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A. IDENTITY OF PETITIONER 

Petitioner, Briana Wakefield, is a 26-year old mother of four. She is 

permanently disabled, living on her social security supplemental security 

income (SSI) and supplemental food assistance program (SNAP) benefit. 

Ms. Wakefield has been ordered to pay district court fees and fines from 

her SSI under threat of jail time. Ms. Wakefield requests that this Court 

accept discretionary review of the decision of the superior court for 

Benton County upholding this unlawful district court order. 

B. DECISION 

On November 17, 2014, the Honorable Carrie L. Runge issued her 

ruling on the appeal of an order of August 20, 2013 from Benton County 

District Court. The ruling held that the Benton County District Court did 

not commit an error of law. In essence, the superior court ruled that the 

district court could-in exercising its discretion-make a determination 

that a permanently disabled individual whose only source of income are 

means-tested public benefits could be ordered to pay funds from those 

benefits to satisfy legal financial obligations. On December 19, 2014, 

Judge Runge issued a ruling on appellant's motion for reconsideration 

clarifying that the district court had discretion to find that compelling Ms. 

Wakefield to pay legal financial obligations in order to avoid incarceration 

does not work a manifest hardship on appellant and the district court did 
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not abuse its discretion in so finding. Copies of the decisions are attached 

hereto as A-1-A-8. 

C. ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 

1. Did the superior court commit legal error when it upheld the denial 
of Ms. Wakefield's motion to reduce or eliminate court costs? 

2. Was there substantial evidence of record to support the superior 
court's ruling affirming the district court's conclusion that Ms. Wakefield, 
though indigent, has the ability to pay $15.00 per month towards her legal 
financial obligations or that a payment of $15.00 a month was not a 
manifest hardship on her or her family? 

3. Did the superior court's ruling affirming the district court's written 
"restart" order requiring Ms. Wakefield to pay $15.00 a month from her 
SSI benefits or face incarceration constitute "other legal process" 
prohibited by the anti-attachment provisions of the Social Security Act, 42 
U.S.C. §407(a)? 

D. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

On August 20, 2013, the district court scheduled a "fine review" 

hearing for Ms. Wakefield's outstanding legal financial obligations. At 

that time, Ms. Wakefield was a disabled mother of four minor children. 

Her only income was from SSI and SNAP. The fine review hearing was 

scheduled by the district court on its own initiative without a motion from 

the City of Kennewick. At that time, Ms. Wakefield filed a motion to 

reduce or eliminate ("remit") court costs pursuant to RCW 10.10.160. 
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Ms. Wakefield's motion to remit costs was heard by the district 

court on August 20, 2013. In support of her motion, Ms. Wakefield 

personally testified, and presented expert witness testimony from 

Dr. Diana Pearce, Director of the University of Washington's Center for 

Women and Welfare and a Senior Lecturer at the University of 

Washington School of Social Work. The district court entered into the 

hearing record the sworn declarations with exhibits that Ms. Wakefield 

and Dr. Pearce had filed in preparation for the hearing. (See A-14-A-69.) 

The evidence was consistent and undisputed that Ms. Wakefield 

was disabled and homeless. The record establishes that Ms. Wakefield's 

only cash income was $710 in monthly, federally-protected SSI benefits. 

These benefits are exempt from execution. Dr. Pearce testified this 

equaled approximately half the $1,400- $1,468 monthly income necessary 

for a single person living in the Benton-Franklin County area to meet 

minimum, basic needs for self-support. (See A-14-A-48.) Dr. Pearce 

further testified that Ms. Wakefield's basic subsistence needs- including 

expenses required to comply with the reunification plan the Benton 

County juvenile court made as a condition to any hope that she may regain 

the custody of her children from foster care -required all her monthly 

income. (See A-14-A-48). Thus, the clear evidence demonstrated that the 
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financial burdens imposed by the July 18, 2012 judgment were a hardship 

manifestly beyond Ms. Wakefield's ability to meet. 

Ms. Wakefield's evidence was uncontroverted. No lawyer 

appeared on behalf of the prosecuting authority, the City of Kennewick. 

The City presented no witnesses and offered no exhibits into evidence. 

There was no other evidence presented during the hearing on Ms. 

Wakefield's motion to remit costs. No evidence that she does, or will ever, 

have the ability to pay without suffering a manifest hardship had been 

entered into evidence. 

Pursuant to RALJ 2.4, Ms. Wakefield timely filed her notice of 

appeal on September 18, 2013. The matter was heard by the superior court 

on February 13, 2014. The superior court remanded the case back to 

district court to enter written findings of fact and conclusions of law. The 

district court filed its written findings of fact and conclusions of law on 

April15, 2014. The district court's findings did not address its denial of 

Ms. Wakefield's motion per RCW 10.01.160(4). 

The superior court appeal was heard on September 25, 2014. The 

superior court affirmed the district court decision on December 4, 2014. A 

motion for reconsideration was timely filed on December 15, 2014 to 

request that the superior court clarify its ruling to make a specific finding 

pursuant to RCW 10.10.160(4) on whether or not the imposition of court 
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costs on Ms. Wakefield would impose a manifest hardship on her and/or 

her family. On December 18, 2014 the superior court denied the motion 

for reconsideration. A notice of discretionary review was timely filed on 

January 20, 2015. 

E. ARGUMENT WHY REVIEW SHOULD BE ACCEPTED 

Discretionary review of a superior court decision entered in a 

proceeding to review a decision of a court of limited jurisdiction will be 

accepted only if it meets one of four significant departures from law. RAP 

2.3(d). The following grounds for review under RAP 2.3(d) are present in 

this case: 

(1) The decision of the superior court is in conflict with a decision 
of the Court of Appeals or the Supreme Court; 

(2) The superior court has so far departed from the accepted and 
usual course of judicial proceedings, or so far sanctioned such a 
departure by the court of limited jurisdiction, as to call for 
review by the appellate court; or 

(3) The decision involves an issue of public interest which should 
be determined by an appellate court. 

1. This Court should accept review under RAP 2.3(d)(l) because 
the superior court's decision affirming the district court's 
orders is in conflict with controlling law. 

The superior court affirmed the district court's ruling denying 

Ms. Wakefield's motion to remit costs. The court ignored the controlling 
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case law requiring courts to consider a defendant's financial circumstances 

when imposing court costs and ignored the statutory section in 

RCW 10.0 1.160( 4) requiring a manifest hardship determination. 

a. The superior court's affirmance of the district court's imposition of 
court costs on Ms. Wakefield is in direct conflict with the decisions 
in State v. Curry and State v. Barklind. 

No defendant may be required to pay costs as part of a criminal 

sentence except through compliance with the constitutional criteria 

identified by the Supreme Court in Fuller v. Oregon, 417 U.S. 40, 54, 94 

S. Ct. 2116 (1974): 

1. Repayment must not be mandatory; 

2. Repayment may be imposed only on a convicted 
defendant; 

3. Repayment may only be ordered if the defendant is or 
will be able to pay; 

4. The court must take into account the financial resources 
of the defendant and the nature of the burden that payment 
of costs will impose; 

5. A repayment obligation may not be imposed if it 
appears there is no likelihood the defendant's indigency 
will end; 

6. The convicted person must be permitted to petition the 
court for remission of the payment of costs or any unpaid 
portion; and 

7. The convicted person cannot be held in contempt for 
failure to repay if the default was not attributable to an 
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intentional refusal to obey the court order or a failure to 
make a good faith effort to make repayment. 

See State v. Curry, 118 Wn.2d 911, 915-16, 829 P.2d 166 (1992); State v. 

Barklind, 87 Wn.2d. 814, 817-818,557 P.2d 314 (1976). 

Under RCW 10.01.160(3), a court cannot order a defendant to pay 

court costs "unless the defendant is or will be able to pay them." That 

determination must take into consideration the financial resources of the 

defendant and the burden imposed by ordering payment of court costs. !d. 

A general challenge to orders establishing legal financial sentencing 

conditions are not ripe for review until the state attempts to curtail a 

defendant's liberty by enforcing them. State v. Lundy, 176 Wn. App. 96, 

108, 308 P.3d 755 (2013). 

These statutory sections and the criteria identified in State v. 

Barklind and State v. Curry required the district court to analyze Ms. 

Wakefield's ability to pay throughout her criminal proceedings in this case 

-from its entry of the July 18, 2012 order to pay costs, to issuance of the 

June 24, 2013 warrant which sought to enforce payment, to its August 20, 

2013 denial of Ms. Wakefield's motion to remit costs. The record proves 

that at each of those stages, the district court did not take into account Ms. 

Wakefield's ability to pay and the criteria identified in State v. Curry and 

State v. Barklind. 
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From the beginning, the district court was aware from 

Ms. Wakefield's application for appointed counsel that her sole source of 

cash income was SSI, from which she had to support herself and her three 

children. At that time, the family's recurring non-food expenses alone 

totaled $650 per month. (See A-70.) This meant that each month, after 

paying these basic expenses and buying food, Ms. Wakefield and her 

family were left with no financial resources from which any costs could be 

paid. Consequently, the lower court could not have taken Ms. Wakefield's 

"financial resources and the nature of the burden" into account before 

imposing costs, as constitutionally and statutorily required. 

Further, repayment may not be imposed if the facts show no 

likelihood that a defendant's indigency will end. State v. Barklind at 81 7. 

At all relevant times herein, the district court was on notice that 

Ms. Wakefield receives benefits under the SSI program. SSI provides a 

minimum, subsistence-level monthly income to individuals without 

relevant work history who lack significant assets and have no other means 

of support. Eligibility requires not only proof of destitution but also 

medical proof- to a standard specified and accepted by the Social Security 

Administration - establishing that the applicant is permanently and totally 

disabled from being able to perform any substantial gainful activity. See 

42 u.s.c. §1382 -1382b. 
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Ms. Wakefield was medically proven to be permanently and totally 

disabled under this standard at age 18. Although aware ofMs. Wakefield's 

SSI eligibility- and what that status proved about the nature and extent of 

her permanent disability- the district court's July 18, 2012 judgment did 

not address or assess whether there was any likelihood that her indigency 

would ever end. Cf, State v. Bertrand, 165 Wn. App. 393,404, fn. 14,267 

P.3d 511 (defendant's disability alone created arguable question as to any 

ability to pay "now or in the near future"). 

b. The superior court committed legal error in conflict with 
controlling law when it upheld the district court's failure to find 
that the payment of court costs would be a manifest hardship on 
Ms. Wakefield and her family. 

Pursuant to RCW 10.01.160(4), a defendant not willfully 

disobeying a court order may move the court at any time to remit the cost 

obligation, including for the reason that the amount assessed imposes a 

"manifest hardship" on the defendant or her family. While "ability to pay" 

and "manifest hardship" may at first blush appear to mean the same thing, 

in fact they are different. Even if a person has some minimal or theoretical 

ability to pay court costs from subsistence income, the court must 

determine if such payment or any payment would result in "manifest 

hardship" when deciding a motion to remit costs. "Manifest hardship" 

exists when an indigent person is forced to make difficult choices between 
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hunger or housing, medical care or children's shoes, food or medicine, gas 

or rent. The foregoing of any of these necessities in order to pay court 

costs to avoid incarceration or other sanction, regardless ofhow small, 

creates manifest hardship and should not be compelled as a matter of law. 

