination is made, the persons responding have not yet 

been assigned to sit in the jury pool for any particular case. Indeed, they 

have not even reported to the courthouse, nor are they required to since, by 

law, they are ineligible to serve. 

Furthermore, the two cases cited by Petitioner validate 

Respondent's point. See State v. Mendez, 157 Wn. App. 565, 580-82,238 

s OR 3 1 (c)(4) states in its entirety: 

"Court record" incl~des, but is not limited to: (i) Any document, information, 
exhibit, or other thing that is maintained by a court in connection with a judicial 
proceeding, and (ii) Any index, calendar, docket register of actions, official 
record of the proceedings, order, decree, judgment, minute, and any information 
in a case management system created or prepared by the court that is related to a 
judicial proceeding. Court record does not include data maintained by or for a 
judge pertaining to a particular case or party, such as personal notes and 
communications, memoranda, drafts, or other working papers, or information 
gathered, maintained, or stored by a government agency or other entity to which 
the court has access but which is not entered into the records. 
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P .3d 517 (2010), petition for review granted and remanded, 172 Wn.2d 

1004 (2011), and Yakima County v. Yakima Herald-Republic, 170 Wn.2d 

775, 776, 246 P.3d 768 (2011) . 

Mendez held that in a motion to unseal under OR 15, billing 

records of attorneys appointed to represent an indigent criminal defendant 

are "court records" under OR 31 (c)( 4) because they were "maintained by 

the court in connection with a judicial proceeding." (emphasis added). 

Id. at 582. Yakima County held that documents maintained by the 

judiciary, such as attorney invoices submitted to the trial court for 

reimbursement at public expense for attorney fees, experts and other 

associated costs of defense, and worksheets or spreadsheets maintained by 

a Superior Court administrator's office to track such payments are not 

subject to the Public Records Act. Id. at 776. 

'The common thread in both of these cases is not the type of 

documents held by the court, but the fact that the records were held in 

connection with a judicial proceeding -- specifically, a capital murder 

case. In contrast, the preliminary qualification responses submitted under 

OR 18 and RCW 2.36,072 have no connection with any particular judicial 

proceeding. The only reason they are required at all is because the statute 

and court rule reqt;tire that an administrative process be established to 

- 14-
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screen out persons who by law are ineligible to serve. The preliminary 

juror information therefore does not qualify as a "court record." . . 

b. Petitioner's Common Law Access Cases are Inapposite. 

In addition, the common law access cases cited by Petitioner --

both to the trial court and in his briefing here -- are easily distinguishable 

from the present case. All involve court records that ar~ connected to or 

related to a specific, pending judicial proceeding. At issue in United 

States v. James, 663 F.Supp. 1018 (W.D.Wash. 2009), was a plea 

agreement and sentencing memorandum. In re Application of National 

Broadcasting Co., 653 F.2d 609 (D.C.Cir. 1981) and Nixon v. Warner 

Communications, 435 U.S. 589, 98 S.Ct. 1306, 55 L.Ed. 2d 570 (1978), 

concerned video and audiotapes introduced into evidence and played to 

the jury during criminal trials. See also, In re McClatchy Newspapers, 

Inc., 288 F.3d 369 (9th Cir. 2002) (letters submitted by defendant to 

reduce sentence); Foltz v. State Farm Mut. Auto Ins. Co., 331 F.3d 1122 

(9th Cir. 2003) (discovery, summary judgment motion, and other 

documents filed in the case); Kamakana v. City and County of Honolulu, 

447 F.3d 1172 (9th Cir. 2006) (deposition testimony and documents 

attached to dispositive motions); Hagestandv. Tragesser, 49 F.3d 1430 

(9th Cir. 1995)(copies of pleadings filed in civil case); Pintos v. Pacific 

Creditors Ass'n, 605 FJd 665 (9th Cir .. 2010) (documents attached to a 
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cross motion for summary judgment); Phoenix Newspapers v. U.S. 

District Court, 156 F.3d 940 (9th Cir. 1998) (sealed transcripts from 

closed hearings in criminal case). 

Furthermore, while Petitioner correctly cites Nast v. Michels, 107 

Wn.2d 300, 305-07, 730 P.2d 54 (1986) for the proposition that there is a 

common law right of access to court case files, that decision does not hold 

that all judicial branch records are subject to disclosure under the common 

law. On the contrary, in Beuhler v. Small, 115. Wn.App. 914,918,64 

P.3d 78 (2003), the Court of Appeals held that ajudge's notes regarding 

his sentencing decisions, although work related, were not subject to 

disclosure under the PRA or the common law right of access. 6 See also 

OR 31 (c)( 4) (court record does not include judge's personal notes and 

communications, memoranda, drafts, or other working papers relating to a 

particular case or party). 