See Jafar v. Webb, 177 Wn.2d 520,303 P.3d 104 (2013). 

Ms. Wakefield's evidence is uncontroverted. No lawyer appeared 

at the August 20, 2013 district court hearing on behalf of the prosecuting 

authority, the City of Kennewick. The city presented no witnesses and 

offered no exhibits into evidence. There was no other evidence presented 

during the hearing record or on Ms. Wakefield's motion to remit costs. 

There was no evidence of record that payment of court costs would not be 

a manifest hardship on Ms. Wakefield. The district court's ruling cannot 

stand. The court committed legal error when it ignored the substantial 

evidence of manifest hardship submitted at the hearing. This evidence 

proved that requiring Ms. Wakefield to make any payment towards her 

legal financial obligations would be a manifest hardship on her and her 

family. 

All the evidence of record indicated Ms. Wakefield suffers from a 

permanent and total disability, such that there is no likelihood her 

indigency will end. That fact alone was a sufficient basis to entitle 

Ms. Wakefield to remittance of costs under the constitutional standards 
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required by Fuller v. Oregon, State v. Barklind, and State v. Curry. But the 

district court completely ignored that evidence and the controlling law. 

The superior court affirmed the district court's ruling and found that the 

district court did not abuse its discretion in denying Ms. Wakefield's 

motion to remit costs. This Court should accept review pursuant to RAP 

2.3(d)l since the superior court's decision is in conflict with the 

controlling law. 

2. This Court should accept review under RAP 2.3( d)( 4) because 
the district court has so far departed from the accepted and 
usual course of judicial proceedings, and the superior court 
has sanctioned that departure, as to call for review by the 
appellate court. 

a. The superior court committed errors of law when it upheld the 

district court's order that Ms. Wakefield must pay $15.00 each 
month from her SSI benefits towards her legal financial 

obligations. 

The superior court's affirmance of the district court's order 

conflicts with the anti-attachment provision of the Social Security Act 

(SSA), 42 U.S.C. § 407(a), in violation of the Supremacy Clause, 

U.S. Const. art II, cl. 6. The evidence is uncontroverted that Ms. 

Wakefield's cash support for the last seven years has been her monthly 

SSI benefits. As to those benefits, 42 U.S.C. §407(a) states: 

The right of any person to any future payment under this 
subchapter shall not be transferable or assignable, at law or in 
equity, and none of the moneys paid or payable or rights existing 
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under this subchapter shall be subject to execution, levy, 
attachment, garnishment, or other legal process, or to the 
operation of any bankruptcy or insolvency law. (Emphasis added) 

Congress intended the supplemental security income benefits paid from its 

appropriations for that program provide a basic floor of subsistence-level 

income to otherwise destitute Americans unable to work because of severe 

disabilities. Congress did not want the federal appropriations that provide 

those benefits garnished, attached, or diverted from that sole use for the 

benefit oflocal county budgets. Section 407(a) forbids the district court 

from directly garnishing Ms. Wakefield's SSI benefits to collect financial 

obligations owed under a criminal conviction. See, e.g., Bennett v. 

Arkansas, 485 U.S. 395, 108 S. Ct. 1204 (1998). This law also forbids the 

lower court from doing so using any "other legal process." 

The term "other legal process" in§ 407(a) includes any "judicial 

or quasi-judicial mechanism, though not necessarily an elaborate one, by 

which control over property passes from one person to another in order to 

discharge or secure discharge of an allegedly existing or anticipated 

liability." Washington State Dep't of Soc. & Health Servs. v. Guardian-

ship Estate of Keffeler, 537 U.S. 371, 385-86, 123 S. Ct. 1017, (2003). 

Diverting Ms. Wakefield's SSI benefits from her subsistence needs to the 

district court's financial demands was plainly what Judge Butler intended 
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the August 20, 2013 order accomplish; the evidence was un-refuted that 

Ms. Wakefield has no other income from which payment could be made. 

A court order requiring payment which can only come from SSI 

benefits constitutes "legal process" within the meaning of §407, especially 

where the district court will seek to enforce that order through bench 

warrants or orders of incarceration. The Benton County district court 

publicly and freely admits its routine use of bench warrants, jail time, and 

orders of partial confinement with work crew specifically to compel 

individuals to surrender ordered payments they have to that court. 1 Even a 

threat of legal proceedings to extort surrender of SSI benefits is "legal 

process" prohibited by§ 407. 2 IfMs. Wakefield does not surrender 

control of this portion of her SSI benefits to the district court as the order 

requires, but in violation of her federal rights and the will of Congress, 

Ms. Wakefield plainly faces the loss of her liberty, since the district court 

has already announced its belief that she has an ability to pay that amount. 

Such extortion cannot lawfully stand. 

1 See "Benton County time-for-fines program criticized," Tri-City Herald, November 18, 
2013, reproduced in Appendix as A-94. 

2 In Kingv. Schafer, 940 F. 2d 1182 (8111 Cir. 1991), the Missouri Department of Mental 
Health threatened to seize the personal assets of representative payees who refused to 
voluntarily pay their wards' Social Security benefits to the state. The Eighth Circuit 
quickly recognized that a state's threat of adverse legal consequences to obtain Social 
Security benefits it could not legally attach constituted "other legal process" within the 
prohibition of 42 U.S.C. § 407: "what the state cannot do, it cannot threaten to do." I d. at 
1185. 
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The August 20, 2013 order and the district court's customary use 

of incarceration to force compliance constitute a judicial mechanism to 

take control of Ms. Wakefield's monthly SSI benefits toward discharge of 

a financial obligation imposed by the district court. As a result, that order 

constitutes "other legal process" within the meaning of §407(a). The 

August 20,2013 order was therefore illegal under the Supremacy Clause 

and its entry an error of law. This Court should accept review because the 

superior court sanctioned such a departure from federal law by the district 

court to warrant review. 

b. The superior court's affirmance of the district court's ruling that 
Ms. Wakefield pay $15.00 towards her LFOs lacked substantial 
evidence. 

There was no evidence in the record that Ms. Wakefield had any 

money left over after meeting her basic subsistence needs to pay $15 a 

month towards her LFOs. Ms. Wal<efield's testimony, the monthly budget 

worksheet submitted, and Dr. Pearce's testimony incontrovertibly proves 

she had no ability to pay even this amount. The district court's conclusion 

that Ms. W al<efield had any ability to pay is not based on substantial 

evidence in the hearing record. 

The district court went so far to hold that proof that Ms. Wakefield 

is a recipient of SSI benefits did not establish that she is disabled. The 

superior court determined there was no abuse of discretion in this decision. 
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(See A-8). However, the superior court failed to actually consider the 

substantial evidence of Ms. Wakefield's extreme indigence and her 

subsistence living expenses in light of the lack of any evidence of her 

ability to pay. Rather the superior court appears to have simply rubber 

stamped the district court's flawed ruling compounding the error and 

abuse of discretion. 

Ms. Wakefield is permanently disabled. Ms. Wakefield's only cash 

income is $710 in monthly, federally-protected SSI benefits. As a matter 

oflaw, for purposes of SSI benefits "disability' is defined as being: 

[U]nable to engage in any substantial gainful activity by reason of any 
medically determinable physical or mental impairment which can be 
expected to result in death or which has lasted or can be expected to 
last for a continuous period of not less than twelve months. 

42 U.S.C. § 1382c(a)(3)(A); 20 C.F.R. § 416.905(a)(SSI). "SSI is a 

welfare program oflast resort designed to provide only a 'subsistence 

allowance'." Lyon v. Bowen, 802 F.2d 794, 796 (5th Cir. 1986). 20 C.F.R. 

§416.11 0 explains that: 

The basic purpose underlying the supplemental security income 
program is to assure a minimum level of income for people who 
are age 65 or over, or who are blind or disabled and who do not 
have sufficient income and resources to maintain a standard of 
living at the established Federal minimum income level. 

In short, SSI is a needs based program that provides an impoverished 

person with disabilities a modicum of support to meet their basic 
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subsistence needs. See also, Jafar v. Webb, 177 Wn.2d 520, 526, 303 P.3d 

104 (20 13) (under Washington Court rules "a litigant who receives need­

based, means-tested assistance (such as TANF or food stamps), or whose 

household income is at or below 125 percent of the federal poverty 

guideline is automatically deemed indigent.") The district court should 

have taken judicial notice under ER 201 and as a matter of law of 

Ms. Wakefield's permanent and total disability from employment as a 

federal SSI recipient. Her disability is not subject to reasonable dispute 

(Ms. Wakefield's own testimony regarding her receipt of federal SSI 

benefits is further proof of her disability from employment) and the 

determination of the Social Security Administration is a source whose 

accuracy cannot be reasonably questioned. See 42 U.S.C. §1382- 1382b. 

In addition to barely meeting her subsistence needs, Ms. Wakefield 

also testified to expenses she pays to preserve her fundamental right to 

family integrity (In re Myricks, 85 Wn.2d 252, 254, 533 P.2d 841 (1975)) 

and reunite with her children. Her basic human and family needs require 

all her monthly income. The undisputed testimony firmly establishes that 

the financial burdens imposed by the July 18, 2012 judgment are a 

hardship manifestly beyond her ability to meet. The superior court 

decision affirming the district court's order sanctioned such a departure 
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from the accepted and usual course of judicial proceedings to warrant 

review by this Court. 

3. This Court should accept review under RAP 2.3(d)(3) because 
the superior court's decision involves issues of public interest 
which should be determined by this Appellate Court. 

Washington State has a modern day debtor's prison problem. Debtor's 

prisons are illegal.3 In Bearden v. Georgia, the United States Supreme 

Court held that a person cannot be incarcerated for failing to pay her 

criminal debt if the failure to pay was due solely to her poverty. Bearden 

v. C}-eorgia, 461 U.S. 660, 103 S. Ct. 2064 (1983). About 20 percent ofthe 

people in custody in Benton County jail on any given day are there for 

. 4 
non-payment of LFOs. Such a large number of people are in Benton 

County jail because the court is not applying the correct legal standards 

and controlling law when collecting LFOs. 

Ms. Wakefield's case clearly exemplifies the debtor's prison problem 

in Benton County. The court refused to apply the controlling law when it 

imposed the fines and discretionary court costs. The court again refused to 

apply the correct standard and procedure when it enforced collection. If 

the Benton County district court can conclude that Ms. Wakefield has the 

ability to pay her court fines and fees and no manifest hardship would 

3 See, e.g. http:/lseattletimes.com/html/localnews/2009257861 apwacourtfines.html in 
APpendix as A-98. 
4 See "ACLU of Washington issues report on finding, jailing people who can't pay," Tri­
City Herald, February 10,2014, reproduced in Appendix as A-71. 
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result in payment of court costs and fees, then the controlling law and 

applicable standards are meaningless. This Court cannot let stand the 

illegal practice of using debtor's prisons to punish people with prison or 

deeper poverty for being poor. 

The district court's ruling required Ms. Wakefield to pay court costs 

and fees from her funds allocated to meet her basic needs in direct 

violation of Washington and federal law. SSI is a program designed to 

help the most vulnerable disabled Americans meet their basic needs, such 

as housing, food, and child care. When the court requires Ms. Wakefield 

to pay any amount of money in her current financial circumstances, they 

are requiring her to go without food, housing, or heat in order to stay out 

of jail, to the detriment of her family and her own well-being. 

Ms. Wakefield is not the only litigant this unlawful practice is 

affecting. The above-referenced report found that Benton County provides 

the most extreme example ofthis unlawful practice. (See A-77). The 

report concluded that both Benton County superior and district courts 

regularly fail to consider ability to pay, and instead aggressively use 

incarceration as a collection tool. This Court should accept review because 

this issue affects a large number of indigent litigants in Benton County. 

Ensuring that our court system applies the controlling law and applicable 

standards to its citizens is a matter of public interest. 
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F. CONCLUSION 

This Court should accept review under RAP 2.3( d) to determine 

whether the superior court's decision upholding the district court's ruling 

of August 20, 2013 conforms to the controlling law and legal standards set 

forth above. 

January 30, 2015 

Respectfully submitted, 

NORTHWEST JUSTICE PROJECT 

By:~'\.~~\\ 
Jefferson Coulter, WSBA N-6~8947 
Karla Camac Carlisle, WSBA No. 40107 
Attorneys for Appellant Briana Wakefield 

19 



APPENDIX 

A-1 Superior Court Ruling on Appeal from Superior Court 

A-7 Superior Court Ruling on Motion for Reconsideration 

A- 9 District Court order to pay $15 

A- 10 District Court's Finding of Facts and Conclusions of Law 

A-14 Declaration of Diana Pearce, PhD 

A-49 Declaration of Briana Wakefield 

A-70 Court appointed attorney application by Briana Wakefield 

A-71 Modern-Day Debtors' Prisons: The Ways Court-Imposed Debts 
Punish People for Being Poor. 

A-94 Benton County time-for-fines program criticized, Tri-City Herald, 
November 18, 2013. 

A-98 WAjails people for court debt; experts critical, Seattle Times, May 
24,2009. 

20 



~upcrtor <!Court of tuc ~tate ofWa.nuin~Jtott 
for ~cnton anh jfranidin <!Countie.n 

71,22 W. <llJka:ttOjlltll ~luu, )lfiluilhtttJJ £!', lk.ennel.llich, W£1' 99336 

~ulJ~&e 
Ql:arrie JL. 31\tUtfiC 

VMs. Karla Carlisle 
Attorney for Briana Wakefield 
%Northwest Justice Project 
1310 N. 5th Ave., Ste. B 
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Asst. City Attorney for Richland 
% Bell Brown & Rio 
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Ms. Jessica Foltz 
Asst. City Attorney for Kennewick 
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h Avenue 
Kennewick, WA. 99336 

November 17, 2014 

Re: City o(Richland/Citv of Kennewick vs. Briana Wakefield 
Benton County #13-1-01070-8 & #13-1-01071-6 

Dear Counsel: 
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§rattltlin Ql:otlltt!' Qeourtuou!J'e 
~elepbone (509)736-3071 
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I have now had the opportunity to fully review the files, transcript, and briefing in the above two cases. 
I note that Ms. Wakefield filed her appeal in Superior Court in September of 2013. The initial briefing 
dates back to December 2013 with additional supplemental briefing filed after the District Court entered 
Findings of Fact/Conclusions of Law on April15, 2014. I have carefully read the District Court transcript, 
Judge Butler's Findings of Fact/Conclusions of Law, and the parties' extensive briefing. To say that these 
cases have been fully briefed would be an understatement. Because of the extensive briefing, I do not 
plan to go Into exhaustive detail regarding my decision, as to do so, would needlessly delay this letter 
getting out to you. Because of my scheduling, you can see that this letter has been delayed getting out 
to you in any event. 

As counsel acknowledge, my review of the District Court's decision is limited to the following: 1) Has the 
District Court committed any errors of law; and, 2) Are the District Court's factual determinations 
supported by substantial evidence in the record? See RAU 9.1(a) and {b). Based on my review, I am 
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affirming the District Court's decision, in part, and reversing the District Court's decision, in part, and 
remanding back to the District Court to remove the requirement of work crew on R27875. 

Ms. Wakefield assigned error to Findings of Fact 4, 8, 11, 12, 14, and 16. Therefore, it is assumed that 
she concedes there is substantial evidence in the record to support the remaining findings. I will now 
address each of Ms. Wakefield's alleged factual errors. 

Alleged Errors Re: Findings of Fact: 

Finding of Fact #4: There was no evidence presented that Ms. Wakefield has a permanent disability that 
prevents her from working. 

As pointed out, while Ms. Wakefield testified that she was on SSI due to Bipolar Disorder, PTSD, and 
ADHD, neither her declaration nor her testimony established that she was permanently disabled and 
unable to work. Additionally, 42 U.S.C. 1382h provides that a person can still receive SSI benefits even if 
they are engaged in substantial gainful activity, as long as certain requirements are met. 

Therefore, the fact that Ms. Wakefield receives SSI benefits, in and of itself, is not determinative of her 
having a permanent disability or being unable to work. I find that Finding of Fact #4 is supported by 
substantial evidence in the record before me. 

Finding of Fact #8: She [Ms. Wakefield] made 4 payments towards her fines. (Note that since this 
hearing the defendant has made 2 more payments). ' 

The four payments were not disputed by Ms. Wakefield. Rather, the argument was that the payments 
themselves do not establish that she has the ability to pay. The portion in parenthesis is not supported 
by the record at the hearing, as it indicates the payments were made after the conclusion of the hearing 
at issue. 

There was substantial evidence in the record to support the finding that Ms. Wakefield made 4 
payments towards her fines. 

Findings of Fact #11 and #12: On March 13, 2012, Ms. Wakefield, represented by counsel, requested to 
do Work Crew as an alternative way to pay off her fines. She specifically told the Court that she would 
"love" to do Work Crew. Ms. Wakefield was very successful on Work Crew. She was able to pay the 
Work Crew fee and she completed 45 hours of Work Crew and had $450. credited towards her fines. 

Judge Butler was entitled to review Ms. Wakefield's files and noted that the file notes indicated that Ms. 
Wakefield requested to do work crew and read a direct quote from Ms. Wakefield's file into the record. 
Ms. Wakefield acknowledged the statement. Like finding of fact #11, #12 is also supported by Judge 
Butler's review of Ms. Wakefield's files and reading of notes into the record directly from Ms. 
Wakefield's files. (Of particular note to this court, is the fact that Ms. Wakefield was still on probation 
and not before the court on a contempt action when she made the request to pay off her fines by doing 
work crew on the City of Richland matter. Her date of sentence on the City of Richland case was 
12/8/2010}. I believe RCW 10.82.040 authorizes this action. 

There was substantial evidence in the record to support the court's Findings of Fact #11 and #12. 
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Findings of Fact #14: Her [Ms. Wakefield's] continuing criminal activity, fallure to do court ordered 
treatment and continued drug use are life style choices she made that negatively impacted the amount 
of money that Ms. Wakefield had available to pay her fines and demonstrate willfulness on her part. 
I adopt the argument set out in the Supplemental Brief of Respondent City of Kennewick at pages 6- 8. 
Additionally, the court is entitled to draw reasonable inferences from the evidence, this is circumstantial 
evidence. The record of the August 20, 2013 hearing establishes the above reasonable inferences or 
circumstantial evidence from the testimony, declarations, and review of Ms. Wakefield's files. 

There was substantial evidence in the record to support Finding of Fact #14. 

Finding of Fact #16: The defendant stated that her income would prohibit her from paying fines but did 
not testify to any bona fide efforts she has made to be current in her fine payments. 

As pointed out by the City of Kennewick, Ms. Wakefield did not testify to any attempts she made to 
borrow money nor did she testify to other efforts she made to pay towards her legal financial 
obligations nor did she testify to any attempts to find work or that she is unable to work. Ms. Wakefield 
simply relied on the fact that she was on SSI and relied upon the testimony of Dr. Pearce. There was no 
testimony in the record regarding any bona fide efforts that Ms. Wakefield had made to be current in 
her fine payments. 

This fact is supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

Alleged Errors Re: Conclusions of law: 

Ms. Wakefield assigns error to each Conclusion of Law entered by the District Court, Conclusions of law 
#1- #5. This court reviews Conclusions of Law for legal error. See RAU 9.1(a). I agree with the City of 
Kennewick's Supplemental Brief at pages 8-9. 

Conclusions of Law #1, #2, & #3: 

With regards to the Conclusions of Law relevant to both Ms. Wakefield's City of Kennewick and City of 
Richland case (Conclusions of Law #1, #2, and #3), this court adopts the analysis presented in the City of 
Kennewick's Supplemental Brief at the bottom of page 9 through page 16. 

On a side note, Conclusion of law #1, references State v. Bearden 660, 673(1983). Clearly, the 
reference is a typographical error and the correct reference is to Bearden v. Georgia, 461 U.S. 660, 
673(1983) as cited in the additional conclusions of law. Ms. Wakefield also objects because conclusion 
#1 is not a direct quote and the quote also appears at page 675 of the Bearden opinion and the 
conclusion references page number 673. This court is mindful that the same quote is made on page 673 
at FN 12. In any event, while conclusion #lis not a direct quote, it flows from the direct quote and is 
not, in my opinion, legal error. 

Conclusion of law #5: 

With regards to Conclusion of Law #5, I will address this conclusion separately as it relates to the City of 
Richland case where work crew was imposed on Ms. Wakefield as an alternative to imprisonment. It is 
my understanding that with regards to the City of Kennewick case, Judge Butler simply extended Ms. 
Wakefield's payments on fines and costs. 
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As pointed out by the City of Kennewick, RCW 10.01.180{4) allows the court to do just as it did. Where it 
appears to the satisfaction of the court that the default in the payment of a fine or costs is not 
contempt, the court may enter an order allowing the defendant additional time for payment, reducing 
the amount thereof or of each installment or revoking the unpaid portion thereof in whole or in part. 
Emphasis added. 

The District Court committed no legal error in entering an order extending time for Ms. Wakefield to 
make payments on· her City of Kennewick case. 