The preliminary juror qualification information, therefore, is not 

subject to disclosure under the common law. 

c. Even if a Court Record, GR 31(d) Prohibits Disclosure. 

Even assuming for argunlent's sake that Petitioner is correct and 

prelimin8.ry juror qualification responses are court records, OR 31(d)(l) 

6 Notably, the Court also held that the judge's work file did not constitute a case 
record or transcripts of criminal proceedings or exhibits that would trigger the 
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exempts from public access court records "restricted by ... state law 

[and]court rule[.]" Here, OR 18 and RCW 2.36.072 mandate that juror 

qualification information may only be used for the purpose of 

preliminarily determining juror qualification and may not be used for any 
I 

other purpose. See OR 18(d); RCW 2.36.072(4). The lone exception is 

for address-related data that may (not "must") be reported to the county 

auditor, the chief elections officer in the county. RCW 2.36.072(4); OR 

18(d). Disseminating juror qualification information to ,Petitioner to 

conduct research on voting registration records is not allowed under the 

statute or rule. 

On several occasions, the Legislature has considered and rejected 

proposals to make preliminary juror qualification information more 

broadly available, such as for use in determining voter registration 

eligibility. Proposed bills were introduced in 2008, 2010 and 2011 that 

would have amended RCW 2.36.072 by requiring Superior Courts to send 

the county auditor and the secretary of state a list of jurors disqualified due 

to age, citizenship, residency, and felony conviction. See H.B. 3159, 60th 

Leg., Reg. Sess., Sec. 1 (Wash. 2008); S.B. 6527, 61st Leg., Reg. Sess. 

(Wash. 2010); and S.B. 5855, 62nd Leg., Reg. Sess. (Wash. 2011). CP 

presumption of openness under article I, section 10 of the Washington 
Constitution. Buehler, 115 Wn.App. at 920-21. 

-17 -



44-54. Had it been adopted, the 2011 proposed bill would have 

specifically required Superior Courts to create and maintain a list of all 

disqualified prospective jurors and make it open for pub~ic inspection.7 

CP 54. 

Finally, Petitioner argues for application of the principle that 

statutes in derogation of the common law are to be strictly construed. 

Petitioner's Opening Brief at 17. However, the common law does not 

allow one to simply ignore statutory text. Unambiguous statutes are to be 

read in conformity with their obvious meaning, without regard to earlier 

common law. City of Federal Way v. Koenig, 167 Wn.2d 341,351,217 

P.3d 1172, 1176 (2009) (citing State ex rei. Madden v. Pub. Util. Dist. No. 

1,83 Wn.2d 219,222,517 P.2d 585 (1973), cert. denied, 419 U.S. 808, 95 

7 Sponsored by Senator Roach, Senate Bill 5855 would have made the following 
amendment to RCW 2.36.072: 

(4) ... Information provided to the court for preliminary determination of 
statutory qualification for jury duty may only be used «fer the term sHah J'leFsaa 
is sl:Ifllm8aed aad ma~' aat he usee fer &fly ather J'lurpase, eKeeJ'lt that)) l'!.x the 
court, or designee, «may)) ill report a change of address or nondelivery of 
summons of persons summoned for jury duty to the county auditor. and to create 
and maintain the list described in subsection (5) of this section. 

(5) The coUrt shall create and maintain a list of names of all prospective jurors 
who have been disqualified in accordance with RCW 2.36.070 for the following 
reasons: (a) Is less than eighteenyears of age: (b.) is not a citizen of the United 
States: (c) is not a resident of the county in which he or she has been summoned 
to serve: or (d) has been convicted of a felony and has not had his or her civil 
rights restored. The list shall be open for public inspection. and the court shall 
provide to the office of the secretaIy of state and appO!:priate county election 
official on a monthly basis the name of any declarant who does not meet the 
qualifications set forth in RCW 2.36.070(1) through (3) and (5). 

- 18 -



S.Ct. 20, 42 L.Ed.2d 33 (1974». There is no ambiguity in the scope of 

OR 18 or RCW 2.36.072. 

d. Other Election Statutes do not Expand Disclosure of 
Preliminary Juror Qualification Information 

Notwithstanding the Legislature's clear direction that juror 

qualification infonnation "not be used for any other purpose", Petitioner 

cites a number of election statutes that he argues demonstrate a legislative 

intent that juror qualification information be used to clear the voter 

registration rolls of non-citizen voters. Petitioner's Opening Brief, 21-22. 