Conclusion of law #4 and #5 relating to the City of Richland case (where work crew was imposed): 

Conclusion of law #4 reads, as follows: The Court can impose alternate methods to pay fines even if the 
defendant did not have the ability to pay despite sufficient bona fide efforts to acquire the resources to 
pay her fines. See Bearden v. Georgia, 461 U.S. 660, 673{1983). This conclusion seems incomplete to 
me as there is no application to Ms. Wakefield's cases. What does this conclusion mean as it relates to 
Ms. Wakefield and her cases/circumstances? 

Does this conclusion mean that the District Court found that Ms. Wakefield did not have the current 
ability to make payments towards her fines? Does this conclusion mean that the District Court found 
that Ms. Wakefield made sufficient bona fide efforts to acquire the resources to pay her fines? (This 
seems unlikely given FOF #16). Did the District Court find that Ms. Wakefield did not willfully refuse to 

-make payments? (The District Court did find that some of Ms. Wakefield's actions demonstrated 
willfulness, but stopped short of making a finding of willful failure to pay, see FOF #14). 

RCW 10.01.180(4) allows the District Court to make a finding that the nonpayment of fines/costs is not 
contempt (willful) and allows the court to enter an order allowing the defendant additional time for 
payment, reducing the amount thereof or of each installment or revoking the fine or costs or the unpaid 
portion thereof in whole or in part. See also, Smith vs. Whatcom County District Court, 147 Wn.2d 98, 
51 P.3d 790(2002). RCW 10.01.180(4) does not allow imposition of imprisonment or partial 
confinement (work crew) where a finding of contempt (or willful failure to pay) has not been made. 

While I am not completely certain on the full intent/meaning of Conclusion of law #4, I cannot say it is in 
clear legal error in and of itselt though, as discussed below, I believe Bearden v.Georqia, 461 U.S. 
660(1983} is not applicable to Ms. Wakefield's situation, given that she was before the court on a failure 
to pay fine hearing and not a probation hearing. 

Conclusion of law #5 reads as follows: The extension of fines and the alternative method of work crew 
to work off fines are non-imprisonment alternatives available to Ms. Wakefield for not having paid her 
fines. See Bearden v. Georgia, 461 U.S. 660, 672-673. 

I find this conclusion of law is legal error as applied to Ms. Wakefield. As pointed out by Ms. Wakefield, 
the facts in Bearden are significantly different than the facts presented by Ms. Wakefield's case. Here, 
Ms. Wakefield was no longer on probation. Therefore, the issue of revoking Ms. Wakefield's probation 
was not before the District Court on August 20, 2013. The August 20, 2013 hearing was a contempt 
proceeding for failure to pay fines/costs and not a probation revocation hearing. 
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The District Court is a court of limited jurisdiction created by the Legislature. RCW 3.02, 3.30, 3.34, 3.88, 
and 3.66 and W.A.Const. Art. IV, Sec. 1, 12. The Legislature has the sole authority to prescribe its 
jurisdiction and powers. Young v. Konz, 91 Wn.2d 532(1979). After sentencing and the expiration of any 
probationary period, the district court's powers for enforcing fines and costs are limited to those 
expressly granted by statute. See RCW 10.01.160 -180; Smith v. Whatcom County District Court, 147 
Wn.2d 98, 107(2002) (the government may have execution for a fine as for collection of a civil 
judgment). 

In my opinion, Bearden does not authorize the District Court, in a failure to pay fine/contempt hearing, 
to impose work crew as an alternative to imprisonment where no finding of contempt or willful failure 
to pay has been found. Certainly, Washington statutes and case law, as referenced in the preceding 
paragraph, do not support this conclusion. 

The City of Richland, in one of its briefs, stated that the District Court made a finding that Ms. Wakefield 
willfully failed to make payments. Ms. Wakefield denies the court made such a finding. This Issue is 
addressed repeatedly in the transcript from the August 20, 2013 hearing at pages 70-77, 81, and 86-
87. It is clear to me thatJudge Butler believed she did not have to make a finding of willfulness if there 
was an alternative way (work crew) for Ms. Wakefield to pay off her fines/costs. I find this is legal error. 
From my reading of Bearden, Smith, and RCW 10.01.160-180, I believe the District Court was required 
to make a finding of willfulness before imposing the alternative of work crew upon Ms. Wakefield for 
failure to pay her fines/costs. 

Based on the above, the District court is affirmed, in part, and reversed, in part. Because I find that 
Conclusion of Law #5 is legal error. This case is remanded to the District Court for the court to remove 
the imposition of work crew upon Ms. Wakefield on case #R27875, despite her request that she do work 
crew. The District Court order extending the payment of fines on K54282 at the amount of $15.00 per 
month beginning in November 2014 is affirmed. 

l wish to address a couple of other issues raised by Ms. Wakefield. Ms. Wakefield made a motion to 
reduce or eliminate costs per RCW 10.01.160(4). Her motion also mentioned the fine imposed by the 
District Court, besides the costs. As pointed out by the City of Kennewick, there is a distinction in the 
law between costs and fines. The District Court's denial of Ms. Wakefield's motion to reduce or 
eliminate costs is reviewed for abuse of discretion. This court finds that the District Court did not abuse 
its discretion in denying Ms. Wakefield's motion. 

Ms. Wakefield also claims Ms. Wakefield was denied due process of law because of: 1) Lack of Notice; 
and, 2) Lack of a Neutral and Impartial Judge. With regards to the notice issue, it is clear that Ms. 
Wakefield waived any argument regarding notice. Judge Butler explained to Ms. Wakefield why she was 
before the court and it is clear that Ms. Wakefield's attorney understood why she was before the court. 
Additionally, Judge Butler offered to continue the hearing so that Ms. Wakefield and her counsel could 
understand the nature of the hearing and be prepared. Ms. Wakefield and her counsel indicated they 
were ready to proceed. Clearly, Ms. Wakefield had notice as to why she was before the court. Even if 
the argument was that notice was insufficient, it is clear that Ms. Wakefield and her counsel waived any 
potential defect in the notice by agreeing to proceed with the hearing and indicating to the court that 
they did not wish a continuance. 

Ms. Wakefield also claims her due process rights were violated because Judge Butler asked questions of 
witnesses, "cross-examined" witnesses, and asked clarifying questions. Judge Butler had the right and 
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duty to understand the evidence that was being presented to her. Judge Butler was the trier of fact in 
this proceeding. The cases cited by Ms. Wakefield are factually and procedurally dissimilar to Ms. 
Wakefield's case. The cases are clear on one point; a judge has the right, as the trier of fact, to question 
witnesses in order to elicit the truth or to clarify material issues. This is what Judge Butler did. Ms. 
Wakefield was not denied her right to a neutral and impartial judge. 

I believe I have addressed the issues that were presented to me. I don't know If this written decision is 
sufficient pursuant to RAU 9.1(g). If any of you believe that this written decision is insufficient, please 
advise. 

This matter is remanded back to the District Court for proceedings consistent with this court's decision 
regarding City of Richland #R27875. 

Very truly yours, 

tun c__12w'<W!f<C,i 
Carrie Runge {) 

cc: court file 
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I Ms. Karla Carlisle 
Attorney for Briana Wakefield 
% Northwest Justice Project 
1310 N. 5th Ave., Ste. B 
Pasco, WA. 99301 

Mr. James Bell 
Asst. City Attorney for Richland 
%Bell Brown & Rio 
Kennewick, WA. 99336 

Ms. Jessica Foltz 
Asst. City Attorney for Kenn€1wick 
% 210 W. 6th Avenue 
Kennewick, WA. 99336 

December 18, 2014 

Re: City q1Rl~Y.J2iKennewlck v~. Briq!)a Wakefield 
Benton County #13-1-01070-8 & 1113-1-01071-6 

Dear Counsel: 

ifE!etttott (![o'tttttp 3T UfSti ce QCenter 
§rrmltHn QCountp QCourtbou5l'e 
'Otelepbone (509)736-3071 
§nx (509)736-3057 

I have received and reviewed Ms. Wakefield's motion for reconsideration. Ms. Wakefield requests that I 
clarify my ruling to make a finding on whether or not the imposition of court costs would impose a 
manifest hardship on her and/or her family or, in the alternative, for me to reconsider my ruling that 
may have implicitly equated "ability to pay" the legal financial obligation with "manifest hardship" under 
RCW 10.02.160(4). For the following reasons, I am denying the motion for reconsideration. 

First of all, it is for the District Court to make findings of fact and for this court to review the findings 
made by the District Court. If counsel believes a finding on this issue is required, then the proper place 
to request a finding is in District Court. On the record before me, I am unable to determine what finding 
the Distdct Court may or may not have made on this particular issue. 

Secondly, with regards to what Ms. Wakefield may be reading into my decision regarding her Motion to 
Remit Costs pursuant to RCW 10.01.160{4), as previously indicated, such a motion is reviewed for abuse 
of discretion. On the record before me, I can't say that the District Court abused its discretion in 
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denying Ms. Wakefield's motion to remit costs. Again, to the extent that Ms. Wakefield is trying to read 
anything else into my decision, I am simply finding no abuse of discretion. 

Very truly yours, 

e» r 1 ·0 ·rz{ff_/ 
Carrie Runge · 

cc: court files 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BENTON 

CITY OF RICHLAND/KENNEWICK, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

BRIANA N. WAKEFIELD, 
Defendant, 

Defendant. 
-------------------~ 

NO. R27875, K54282 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Court, having held a Failure To Pay Fine hearing on August 20, 2013 regarding the 

defendant Briana N Wakefield, does hereby make the following Findings of Fact and 

Conclusions of Law. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

I. Briana WukeJield committed the crimes of Theft (2009), Disorderly Conduct (20 l 0), and 

Harassment (2012). 

2. For each crime, she was ordered to pay i1nes. Other conditions of her sentences included 

treatment and the requirement of no new criminal convictions. 

Findings of Fact & Condusions of Law - 1 
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3. Ms. Wakefield currently receives SSI and other state funded benefits. 

4. There was no evidence presented that Ms.Wakefield has a permanent disability that 

prevents her from working. 

5. She is currently involved in a dependency action regarding her children. 

6. Ms. Wakefield was allowed to set payments for her fines on a monthly basis at an amollnt 

requested by her. 

7. Each time she committed a new crime her payments were combined and restarted. 

8. She made 4 payments towards her fines. (Note that since this hearing the defendant has 

made 2 more payments.) 

9. Ms. Wakefield failed to appear at compliance hearings set by the Court. 

10. Warrants were issued for her failure to appear and failure to pay her fines. 

11. On March 12, 2012 Ms. Wakefield, represented by counsel, requested to do Work Crew 

as an alternative way to pay off her fines. She specifically told the Cou1t that she would 

"love" to do Work Crew. 

12. Ms. Wakefield was very successful on Work Crew. She was able to pay the Work Crew 

fee and she completed 45 hours of Work Crew and had $450 credited towards her fines. 

13. At her request, she was excused from Work Crew because she was pregnant and her fines 

were restarted at the amount she requested of $30.00 per month to begin in August of 

2013. A payment of$60.00 was made in April of2013. 

14. Her continuing critninal activity, Cailure to do court ordered treatment and continued drug 

use are life style choices she made that negatively impacted the amount of money that 

Ms. Wakctleld had available to pay her fines and demonstrate willfulness on her part. 

15. There was no evidence presented that the defendant's finm1cial situation was different 

Findings of Fad & Condusions of Law - 2 
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when she made payments from what it is today. 

16. The defendant stated that her income would prohibit her from paying fines but did not 

testify to any bona fide efforts she has made to be current in her fine payments. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. Poverty does not insulate a defendant from punishment for inability to pay fines. State v 

Bearden 660, 673 (1983). 

2. Defendant's payment of fines establishes that she had some ability to pay her fines. 

3. Defendant's continuing criminal activity, failure to do court ordered treatment and use of 

illegal drugs reflects an insufficient concern for paying her debt to society and 

contributed to Ms. Wakefield's failure to be current on her fines. 

4. The Court can impose alternate methods to pay fines even if the defendant did not have 

the ability to pay despite sufficient bona fide efforts to acquire the resources to pay her 

fines. See Bearden v. Georgia 461 U.S. 660, 673 (1983). 

5. The extension of fines and the alternative method of Work Crew to work off fines are 

non-imprisonment alternatives available to Ms. Wakefield for not having paid her fines. 

See Bearden v. Georgia 461 U.S. 660, 672-673 (1983). 

THEREFORE, based on the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, the Court 

orders: 

1. That Ms. Waketield is to complete the Work Crew she asked to do on R27875. 

Findings of Fact & Conclusions of Law - 3 
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2. The payment of fines to be extended on K54282 at the amount of $15.00 per month 

beginning in November of2014. 

K a~~Of3t.-tJid~ 
JUDGE 

Findings of Fact & Conclusions of Law- 4 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BENTON 

CITY OF KENNEWICK, 

vs. 

BRIANA WAKEFIELD, 

Plaintiff, 

Defendant. 

No. K54282 

DECLARATION OF DIANA 
PEARCE, PhD 

14 I, Diana Pearce, state under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington: 

15 1. I have a B.A. from the College of Wooster, a M.S.W. and a PhD from the University of 

16 Michigan, School ofSocial Work. 

17 2. I am currently a Senior Lecturer at the School of Social Work at the University of 

I 8 Washington. I have been a researcher in this area of study since 1978. Attached as 

19 Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of my professional c.v. 

20 3. r have been researching and writing on the subject of how much income a family of a 

21 certain composition in a given place must cam to meet their basic needs since 1996 as the 

22 principal investigator for the Self-Sufficiency Standard research projects. 

23 4. I developed the Self-Sufficiency Standard while I was the Director of the Women and ·· 

24 
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Poverty Project at Wider Opportunities for Women (WOW). The Ford Foundation 

2 provided funding for the Standard's original development. When I took my position at 

3 the University of Washington in 1998, the calculation of the Standard and research and 

4 reports on the Standard were housed here, and in 2003 I became the Director of the 

5 Center for Women's Welfare, under whose auspices the Standard continues to be 

6 developed and calculated. 

7 5. Over the past 14 years, the Standard has been calculated for 3 7 states (including 

~ Washington State) as well as the District of Columbia and New York City. The Self-

9 Sufficiency Standard has revolutionized the way policies and programs for low-income 

10 workers are structured and what it means to be in need in the United States. 

J 1 6. In 2011, I was the principal author of and leader of the team that calculated the Standard 

12 and published the Self-Sufficiency Standard for Washington State 2011 which was 

l3 prepared for the Workforce Development Council of Seattle-King County. 

14 7. The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Washington State 2011 is the fourth edition of this 

15 report. The report, plus tables providing for county specific infonnation for 152 family 

I 6 types is available at www.selfsufficiencystandard.org. The information for Washington 

I 7 state is also accessible through the website, www.thecalculator.org . 

18 8. The Self-St1.{flciency Standard for Washington State 20/1 describes how much income 

I 9 families of various size and compositions need to make ends meet without public or 

20 private assistance in each county of Washington. The Self-Sufficiency Standard is a 

21 measure of economic security that is based on the costs of the basic needs for working 

22 families: housing, child care, food, health care, transportation, and miscellaneous items as 

23 well as the costs of taxes and the impact of tax credits. The goal for creating the Standard 

24 

DECJ.ARATION OF DIANA P[\ARCE· 2 

A- 15 

Northwest Justice Project 
IJION Slh Ave. Sl~ ll 

Pasco. WA 99301 
rei (S!J<J) 547-2760 Faq509) 5H·I612 0 



was to calculate the amount needed to meet each basic need at a minimally adequate 

2 level, without public (public housing, Medicaid or Food Stamps) or private (unpaid 

3 babysitting by a relative or friend, food from food banks or shared housing) assistance. 

4 By minimally adequate, I mean enough resources to meet the core necessities of life, such 

5 as clothing, food, shelter and medical care at a decent level. It is the minimum, in that 

6 these are "bare bones" budgets, with no extras. For example, the food budget is only 

7 groceries and there is not a pizza or latte in the food budget. To be below this minimum 

8 means the inability to secure even the basic necessities with one's own resources, and be 

9 forced to sacrifice one need for another, e.g., not eat in order to pay for heat, or be forced 

10 to rely on luck, on the uncertainty of the kindness of others. Also, if one's resources are 

11 less than the Standard, not only can one not secure the basics, but one cannot "budget" 

12 one's way up to the Standard. This is not about choices, good or bad, it is about the 

13 realities of what necessities cost in the market, regardless of who you are. 

14 9. The Self-Sufficiency Standard assumes adult household members work full-time and 

15 therefore includes all major costs associated with employment for adult household 

16 members (i.e. taxes, transportation and child care for families with young children). 

17 l 0. For housing costs, the Standard uses the most recent Fair Market Rents (FMRs), which 

18 are calculated annually by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

I 9 (HUD) for each state's metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas. FMRs include utilities 

20 (except telephone and cable) and reflect the cost of housing that meets basic standards of 

21 decency. 

22 11. For food costs, the Standard uses the U.S. Depatiment of Agriculture (USDA) Low-Cost 

23 Food Plan. The Low-Cost Food Plan was designed to meet minimum nutritional 
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standards using realistic assumptions about food preparation time and consumption 

2 patterns. The Low-Cost Food Plan only includes the cost of groceries and does not allow 

3 for any take-out, fast-food or restaurant meals- no Iattes, no pizza. 

4 12. The transportation costs consider if there is an "adequate" public transportation system in 

5 a given area. The Standard assumes workers use public transportation to get to and from 

6 work. A public transportation system is considered "adequate" if it is used by 7% or more 

7 ofthe working population in a given county. Except for King County, all counties in 

8 Washington have less than 7% public transportation usc; therefore, King County 

9 transportation costs are based on public transit while private transportation is assumed for 

10 all other counties in Washington. 

11 13. Miscellaneous expenses are calculated by taking 10% of all other costs. This e?<pense 

12 category consists of all other essentials including clothing, shoes, paper products, diapers, 

13 non-prescription medicines, cleaning products, household items, personal hygiene items 

14 and telephone service. 

15 14. Taxes include federal income tax, payroll taxes and state and local sales where 

16 applicable. 

17 15. The Standard does not allow for recreation, entertainment, savings, debt repayment, or 

1 S any other needs beyond the inescapable daily needs of basic human existence. 

]9 16. The Sef(-Sujflciency Standard/or Washington State 2011 is calculated based on the cost 

20 of necessities in 2011. It is expected that the Standard will be updated this fall for 2013. 

21 While we cannot know until the research is done, in most states costs of these basic needs 

22 have risen in recent years at a rate about I "2% over inflation. Thus the 2011 figures are 

Z3 likely to be an underestimate of current and future costs. 
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17, The 2011 Self-Sufficiency Standard for a household of one adult in Kennewick/Richland 

2 in Benton County is $1,492 a month; in Benton County outside of Kennewick/Richland, 

3 it is $1,468. See attached as Exhibit B. 

4 18. The 20 I 1 Self-Sufficiency Standard for a household of one adult in Franklin County is 

5 $1,407. See allached as Exhibit C. 

6 19. I spent time examining Ms. Briana Wakefield's current court record regarding the fine 

7 issue and her current financial situation. 

8 20. Ms. Wakefield's declaration shows she is disabled and gets as her sole income federal 

9 SSI benefits of around $710 and $170 in food stamps- totaling $880 a month. 

10 21. My understanding is that a person does not receive federal SSI benefits unless they are 

11 found pennanently and totally disabled from any significant gainful employment by the 

I 2 Social Security Administration. 

13 22. Based on my knowledge and expertise, and investigation and study perfonned as the 

14 principal investigator and director of the team that developed the Self Sufficiency 

15' Standard for Washington State in 20 ll, that a total income of $880 each month is less 

16 than the amount needed to meet even her basic essential needs at a minimal adequate 

17 level, even taking into account the fact that she is not employed. 

18 23. As one can see by reviewing the Benton County Self-Sufficiency Standard, the entirety of 

19 Ms. Wakefield's cash resources each month barely exceeds the basic housing cost of 

20 $618 a month. Further, the Standard housing allowance does not include the necessary 

21 expense of saving toward a security deposit or the prepayment of first month's rent, as 

22 are usually required to obtain rental housing. 

23 24. Ms. Wakefield's food stamp benefit (SNAP) of$170 a month does not even meet the 

24 
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1 minimum monthly food cost for one adult Benton County resident. Under the Standard, 

2 that basic cost is $205 each month. That cost would be higher for homeless persons, since 

3 the amount of $205 presumes a basic ability to store and refrigerate groceries and prepare 

4 cheap but adequate meals. The shortfall in meeting her food costs must come from Ms. 

5 Wakefield's limited cash resources. 

6 25. Ms. Wakefield does not have child care costs similar to an employed individual, but she 

7 does have unavoidable supply and transportation costs related to the visitation she is 

8 required to satisfy as part of her reunification plan with the dependency court. 

9 26. Ms. Wakefield does not own a car and relies on rides from friends and public 

l 0 transportation. The Standard assumes an adult living in Benton County owns a car and 

i 1 uses it to get to work. While Ms. Wakefield is not employed, she does incur similar level 

12 transpo~ation costs in order to maintain progress in reuniting her family, accessing health 

13 and mental health resources, and securing housing, through rides from friends and public 

14 transportation. 

15 27. The Standard includes phone/ communication costs in the miscellaneous category, among 

16 other expenses (such as clothing, shoes, personal hygiene, paper products, laundry 

17 expenses, diapers, and so forth). For Kennewick/Richland in Benton County, total 

18 miscellaneous is $118 for an adult living alone. Ms. Wakefield has pre-paid telephone 

19 plan of$60 a month, more than half the miscellaneous cost category. The $118 in the 

20 miscellaneous category assumes a person has a home and can access a low-cost home 

21 line and internet service. A person who is homeless will have to meet the needs of 

22 telephone and communications services in untraditional ways. In fact, Ms. Wakefield's 

23 homelessness actually uses more of her miscellaneous budget than if she had a pem1anent 

24 
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l home, impacting her ability to meet her other miscellaneous needs, such as diapers and 

2 other supplies for her children's visitation. 