On closer review, these statutes demonstrate no such legislative intent. 

The cited statutes all relate to voter registration and the 

requirement that voters be U.S. citizens before registering to vote. The 

existence of these statutes demonstrates that the Legislature has taken 

steps to try to ensure that only U.S. citizens register to vote, not that it 

expects juror qualification information to be used to check the voter rolls. 

See e.g., RCW 29A.08.01 0(1) (potential voters must sign an oath 

declaring that they are citizens); RCW 46.20.155 (vehicle licensing agents 

shall ask voter registration applicants if they are U.S. citizens). 

Petitioner also argues that RCW 29A.08.125 evidences legislative 

intent that the juror disqualification information be used by the Secretary 

CP54. 
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of State to investigate the voter registration rolls. The statute does not 

stand for that proposition .. 

RCW 29A.OS.125(S) requires the statewide voter registration 

database to be coordinated with other government databases within the 

state, including the department of corrections, the department of licensing, 

the department of health, the county auditors, and the administrative office 

of the courts. Petitioner appears to argue that reference to the 

administrative office of the courts ("AOC") is a reference to the juror 

disqualification information. 

In fact, the Legislature did not require AOC to create a database of 

juror disqualification information and there is no evidence that AOC has 

actually created such a database. Nor has the Legislature required the 

Secretary of State to perform any type of list maintenance on the statewide 

voter registration database with respect to juror disqualification 

information. Had it intended to do so, it would have instructed the 

Secretary of State to perform the same comparison for disqualified jurors 

as required for felons, duplicate voters, and deceased persons. See RCW . 

29A.OS.520 (comparison of voter database to list of felons required twice 

per year); RCW 29A.08.610 (ongoing list maintenance required to detect 

voters.with multiple registrations); RCW 29A.OS.510 (comparison of voter 

database to list of deceased persons required). 
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In short" no statute commands the Secretary of State to cross-check 

juror qualification information self reported to a Superior Court, and no 

statute commands a Superior Court to forward juror qualification 

information to the Secretary of State. On the contrary, in order to promote 

honest disclosures, the Legislature has instructed Superior Courts not to 

use such information for any purpose other than making a preliminary 

determination of juror qualification. Petitioner's desire for broader 

disclosure in this area is a policy, not a legal issue. 

3. Access to PreliminaD' Juror Qualification Information 
Does Not Implicate Federal or State Constitutional 
Rights to Access Judicial Proceedings and Court 
Records. 

Petitioner lastly argues that ifRCW 2.36.072 and GR 18(d) indeed 

prohibit his access to the preliminary juror disqualification information, 

they are unconstitutional. This fallback argument also fails. 

a. The First Amendment 

The First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution gives the public and 

the press a presumptive right of access to criminal jury trials. Richmond . 

Newspapers, Inc. v. Virginia, 448 U.S. 555, 580, 100 S.Ct. 2814, 65 

L.Ed.2d 973 (1980). This right has been extended to include many aspects 

of the judicial process. See, e.g. Press-Enterprise Co. v. Superior Court, 

478 U.S. 1, 106 S.Ct.2735, 92, L.Ed.2d 1 (1986) (" Press-Enterprise If') 
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(finding First Amendment right of access to transcripts of pretrial 

suppression hearings); Press-Enterprise Co. v. Superior Court of 

California, Riverside County, 464 U.S. 501, 104 S.Ct. 819, 78 L.Ed.2d 

629 (1984) (" Press-Enterprise I") (voir dire examination of potential 

jurors); United States v. Simone, 14 F.3d 833 (3 rd Cir. 1994) (post-trial. 

hearings to examine allegations of juror misconduct). 

As the Supreme Court recently stated, however, "[t]his right is not 

all inclusive[.]" Tacoma News, Inc. v. Cayce, 172 Wn.2d 58, --' 256 

P .2d 1179, 1187 (2011). "Whether the right exists at a particular stage of 

the proceedings or to a given class of documents generally depends on 

whether there has been a historic tradition of accessibility ('whether the 

place and process have historically been open') and whether the traditional 

public access 'plays a significant positive role in the functioning of the 

particular process,' for example, in the way that determinations that public 

access to criminal trials and the selection of jurors is essential to the 

proper functioning of the criminal justice system." Id. (quoting Press

Enter. Co., at 8, 10, 106 S.Ct. 2735). 

Petitioner cites to no evidence under the first prong of the test that 

the "place" and "process" in this case have historically been open to the 

pUblic. The "place" is the location where the person receiving the 

summons fills out the qualification declaration, presumably in most cases 
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the person's residence. The "process" here is completing the declaration 

and returning it to the Superior Court. Once that occurs, the process is 

completed as the disqualified person, by law, cannot sit on a jury. 

There is also no basis for concluding that public access would play 

a particularly significant positive role in the actual functioning of the 

process for preliminarily juror disqualification. Unlike a judicial 

proceeding, in which public access serves to ensure that the judge is 

following established proceedings and deviations, if any, are known, the 

judge has no role in the preliminary qualification process. Indeed, at the 

point the process is completed, the declarant has not even been assigned to 

a case. Although Petitioner makes a passing reference to promoting 

judicial transparency, it is important to recognize that Petitioner himself is 

not seeking the preliminary juror qualification infonnation in order to 

observe or check the judicial system. He has clearly stated that he wants 

the infonnation to check the state voter registration system. 

The cases relied on by Petitioner also do not support his argument 

that OR 18 and RCW 2.36.072 are unconstitutional (let alone 

unconstitutional beyond a reasonable doubt). In general, courts have only 

extended the First Amendment qualified right to open proceedings in 

criminal trials to juror questionnaires used by parties during the jury 

selection process. See State v. Coleman, 151 Wn.App. 614,619,214 P.3d 
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158 (2009) (recognizing qualified right to access juror names, addresses 

and questionnaires); State v. ex reI. Beacon Journal Publishing Co. v. 

Bond; 98 Ohio St.3d 146, 781 N.E.2d 180 (2002). As these cases explain, 

however, written jury questionnaires are the functional equivalent of oral 

questioning that occurs during voir dire examination, a part ofthe criminal 

trial that is presumptively open to the pUblic. Id. (" [t]he· fact that the 

questioning of jurors was largely done in written form rather than orally is 

. of no constitutional import.") (quoting Copley Press, Inc. v. Superior 

Court, 228 Cal.App.3d 77, 89,278 Cal.Rptr. 443 (1991)). 

Petitioner erroneously equates the preliminary qualification 

information sent in by persons receiving a jury summons, with the jury 

questionnaires used by attorneys as part of actual jury selection in a 

specific, pending case. Unlike juror voir dire, the juror qualification 

infonnation is not related to any judicial proceeding, and is only required 

to be retained by the court for a limited time and solely for administrative 

purposes. Indeed, according to Petitioner's own request and his 

declaration in the trial court, the information is "nonMjuror" data thai he 

intends to use, not to monitor the fairness of any jury tri~ll or apply the 

check of public scrutiny on judges, but to compare it against election 

records. The emphasis Petitioner now places on the goal of promoting 
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judicial transparency is completely dwarfed by the election-related 

purposes he announced in his declaration. 

Accordingly, Petitioner is not entitled to relief as a matter of law 

under the First Amendment.s 

b. Article I, Section 10 

Article I, section 10 of the Washington Constitution states, 

n[j]ustice in all cases shall be administered openly, and without 

unnecessary delay. ,,9 This provision guarantees the public and the press a 

right of access ~o judicial proceedings and court documents in both civil 

and criminal cases. Dreiling v. Jain, 151 Wn.2d 900, 908, 93 P.3d 861 

(2004). It applies to trials, pretrial hearings, transcripts of pretrial hearings 

or trials, exhibits introduced at pretrial hearings and voir dire proceedings. 

Seattle Times v. Eberharter, 105 Wn.2d 144, 155, 713 P.2d 710 (1986); 

State v. Duckett, 141 Wn.App. 797, 173 P.3d 948 (2007) (citing State v. 

Easterling, 157 Wn.2d 167 174, 137 P.3d 825 (2006); State v. Brightman, 

155 Wn.2d 506, 122 P.3d 150 (2005) (voir dire proceeding). The right of 

access also applies to summary judgment and other dispositive motions 

8 Petitioner basically makes the same argument under the Sixth Amendment right to a 
public trial. Although jury voir dire is part ofa public tria~ Presley v. Georgia, _ U.S. 
-,130 S.Ct. 721,175 L.Ed.2d 675, 679 (2010), this case does not involve voir dire and 
there is no "trial" at the point in time that the declarants return preliminary juror 
responses to the Superior Court. 
9 A related provision, article I, section 22. guarantees criminal defendants the right to a 
speedy, public trial. 
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that adjudicate the substantive rights of the parties, like a full trial. 

Dreiling, 151 Wn.2d at 910,918 (motion to tenninate shareholder 

derivative action with the scope of article I, section 10). 