3 28. When someone Jives below the Self-Sufficiency Standard, they have to make very hard 

4 choices between paying for housing versus paying for food or other necessities to sustain 

S them during the month. When resources are insufficient to meet one's basic needs, there 

6 is no way to ''budget" one's way to doing so. Individuals with income below their 

7 Standard are forced to make extremely difficult choices as to which needs to meet, and 

8 which ones to go without. The fact that Ms. Wakefield is homeless is a clear indicator 

9 that she has inadequate resources; if she secured housing, she would likely, in the market 
( 

1 0 in this community have inadequate resources to meet other essential needs, including 

11 those related to her children, and to her achieving family unity and maintaining her 

12 health. 

13 29. Based on my knowledge and expertise, and investigation and study perfonned as the 

14 principal investigator and leader of the team that calculated the Self~Sufficiency Standard 

15 for Washington State in 2011, it does not matter how adept at budgeting a person is; 

16 when their monthly resources are only $880 a month, they will not have enough money 

17 for essential needs, let alone money to pay court fines. Essentially, the court is asking Ms. 

l.8 Wakefield to put her basic survival needs aside and pay court fines, Again, the Self-

19 Sufficiency Standard does not include debt repayment (court fines) and Ms. Wakefield 

20 doesn't even have income to meet the Self-Sufficiency Standard for Kennewick/Richland 

21 in Benton County of$1,492. 

22 30. Based on my knowledge and expertise, and investigation and study performed as the 

23 team that developed the Self-Sufficiency Standard for Washington State in 2011. Ms. 
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2 
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7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Wakefield does not have enough income to make any payment to the court on her court 

obligations because she 'cannot even meet her basic essential needs, especially 

comidering the fll.Ct she is homeless and disabled. 

31. Based on my knowledge and expertise, and investigation and study performed as 

principal investigator and director of the team that developed t11e Self-Sufficiency 

Stlmdard for Washington State in 2011, Ms. Wakefield does not have enough monthly 

income to meet her basic living needs let alone enough money to make any non-payment 

of her court fines willful. 

Sworn to under penalty ofpotjury at Seattle, Washington on Jtp~,.f1 , 2013. 

_M~_)~~~~ .. -· -· 
Dr. Diana Pefll'Ce 
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4 
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6 
DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

7 IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BENTON 

8 CITY OF KENNEWICK, 
Plaintiff, 

9 
and 

10 
BRIANA WAKEFIELD, 

11 
Ms. Wakefield. 

12 

No. K54282 

GR 17 CERTIFICATE OF FACSIMILE 
SIGNATURE 

13 PURSUANT TO GR 17, the undersigned has examined the declaration of Diana Pearce, 

14 PhD and has determined that Diana Pearce, PhD signed the document, that it is complete and · 

15 legible, that it consists of eight pages, not including this Cettificate, which becomes the ninth and 

16 final page ofthe declaration before exhibits A-C. 

17 I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that the 

18 foregoing is true and correct. 

19 DATED this .J!l day of ~l__, 2013 at Pasco, Washington. 

20 NORTHWEST JUSTICE PROJECT 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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CURRICULUM VITAE 

Diana May Pearce 
School ofSocial Work 
University of Washington 
4101151hAvenueNE 
Seattle, WA 98105 

(206) 616-2850 (phone) 
(206) 543-1228 (fax) 
email: 
pearce@u.washington.edu 

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND 
1976 Ph.D. University of Michigan, Social Work and Social Science (Sociology) 

1969 M.S.W; 

1964 B.A. 

Dissertation Title: "Black, White, and Many Shades of Gray: Real Estate 
Brokers and their Racial Practices." 

University of Michigan, School of Social Work 

College of Wooster, Wooster, Ohio, including Washington Semester (Spring 1963) at 
American University, Washington, DC 

POSITIONS HELD 
2000-present 

2002-present 

2009 

2006 (Fall) 

1998-2000 

1996-1997 

1985- 1996 

1991-1992 

1985- 1986 

1980-1985 

Senior Lecturer, School of Social Work, University of Washington; Adjunct Faculty, 
Women's Studies, and member, REECAS (Russian East European Central Asia Studies) 
Faculty 

Director, Center for Women's Welfare, School of Social Work, University of Washington 

Senior Specialist Fulbright, Tashkent (Institute of Culture) Samerkand University, Fergana 
University, all in Uzbekistan [consultancy on developing professional social work education] 

Fulbright Professor, Bishkek, Kyrgyz Republic (American University of Central Asia) 

Visiting Assistant Professor, School of Social Work, University of Washington 

Fulbright Professor, Uzbekistan (Tashkent State University, University of World Economy 
and Diplomacy) 

Director, Women and Poverty Project, Wider Opportunities for Women 
Research and advocacy on broad range of issues concerning low-income women, 
including welfare, low-wage employment, child care, housing, poverty status, etc. 

Visiting Scholar, Institute for Research on Women and Gender, Stanford University 

Visiting Assistant Professor, Amel'ican University, Department 
of Sociology, Courses taught; Quantitative Methods (advanced), Women in Society. 

Director of Research, Center for National Policy Review, 
Catholic University Law School 

Conducted research, including all phases, from design to grant writing to final report and 
journal articles; prepared and presented testimony as expert-witness in Congressional 

Jiift!li!ll!llllllillllll!lll!lllllll'tlll•lii!IMl' hearings, academic nnd non-academic conferences; editor, Civil .. Rlg_bts Research Review 
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Pearce 
1985 

1984- I 993 

1978- 1979 

Adjunct Lecturer, Columbus School of Law, Catholic University of America: 
Social Science and the Law. 

Fellow by Courtesy, Center for Social Organization Schools, Johns Hopkins University. 

Honorary Fellow, Institute for Research on Poverty, University of Wisconsin, Madison 
Research on women in poverty and racial discrimination in housing 

1975- 1980 Assistant Professor, Department of Sociology, University oflllinois at Chicago Circle 
Sociology Courses: Poverty and Social Welfare, Racial and Ethnic Minorities, Research 
Methods, Social Inequality, Graduate Research Practicum, Sex Roles, Urban Society 

1975- 1977 

1973- 1975 

1974 

Assistant Professor, School of Social Work, University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, 
Social Work Courses: Social Welfare Policy and Services, Race and Poverty, Social 
Science I 

Teaching Fellow, Sociology Department, University of Michigan: 
Sociological Methods (under supervision of Howard Schuman), 
Introduction to Sociology (under supervision ofGayl Ness & Marilyn Rosenthal). 

Adjunct Lecturer, University of Michigan Extension (Social Work) Ann Arbor: Social 
Welfare Policy and Services I. 

1972· 1974 Lecturer, School of Social Work, University of Michigan: Courses: Complex Organizations 
(with Sheldon Siegel), Social Welfare Policy and Services (with Fred Cox). 

1974 Adjunct Lecturer, University of Michigan, Flint and Dearborn: 
Community Structure and Processes. 

WORK EXPERIENCE 
1970 English editor (translator), for Rushen Kelesh and Sherif Mardin (Ankara, Turkey) 
1969 Interviewer, Institute of Social Research, University of Michigan 
1968 Research Assistant to Thomas Powell (University of Michigan School of Social Work); research ott 

developing consultation and liaisons between a community mental health center and local church 
pastors. 

1968 Research Assistant to John Tropman (University of Michigan School of Social Work); research on 
ethnicity in the community 

1965-7 Peace Corps Volunteer (Turkey). Community development in a small village (eastern Turkey), and 
English teacher in a small town (western Turkey) 

1963 Summer Volunteer, Back Bay Mission (Biloxi, MS) 
196 I Summer Volunteer, Beacon Neighborhood House (Chicago, IL) 

SCHOLARSHIPS AND A WARDS 
2005-prcsent 
2003 
2003 
1997 
1990 
1977 
1974 

Whiteley Center Scholar [University of Washington at Priday Harbor) 
Setting the Standard Award, Wider Opportunities for Women (Washington, DC) 
Visionary Research Award, Workforce Development Council (Seattle, WA) 
Pauline Bart Feminist Activist Award, Sociologists for Women in Society 
Sociological Practice Award from the Society for Applied Sociology 
Faculty Summer Fellowship, University of Illinois 
Rackham Dissertation Grant 
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Pearce 
1971-72, 1972-73 
1968-1970, 1974 
1964 

Rackham Prize Fellowship 
National Institute of Mental Health Fellowship 
National Presbyterian Honor Scholarship 

RESEARCH GRANTS AND PROJECTS 
Principal Investigator, Ongoing, Development and Calculation of Self-Sufficiency Standard (including Updates), 
1996- present (funded by Ford Foundation initially, {some via Wider Opportunities for Women until 2006] and 
later by many other foundations, state agencies, etc.), over $1,000,000 total 

Principal Investigator, Wages, Work, and Poverty in Washington State, Center for Labor Studies (2006) 

Principal'lnvestigator, Demographic Study (using the Self-Sufficiency Standard) of Poverty in Colorado (2006). 

Principal Investigator, Demographic Study (using the Self-Sufficiency Standard) of Poverty in New Jersey 
(2006). 

Principal Investigator, Hardships Study (Pennsylvania), William Penn Foundation (via Women's Association for 
Women's A ltematives [W A W A](now Path Ways), 2000-2002) 

Principal Investigator, Research Initiative of the NET (Nontraditional Education and Training) Project, Women's 
Bureau ofthe DepartrnentofLabor(l991-1992). 

Director, Study of Doubled-Up Families, Poverty and Race Research Action Council ( 1991-1992) 

Director, Evaluation of Transitional Housing Programs, Northwest Area Foundation and Minneapolis-St. Paul 
Family Housing Fund (1989-1990) 

Project Director, Book on Women in Poverty and Related Activities, Ford Foundation (1983-85) 

Principal Investigator, NSF grant on the nature of housing market practices in forty cities (1982-84) 

Principal Investigator, National Institute of Education research grant on the relationship between school 
desegregation and housing discrimination ( 1980-81) 

PUBLICATWNS 

2009 

2008 

2007 

Battered by the Storm: How the Safety Net Is Failing Americans and How to Fix It, with 
Deepak Bhargava, Timothy Casey, John Cavanagh, Karen Dolan, Peter Edelman, Barbara 
Ehrenreich, Sarita Gupta, Dedrick Muhammad, Steve Savner, Kevin Shih. Institute of 
Policy Studies, Washington, D.C. 

"Biography of Molly Orshansky", Encyclopedia of Gender 

Introduction, Child Poverty in America Today. Barbara A. Arrighi and David J. Maume, 
cds., Praeger. 