Conversely, our appellate courts have declined t6 find a right of 

access in matters that are not trials or pretrial hearings or do not involve 

documents introduced into the court record. Tacoma News, Inc. v. Cayce, 

supra (transcript of deposition to preserve testimony taken in a courtroom 

with the trial judge present was not subject to disclosure under article 1, 

section 10 because the deposition was mere discovery -- it never became 

part of the decision-making process). 

In Eberharter, likewise, this Court found no public right of access 

. . 
to judicial proceedings relating to the criminal investigatory process, such 

as search warrant affidavits in unfiled criminal cases. Eberharter, 105 

Wn.2d at 156-57. See also, Buehler v. Small, 115 Wn. App. 914,921,64 

P.3d 78 (2003) (no constitutional right to access ajudge's notes as they 

were not part of any case record and did not consti~te transcripts of 

criminal proceedings or exhibits). 

In this instance, the preliminary juror disqualification information 

requested by Petitioner is obviously not part of a trial, motion or pre-trial 

proceeding. Indeed, it is not even related to a "court case." At the time 
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jurors are preliminarily disqualified, they have not yet been assigned to sit 

in the jury pool for a particular case . 

. Conversely, the article I, section 10 case law cited by Petitioner 

involves cases which have proceeded well past the preliminary 

determination of juror eligibility. State v. Coleman, 151 Wn.App. at 621, 

discussed above, involved jury questionnaires completed by members of 

the venire during the voir dire process in a criminal proceeding. State v. 

Easterling, 157 Wn.2d 167, 137 P.3d 825 (2006) involved the trial court's 

decision to' close a pretrial hearing when considering a codefendant's 

motion to sever. State v. Vega, 144 Wn.App. 914, 916, 184 P.3d 677 

(2008), review denied, 165 Wn.2d 1024 (2009), held that the defendant's 

public trial right under article I, section 22 was not violated when the trial 

court questioned individual jurors apart from the other jurors about matters 

that may taint the other jurors. Lastly, Seattle Times Co. v. Ishikawa, 97 

Wn.2d 30,36,640 P.2d 716 (1982), reversed a trial court decision to close. 

a hearing in a criminal trial. 

All of these cases relate to activities occurring within a specific 

pending criminal proceeding. None purport to extend the reach of the 

constitutional right of access to preliminary information that is not related . 

to or maintained in connection with a criminal proceeding. Accordingly, 
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there is no conflict between the state constitution and OR 18 and RCW 

2.36.072. 

4. GR 31(0 Does Not Apply to Preliminary Juror 
Disqualification Information. 

Although not now mentioned by Petitioner, he argued below that 

the trial court should permit him access to the preliminary juror 

disqualification information pursuant to OR 31 (j). However, that rule 

does not apply in this instance. OR 31(j) applies "[a]fter conclusion of a 

jury trial" and therefore, on its face, is only germane to jurors who were 

called to serve for that jury trial. It does not apply to jurors who were 

preliminarily disqualified from service under RCW 2.36.072, before ever 

being assigned to sit in any jury pool. 

E. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Respondent respectfully requests that 

the Court affirm the trial court's summary judgment order dismissing 

Petitioner's petition wi~jUdice. . 

DATED thiS.:....-a-ay of October, 2011. 

. KUFFEL, W 
Senior Deputy Prosecuting 
Attorneys for the Respond 
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910.". tac. .• ' t/lUtlt T:GJl C' oUr 

KING COUNTY SUPERIOR CX>URT 
XINO COt.INrY COURI'HOl1SE 
JURy ROOM -I'IRST FLOOR 
SEATIU, \VA !lB104 

RET\JRN SERVICE REQUESTED 
OFFICIAL BUSINESS -JURY SUMMONS 

Jury Summo~s 
r--:----.----· 

• RCW2.38.170: ITISACRfYI!FORANYPI!RSON 
SUMMONEO FOR JURYSEfMCIi TO 
INTENTIONALj. Y FAIL TO APPeAR AS DI.ftI!CTI!O 

OFRCE OF THE JURY SUPERVISOR 
KINO COUNlY SUPERIOR COURT ~ 

c!»@M1b'!##MM@@#!i!i"€pit.!3 • ~ 

YOU IfAVliieEaI RANOOMI.Y SelECTED 
TO SERVE AS A JUROR IN KING 
COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT. BY 

OROER OF THE COURT. YOU ARE SUMMONED 
TO APf'EAR AT: . 

\ ~Y BE. t/SEO FOR 

\. lRANSPOA:r"''nON· FOR 

I JURV DU'I:'X: 
KING COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT \ ~N~ C()UijTY 

• 51URD AVENUE I CQUfilTHOUSE, 516 SAO FIRST Fl.OOR· JUROR ASSEMBlY ROOM 

I Mi!:.JURVaQOM. . ~eATJU:; WA 88104 . 

SEATTLE 
. REPORT ON: 

YOUR JUROR BADGe 
NUMBER IS: 

JUROR QUALIFICATION FORM 

State law allows a person to serve as a juror if be or she: 
1) Is eighteen (18) years of age or older; 
2) Is a citizen of the United States; 
3) Is a resident of ttle comty in which he or she has fleen 

summoned to serve; . 
4) Is able 10 communicate in the English language; and 
5) (fconvicted ofa felony, has had 6is or her civil rights 

restored. . 

I HEREBY CERTIFY UNDER PENAL TV OF PERJURY: 
I. That I am disqualified to serve as ajuror du.e to (circle one 

or more) 1.2, 3. 4 and/or 5, tIS stated above. 
2. My address is different from the address to which the 

swnmons was mailed. 

Nun. (PI .... l'Ii.,) 

Hom" T"ephon~ Numbet 

ADDRESS CHANGES, CONFIRMATIONS. DlSQUAL. 
IFICATfONS, DEFERRALS AND EXEMPT10!'l REQUESTS 
CAN BE SUBMITTED ONUNE AT: 
https:llyour.kingcounty.gov/kcsc/ejurorllogin.aspc 

AT: I Fii~$.TFli.OOA 
\ -sEA~WA98104' 

TURNOVER 
FOR IMPORTANT 

CON'ORA 'IULA TIONS; JURY SERVlG:E IS ONB OF mB 
. fUNDAMENT AI. RIGHTS. PRIVILI!GES AND DUTlES 
Of pARTICIPATION IN A DJlMOCRATIC SOCIETY. 

YOU MAY PoSTPONf! (DEFER) YOUR JURY SBRVICE 
ONCE UP TO A YEAR FR.OM THE DATE OF llm"OlUGlN.-'.L 
SUMMONS IIY MArLING A REQUEST TO mE RETURN 
ADDRESS OF THIS SUMMONS OR BY LOGGING IN AT: 
hupao.l!vour: kinqeoumy IOYllcosott;umrOggjn Mpx 

TO .. REQ.UllST AN EXEMPTION FROM JURY SERVICE 
YOU MUST SUBMIT A WRITIEN EXPLANATION 
SUPPORTING YOUR REQUEST EITHER 1llROUGH 
US MAIL OR mE WEBSITE NOTED ABOVE. OM-Y 
THOSE VIEWED AS UNDUE HARDSH IPS WILL BE 
OR-\N1W. 

UNDUE HARDS HlP MEANS MOR£ THAN INCON· 
V6NIENCE OR DIFFICULTY SERVING WHICH CAN BE 
ADDRESSED BY POSTI'ONEMENT. IT MEANS 
CIRCUMSTANCES mAT MAKE IT UNFAIR. FOR YOU TO 
SERVE. 

MEDICAL EXEMPTIONS REQUIRE A LETTER fROM 
A DOCTOR. 

AN EMPLOYER SHALL PROVIDE AN EMPLOYEE WITH 
SUFf[CIEN'T LEAVE OF ABSENCE fROM WORK TO 
SERVE AS A JUROR WHEN SUMMONED. RCW 2.36.165 

hup.JlvouckjnJColDN govIkcsc/ejwpr/lQiiA .spx 

IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE 'NOTICE WITHIN 10 
WORKING DAYS OF THE DATE YOU MAILED IN 
YOUR EXEMPTION REQUEST, YOUR REQUEST 
HAS BEEN GRANTED 

VNNI.KingCOI..nty·oovlCourtslSuperiorCourtlJ"",.aspx 
FOI'M 1 • Sr.. JUFff SV ...... ON. A4/09 PLEASE FOlD AND FASTEN WITH TAPE 
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RCW 2.36.072: Detennination of juror qualification - Written or electronic declaration. Page 1 of 1 

,--- ""-.. 

.. " ..i:::~r~-( , ) ". VVASI-HNGTON STATE I"EGISLATURE L ___ .... __ JEJ 
, 

( - . 
Inside the Legislature 

'* Find Your Legislator 
'* Visiting the Legislature 
.. Agendas, Schedules and 

Calendars 
'* Bill Information 
.. Laws and Agency Rules 
'* Legislative Committees 
'* Legislative Agencies 
'* Legislative Information 

Center 
'* E-mail Notifications 

(Listserv) 
.. Civic Education 
.. History of the State 

Legislature 

Outside the Legislature 

.. Congress - the Other 
Washington 

*TVW 
.. Washington Courts 
'* OFM Fiscal Note Website 

"Wasil~gton. 
ottteill *'4 •• CkHl!nJ'ft.nt, __ • •• 

ch I Help 

~ > Title 2 > Chapter 2.36 > Section 2.36.072 

2.36.070 « 2.36.072» 2.36.080 

RCW 2.36.072 

Determln'atlon of juror qualification - Written or electronic 
declaration. 