2007 "When Work is Not the Answer: New Challenges for the Millennium", (special issue on the 
working poor], Families in Society (Fall) 
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2004 

2002 

2002 

2001 

2000 

1999 

1997 

1995 

1994 

1993 

1993 

1992 

1992 

1991 

1990 

1990 

) 

Pearce 
"The Statistical Measure of Poverty", in Poverty and Social Welfare in the United States: An 
Encyclopedia, Gwendolyn Mink and Alice O'Connor, editors. ABC-CLIO. 

"Welfare Reform Now That We Know It: Enforcing Women's Poverty and Preventing Self­
Sufficiency", p. 125-150 in Josefina Figueira-McDonough and Rosemary C. Sarri, eds., 
Women at the Margins: Neglect, Punishment and Resistance, New York: Haworth Press. 

"Measuring Welfare Reform Success by a Different Standard," p. 166-186 in From Poverty 
to Punishment: How Welfare Reform Punishes the Poor, Gary Delgado, Ed., Oakland, CA: 
Applied Research Center. 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard: A New Tool for Evaluating Anti-Poverty Policy," Poverty & 
Race, Vol. 10, No.2 

"Rights and Wrongs of Welfare Reform: a Feminist Approach to the New American Welfare 
State," Affi/ia (Special Issue on the New American Welfare- summer 2000) 

"Doing the Triple Combination: Negotiating the Domestic Violence, Child Welfare, and 
Welfare Systems" in Ruth Brandwein, ed., Battered Women, Children, and Welfare Reform: 
The Ties that Bind (Sage, Sage Series on Violence Against Women) 

"TI1e State of Women in Uzbekistan," REECAS Newsletter, Vol. 3, no.2, p.3-1 0 (Spring). 

"Welfare, "Reform", and Women," NCJW Journal (Spring), p. 4-25. 

"When Sexual Harassment Happens: State Unemployment Insurance Coverage of Workers 
Who Leave Employment Because of Sexual Harassment" with Monica Phillips, Stanford 
Law and Policy Revt'ew (Spring), Vol. 5:2, p. 75-82. 

"Welfare "Reform"?" Equal Means (Fall), p. 9-10. 

"Change in the Other America: Women's Poverty in the 1990s," Women: A Cultural 
Review, Vol. 4, No. 1 (Spring), p. 1-7. 

"Reading Between the Research Lines," Equal Means, Volume I, No.3 (Summer). 

Review of The Feminization of Poverty: Only in America?, Kremen, Eleanor, and Gertrude 
Schaffner Goldberg, eds., (New York: Praeger, 1990) American Journal of Sociology, 97 ,5, p. 
1479-1481. 

"Welfare is Not for Women: Why the War on Poverty Cannot Conquer the Feminization of 
Poverty," in Linda Gordon, cd., Women, the State and Welfare (Univ. of Wisconsin Press). 

"Bending the Twig in Yonkers: Creating a Segregated Community," National Confer·ence on 
School Desegregation (November 1986); published in Separate But Equal in the Melropolisi 
the Changing Shape of the School Desegregation Batlle, Gary Orficld, cd., (Brookings 
Press). 

"Women, Working and Poverty: Toward the Year 2000," in Risks and C!tallcmges: 
Compendium on Wo111en, Work and the Future (Wider Opportunities for Women). 
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1990 

1989 

1989 

1989 

1988 

1988 

1987 

1986 

I 986 

1986 

1986 

1985 

1985 

1985 

1984 

1983 

Pearce 

"The Feminization of Poverty," Journal of Peace and Justice Studies,. Vol. 2, No.I (Special 
Issue on Women and Social Justice). 

"Prison With No Parole:The Persistence of Women's Poverty," WHY Magazine 
(Faii/Winter,#3) 

"Welfare and Women's Poverty: Reform or Reinforcement?," (with Kelley Ellsworth), 
Journal of Legislation, Vol. 16 (May, 1989). 

"'Children Having Children': Teen Pregnancy and Public Policy from a Women's 
Perspective," in Adolescent Pregnancy: International Perspectives (Yale University Press) 
and presented at the Symposium on teen pregnancy, Stanford University. 

"Life's Changes: A Life-cycle Perspective on Women's Economic Status,'' (with Nadia 
Moritz) Social Thought (Fall, Vol. IX) 

"Welfare Reform in 1988: A Missed Opportunity." San Jose Mercury and National Forum 
(A public service of AFSCME). 

"On th<: Edge: Marginal Women Workers and Employment Policy," in Ingredients for a 
Women's Employment Policy, C. Bose and G. Spitz, eds., (SUNY Press). 

"What Works for Welfare," Food Monitor, (December, 1986). 

"Women and Unemployment Compensation: An Agenda," The Women's Economic Justice 
Agenda,jor the States Issues of 1987, (National Center for Policy Alternatives). 

"Women and Poverty: An Agenda for the States," America's States (National Center for 
Policy Alternatives). 

"Women and Children in Poverty," Sout/letn Changes (Feb.-March, 1986) Vol. 8, No. 1. 

(As member of Women's Economic Agenda Working Group), Toward Economic Justice For 
Women: A National Agenda for Change (Washington, DC: Institute for Policy Studies). 

"Toil and Trouble: Women and Unemployment Compensation," Signs, 10, 3, p.439-459 
(Spring). Reprinted in Women and Poverty, B. Gelpi, N. Hartsock, C. Novak, M. Strober, 
eds., (Chicago: University ofChicago Press, 1986). 

"Beyond Busing: New Evidence on the Impact of Metropolitan School Desegregation on 
Housing Segregation" in Robert Green, cd., Metropolitan School Desegregation (Plenum 
Press). 

"Farewell to Alms: Women's Fare Under Welfare," in Jo Freeman, 1988 cd., Women: A 
Feminist Perspective, (Palo A Ito: Mayfield Pub. Co.) revised in 1988 for 4th edition. 
Reprinted in R. Sadovnik, C. Perscll, R. Mitchell, and E. Bauman, Understanding Sociology: 
Readings in SociolofD! (Harper and Row). 

"The Feminization of Ghetto Poverty," in special issues on the Black underclass of Trans 
Action/Society, William Wilson, ed. (November-December). 
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1981 

1981 

1979 

1978 

1978 

1973 

SOFTWARE 

Pearce 
"Deciphering the Dynamics of Segregation: The Role of Schools in the Housing Choice 
Process," The Urban Review, Vol. 13, No. 2, p. 85-10 I. 

"Women and Children: Alone and in Poverty," with Harriette McAdoo. Prepared for the 
National Advisory Council on Economic Opportunity (also published as Chapter l in the 
Council's Final Report); reprinted, edited version in R. G. Genovese, Families and Change: 
Social Needs and Public Policy. Also reprinted in the Congressional Record, the 
Grantsmanship News, the Illinois Women's Commission Newsletter, etc, (N.B.: as a 
government publication it has no copyright; therefore we are not always told ofreprintings). 

"Gatekeepers and Horneseekers: Individual and Institutional Factors in Racial Steering," in 
Social Problems 26 (Feb. 1979) p. 325-342. Reprinted in Richard J. Paterson and Char!otie 
Vaughn, Structure and Process: Readings in Jntroductmy Sociology (Belmont, CA: 
Wadsworth Publ. Co., 1986). Reprinted in Richard F. Larsen, ed., The Sociological View 
(Oxford University Press, 1984). 

"The Feminization of Poverty: Women, Work and Welfare," The Urban and Social Change 
Review (Special Issue on Women and Work) Vol. 11, p. 28-36, Republished in Vol. 4, 
Women's Studies Yearbook, Working Women and Families (Sage, 1979). 

"Welfare in the Metropolitan Area," (with David Street) HandbookofContemporary Urban 
Life, David Street, ed. 

"Attitude and Action: A Field Experiment joined to a General Population Survey," (with 
Robert Brannon, Gal)' Cyphers, Sharlene Hesse, Susan Hesselbart, Irwin Katz, Robert 
Keene, Howard Schuman, and TI1omas Viccaro), American Sociological Review 38 
(October): 625-36. 

Colorado (statewide) Self-Sufficiency Calculator. (Similar to Seattle-King County Calculator, see below.) 

Seattle-King County Self-Sufficiency Calculator. Together with Congruent, Inc. [local software firm], created 
the Seattle-King County Self-Sufficiency Calculator, including screen design and underlying formulas, available 
to the public online at www.seakingwdc.org. This online calculator provides social service agency clients as well 
as the public information on their Self-Sufficiency Standard and benefit eligibility (including requirements), 
pr·ovides an interactive worksheet that allows clients to "test" different wages and/or benefit combinations for its 
wage adequacy (given client's actual expenses and income), and provides links to public and private websites for 
further information and/or online applications for assistance. (Developed for Seattle-King County Workforce 
Development Council, Seattle, WA May 2003 ). NOTE: A subsequent state-wide calculator, based on this model 
and again built around the Self-Sufficiency Standard, was the winner of Seattle's 2009 NPower Innovation 
Award (given for most innovative use of technology lo reach and aid clients.) 

New York City Self-Sufficiency Calculator. Wrote underlying formulas for this calculator. Available only 
with password; apply at www.wceca.org. Developed for Women's Center for Career Advancement and 
Education, New York City (2001-2002) 

Pennsylvania Budget Worksheet (online and paper and pencil). Developed the original budget worksheet 
(which forms the basis of all subsequent Self-sufficiency online calculators), which allows clients to enter their 
actual costs, and determine benefit eligibility for various benefits/subsidies (Food Stamps, child care assistance, 
Medicaid/CHIP, etc.), and calculate the overall "wage adequacy" of various combinations of wages and benefits. 
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Pearce 
Worked with programmer to develop online version, and providing continued support to revise and improve the 

online version. Online version available at www.pathwayspa.org Developed for Women's Association for 
Women's Aliernatives [WA WA], now known as PathWays, Swarthmore, Pennsylvania (1999-present). 

REPORTS 
2.010 

2.010 

2.009 

2.009 

2009 

2008 

2008 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2006 

2005 

2004 

2004 

2003 

"Overlooked and Undercounted: Struggling to Make Ends Meet in California" 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for ... Pennsylvania [Update], New York City [Update), New 
York State [Update] 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for ... Indiana [Update], Washington State [Update], 
Mississippi [Update], Illinois [Update], Oklahoma [Update] 

"Overlooked and Undercounted: Struggling to Make Ends Meet in Mississippi" 

"Overlooked and Undercounted: Struggling to Make Ends Meet in Pennsylvania" 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for ... Montana [Update], Georgia [Update], California 
[Update], New Jersey [Update], Pennsylvania [Update], Ohio (new) and Oregon (new) 

"Not Enough to Live On: Characteristics of Households Below the Real Cost of Living in 
New Jersey" 

"Overlooked and Undercounted: Wages, Work and Poverty in Washington State" 

"Overlooked and Undercounted: lncome lnadequacy in Colorado" 

"Overlooked and Undercounted: Where Connecticut Stands" 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standards for ... Massachusetts [Update], California [Update], 
Maryland [Update], Florida {Update], Wyoming [Update], Colorado [Update] 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standards for., .Pennsylvania [Update], Virginia [Update], 
Washington state [Update], Massachusetts [Update] 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standards for ... Wyoming, New Jersey [Update], West 
Virginia(Update], Washington, DC Metro Area[Update), Indiana [update), and 
Connecticut[Update). Seattle, WA: University of Washington. 