(1) Each court shall establish a means to preliminarily determine by a written or electronic declaration signed 
under penalty of perjury by the person summoned, the qualifications set forth in RCW 2.36.070 of each person 
summoned for jury duty prior to their appearance at the court to which they are summoned to serve. 

(2) An electronic signature may be used in lieu of a written signature. .( 

(3) "Electronic signature" means an electric sound, symbol, or process attached to or logically associated 
with a document and executed or adopted by a person with the intent to sign the document. 

(4) Upon receipt by the summoning court of a written declaration stating that a declarant does not meet the 
qualifications set forth in RCW 2.36.070, that declarant shall be excused from appearing in response to the 
summons. If a person summoned to appear for jury dUty fails to sign and return a declaration of his or her 
qualifications to serve as a Juror prior to appearing in response to a summons and is later determined to be 
unqualified for one of the reasons set forth in RCW 2.36.070, that person shall not be entitled to any 
compensation' as provided in RCW 2.36.150. Information provided to the court for preliminary determination of 
statutory qualification for jury duty may only be used for the term such person is summoned and may not be 
used for any other purpose, except that the court, or designee, may report a change of address or nondelivery 
of summons of persons summoned for jury duty to the county auditor. 

[2009 c 330 § 1; 1993 c 408 § 9.) 

Notes: 
Severability - Effective dates -- 1993 c 408: See notes following RCW 2.36.054. 

http://apps.leg. wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=2.3 6.072 10/5/2011 
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COURTS 
Courts Home I Court Rules 

GR 18 
JURy SOURCE LIST 

(a) Effective Date. Effective September 1, 1994, all prospective jurors 
shall be identified using the jury source list as herein provided. 

(b) Jury Source List. "Jury source list" means the list of all registered 
voters of a county, merged with a list of licensed drivers and identicard 
holders who reside in that county. The list shall specify each person's first 
and last name, middle initial, date of birth, gender and residence address. 
When legally available for jury selection use, each such list shall also 
specify each person's Social Security number. 

pi 

(c) Order of the Supreme Court. The jury source list shall be created 
utilizing the methodology and standards set forth by Supreme Court order and by 
Laws of 1993, ch. 408, subsection 1. 

(d) Juror Qualification Confirmation. Each court, after consultation with 
the county auditor and county clerk of its jurisdiction, shall establish a 
means to preliminarily determine by written declaration signed under penalty of 
perjury by each person summoned, the qualifications set forth in RCW 2.36.070 
of each person summoned for jury duty prior to the person's appearance at the 
court to which the person is summoned to serve. Information so provided to the 
court for preliminary determination of qualification for jury duty may only be 
used for the term such person is summoned and may not be used for any other 
purpose. Provided, that the court, or its designee, may report a change of 
address or nondelivery of summons of persons summoned for jury duty to the 
county auditor. 

THE SUPREME COURT OF WASHINGTON 

In the Matter of the Jury 
Source List Pursuant 
to General Rule 18 
of the washington Rules 
of Court 

No. 

ORDER 

General Rule 18 of the Washington Court Rules provides that the Supreme 
Court of the State of Washington should designate by order the creation of the 
jury source list. 

NOw, Therefore, It is hereby ordered: 

That the jury source list shall be created according to the attached 
appendix describing the methodology and standards for creating the jury source 
list by merging the list of registered voters for a county with the list of 
licensed drivers and identicard holders who reside in that county. 

That each superior court shall receive a jury source list from the 
Department of Information Services by May 1, 1994, ~nd annually thereafter, 
which list shall be created according to the methodology and standards set 
forth in the attached appendix. Provided, that the jury source list may be 
created, at the direction of the presiding judge of each superior court after 

http://www.courts.wa.gov/courtJulesl?fa=courtJules.display&group=ga&set=GR&ruleid=gagrI8 
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consultation with the county auditor and the county clerk of that jurisdiction, 
by the county, according to the methodology and standards set forth in the 
attached appendix. If a superior court elects to have the jury source list 
created by the county the superior court shall so notify the Department of 
Information Services annually by March 1, 1994, and that superior court shall 
thereafter receive a separate list of licensed drivers and identicardholders 
residing in that county and a separate list of registered voters residing in 
that county from the Department of Information Services by April 1, 1994, and 
annually thereafter. 

That in the event, for any reason, the jury source list is not created and 
available for use as set forth above, the most recent previously compiled jury 
source list shall be used by the courts on an emergency basis only for the 
shortest period of time until a current jury source list is created and 
available for use as provided for herein. 

Dated at Olympia, Washington, this ____ day of ___________ , 19 __ 

Chief Justice 

APPENDIX 

This appendix describes the methodology for merging the list of registered 
voters and the list of licensed drivers and identicard holders to form a jury 
source list pursuant to GR 18 and the Supreme Court of washington order to 
which this appendix is attached. Records of persons from the list of licensed 
drivers and identicard holders shall not be used in creating a jury source list 
if their license or identicard has been expired longer than 90 days. Records 
of persons from the registered voter list shall not be used in creating a jury 
source list if tney are in an inactive status. 

Persons on the list of registered voters and on the list of licensed 
drivers and identicard holders shall be identified based'on the following data: 
date of birth, last name, first name, middle initial, gender and county code to 
reflect residence address. Upon notification by the Supreme Court of Washington 
of the legal availability of the Social Security number for jury selection 
purposes, the persons on each list shall also be identified by Social Security number. 

The list of registered voters and the l~st of. licensed drivers and 
identicard holders shall be merged to form a jury source list. 

Using the identifying information on each person, known duplicate names 
shall be eliminated during the merging process so that the jury source list 
shall contain, to the extent reasonably possible, each prospective juror's name 
only once. 

Suspected duplication of prospective jurors' names on the jury source list 
which cannot be clearly confirmed at the time that the jury source list is 
created shall be identified on the jury source list for further investigation 
at the county level. For that purpose.only, the jury source list shall identify 
each person as having been originally listed on the list of registered voters, 
or the list of licensed drivers and identicard holders, or both. Conflicts of 
addresses shall be resolved by using the address most currently provided for 
the lists from which the names originated. 

If suspected duplication of names on the jury source list cannot be 
resolved after reasonable efforts at the county level, the suspected duplicate 
names shall be stricken from that jury source list, 

Selection of persons for the master jury list from the jury source list, 

http://www.courts.wa.gov/court_rulesl?fa=courtJules.display&group=ga&set=GR&ru1eid=gagr18 
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and the designation of persons on the master jury list to be summoned, shall be 
random and totally without regard to whether a person's name originally 
appeared on the list of registered voters, or on the lis.t of licensed drivers 
and identicard holders, or both. 

[Adopted effective September 1, 1994; amended September 1, 2009.J 
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RECEIVED 
SUPREME COURT 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 
Oct 06, 2011, 8:00 am 

BY RONALD R. CARPENTER 
CLERK 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE RECEIVED BY E-MAIL 

I certify that on the 5th day of October, 2011, I did cause a true and correct copy of the Brief of Respondent 
Linda K. Ridge in the following manner indicated below: 

Counsel for Petitioner 

Richard M. Stephens 
Groen Stephens & Klinge 
11100 NE 8th Street, Suite 750 
Bellevue, W A 98004 

Monique A. Miles, Esq. 
Immigration Reform Law Insitute 
25 Massachusetts Ave., NW, Suite 335 
Washington, DC 20001 

Statement of Arrangements 

~U.S.Mail 
( ) Hand Delivery 
~ Electronically 

MU.S.Mail 
( ) Hand Delivery 
~Iectronicany 

x1~·4&~ 
-Gail E. Behan, Paraleg~ to 
Senior Deputy Thomas Kuffel 



OFFICE RECEPTIONIST, CLERK 

To: Behan, Gail 
Cc: 'stephens@gsklega\.pro'; 'mmiles@irlLorg' 
Subject: RE: Brief of Respondent and Second Supplemental Designation of Clerk's Papers 

Rec. 10-6-11 

Please note that any pleading filed as an attachment to e-mail will be treated as the original. 
Therefore, if a filing is bye-mail attachment, it is not necessary to mail to the court the 
original of the document. 
From: Behan, Gail [mailto:Gail.Behan@kingcounty.qov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October OS, 2011 5:02 PM 
To: OFFICE RECEPTIONIST, CLERK 
Cc: 'stephens@gsklegal.pro'; 'mmiles@irli.org' 
Subject: Brief of Respondent and Second Supplemental Designation of Clerk's Papers 

Gail E. Behan 
Contract Section 
King County Prosecutor's Office 
(206) 296-0434 
ADM-PA-0900 
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