"Work- and Work Supports Study". Prepared for Wider Opportunities for Women 
(summarized as "Coming Up Short: A Comparison of Wages and Work Supports in 10 
American Communities" available at www.wowonline.org] 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standards for ... Wisconsin [update]", ... Pennsylvania [Update]", and 
New York City [update]", Colorado. Seattle, WA: University of Washington. 

The Self-Sufficiency Standards for ... Alabama, California [update], Delaware, Hawaii, 
Louisiana, Massachusetts (Update), and Mississippi. Seattle, WA: University of 
Washington. 
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2003 

2003 

2002 

2002 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

) 

Pearce 
"Overlooked and Undercounted: A New Perspective on the Struggle to Make Ends Meet in 
California," with Rachel Cassidy. P1·epared for Wider Opportunities for Women and 
Californians for Family Economic self-Sufficiency and Californians for Family Economic 
Self-Sufficiency, a pmject of the National Economic Development and Law Center. 
Available at www.neglc.org. 

"Public Policies & Private Strategies" Prepared with PathWays? A, fonnerly Women's 
Association for Women's Alternatives. 

"Report to NOVIB-OXFAM on Activities and Situation of Women's NGOs in Uzbekistan 
and Tajikistan: Efforts and Effects on the Issue of Violence Against Women; co-author, 
Nodira Azimova, (Sociology Center Sharhva Tav.riya & National University of Uzbekistan) 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standards for ... Arizona, Florida, Georgia, 1ndiana [Update], 
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey [update), Oklahoma, Virginia, 
Tennessee, and West Virginia [with Jennifer Brooks]". Seattle: University of Washington. 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Pennsylvania", (2"d Update), for Women's Association 
for Women's Alternatives. Seattle, WA: University of Washington. 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Washington State", with Jennifer Brooks, for the 
Washington Association of Churches, the Washington Living Wage Movement and the 
Washington Self-Sufficiency Standard Committee 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Colorado", with Jennifer Brooks, for Colorado Fiscal 
Policy Institute 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Kentucky", with Jennifer Brooks, 
Youth Advocates 

for Kentucky 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Illinois", [Update] with Jennifer Brooks, for Kentucky 
Youth Advocates 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Maryland",. with Jennifer Brooks, for Advocates for 
Children and Youth and the Center for Poverty Solutions 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Utah", with Jennifer Brooks, for Utah Children 

''The Self-Sufficiency Standard for South Dakota," with Jennifer Brooks, for South Dakota 
Women Works and South Dakota Community Concepts 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for New York State," with Jennifer Brooks, for the State of 
New York 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for New York City," with Jennifer Brooks, for the Women's 
Center for Career Advancement and Education (NYC) 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Washington, DC Metro Area'', with Jennifer Brooks, for 
Wider Opportunities for Women 
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1999 

1999 

1999 

1999 

1999 

1999 

1998 

1998 

1998 

1998 

1997 

1997 

1997 

1997 

1997 

Pearce 
"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Wisconsin," with Jennifer Brooks, for the Wisconsin 

Women's Network 
"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Connecticut," with Jennifer Brooks, for the State of 

Connecticut 

"The Real Cost of Living: The Self-Sufficiency Standard for New Jersey", with Jennifer 
Brooks, for Legal Services of New Jersey Poverty Research Institute and The New Jersey 
Center for Economic Policy and Education 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for the Washington, DC Metropolitan Area", with Jennifer 
Brooks, for Wider Opportunities for Women (Washington, DC) 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard far Indiana", with Jennifer Brooks, for the Indiana Coalition 
on Housing and Homeless Issues 

"When Wages Aren't Enough H: How the Child Care Works Program Impacts Family Self­
Sufficiency", prepared for the Women's Association for Women's Alternatives and the 
Philadelphia Citizens for Children and Youth 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Pennsylvania'', with Jennifer Brooks, for the Women's 
Association for Women's Alternatives (Pennsylvania- Update), 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Massachusetts", with Jennifer Brooks, for the Women's 
Education and Industrial Union 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Illinois" with Jennifer Brooks, for Women 
Employed 

"When Wages Aren't Enough: Using the Self-Sufficiency Standard to Model the Impact of 
Child Care Subsidies on Wage Adequacy", prepared for the Women's Association for 
Women's Alternatives and the Philadelphia Citizens for Children and Youth 

"The Road to Self-Sufficiency: Modeling the Impact of Subsidies Using the Self-Sufficiency 
Sta11dard," prepared for the Pennsylvania Family Economic Self-Sufficiency Project and the 
Women's Association for Women's Alternatives 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Pennsylvania," with Jennifer Brooks with the assistance 
of Janice Hamilton Outtz, for the Women's Association for Women's Alternatives 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for North Carolina," with Janice Hamilton Outtz and 
Jennifer Brooks, prepared for NC Equity Sustainable Family Initiative 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for the District of Columbia," with Janice Hamilton Outtz, 
Roberta Spatter-Roth, and Jennifer Brooks 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for the City of Alexandria, Arlington County and Fairfax 
County, Virginia" with Janice Hamilton Outtz and Jennifer Brooks 

''The Self-Sufficiency Standard for the Montgomery County and Prince George's County, 
Maryland" with Janice llamilton Outtz and Jennifer Brooks 
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1997 

1996 

1996 

1995 

1994 

1994 

1993 

1990 

1990 

1990 

1989 

1988 

1988 

1988 

1987 

Pear<Ce 

"Report on Higher Education in Uzbekistan, With Particular Attention to lssues 
Facing Women Students, with Marfua Tokhtakhodjaeva", presented to the Ministry of 
Higher Education, Uzbekistan, and Human Rights Officer, United States Embassy, Tashkent 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Texas," with Janice Hamilton Outtz and Jennifer Brooks. 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Califomia" 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Iowa," prepared for the Department of Economic 
Development, State oflowa 

"From Welfare to the Workplace: A Practitioners' Plan," Wider Opportunities for Women, 
Washington, D.C. 

"Women Work, Poverty Persists: A Census-Based Report on Displaced Homemakers and 
Single Mothers in 1990," prepared for Women Work!: A Network for Women's 
Employment [formerly the National Displaced Homemakers Network], Washington, D.C. 

"Living on the Edge: Doubled-Up Families in America," Women and Poverty Project, 
Washington, D.C. 

"Breaking with Tradition: Women and Nontraditional Training in the JTPA System", Final 
Report to the Women's Bureau, U.S. Department of Labor, on Contract #J-9-M-1-0074. 

The More Things Change ... A Status Report on Displaced Homemakers and Single Parents in 
the 1980's," prepared for the National Displaced Homemakers Net-work. 

"Report on the Impact of Job Training and Welfare-to-Work Programs on Children and Their 
Families in Connecticut," Connecticut Children's Commission. 

"Keys to New Lives: A Report on Seven Transitional Housing Programs," prepared for the 
Northwest Area Foundation. 

"Final Report: Low Wage Jobs and Workers: Trends and Options for Change," (with 
Roberta Spalter-Roth), Institute for Women's Policy Research and Displaced Homemakers 
Network, for the Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration. 

"High Skill and Low Pay: The Economics of Child Care Work" (with Heidi Hartmann), for 
the Child Care Action Campaign; presented at the Child Care Action Campaign Conference 
at Wingspread (WI). 

"Report of Key Findings From a Participant Follow-Up Study," conducted for the District of 
Columbia Private Industry Council (with Vikki Gregory), Gregory Resource Group. 

"A Woman's Guide to Welfare Reform," Women and Poverty Project/Institute for Women's 
Policy Research. 

"Magnet Schools and Milliken 11: A SurveyofTwcnty Urban School Distrkts," prepared for 
David Tntel, Esq. ofl-logan and Hartson, on behalf of the Council of Great City Schools. 
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1986 
1984 

1983 

1983 

1981 

!981 

1980 

"Perspectives on Poverty: Welfare Reform," for the National League of Cities. 
"Final Report to the Potomac Institute on the Civil Rights issues and Implications of School 
Closings," (September, 1984). 

"A Sheltered Crisis: The State of Fair Housing Opportunity in the Eighties." Prepared for 
the U.S. Civil Rights Commission Consultation on Persistent Mechanisms of Racial and 
National Origin Discrimination in Housing, (September, 1983}. 

"The Annual Review of the Chicago Desegregation Plan, Spring 1983," with Joe T. Darden 
and Robert Crain, (March). 

"The Impact of Proposed School Closings and Related Changes on the level of Segregation 
in Montgomery County (Maryland)," prepared for the Montgomery County American Civil 
Liberties Union. 

"Housing and School Desegregation in Metropolitan Chicago," with Joe T. Darden and 
Reynolds Farley, report to the Chicago Board of Education, February 19, !981. 

"Breaking Down Barriers: New Evidence on the Impact of Metropolitan School 
Desegregation on Housing Patterns," Final Report on Grant #G-78-0 I -25, to the National 
Institute of Education. 

OTHER PAPERS (UNPUBLISHED) and PROFESSIONAL PRESENTATIONS 
"Comparing Poverty Measures: the NAS and the Self-Sufficiency Standard," at the New York State Community 
Action Association Meeting, Albany, New York (February, 201 0) 

"Poverty Measures Old and New: A Comparison", Welfare Research and Education Conference, Administration 
for Children and Families, U.S.D.H.S., Washington, D.C. (May, 2009) 

"What a Difference a Measure Makes: New Perspectives on Poverty and New Applications in Anti-Poverty 
Programs", Montana Family Impact Seminar, Helena, MT (June, 2008) 

"A New Agenda for the New Poverty: an Approach Integrating Gender, Race/Ethnic and Working Poor 
Perspectives into "Anti-Poverty" Initiatives", Paper presented at the Institute for Women's Policy Research 
Women's Economic Justice Summit, Atlanta, Georgia (April, 2008) 

"What a Difference a Measure Makes: New Perspectives on Washington State Poverty and New Applications in 
Anti-Poverty Programs", West Coast Poverty Center series, University of Washington (April, 2008) 

"Voices of Women of Central Asia", AAUW Forum, Redmond, Washington. 

"What Do We Know About the Working Poor in Washington State?", presented at Working Hard and Not 
Getting Ahead: A Conversation about the Working Poor In King County, sponsored by the King County 
Workforce Council, (October, 2007) 

''Picking up the Pieces- Women's NGO's Responding to Families Under Economic and Social Stress in Muslim 
Central Asia", Annual Meeting of Central Eurasian Studies Society, Seattle, WA (October, 2007) 
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"Presentation, "Working Towards Self-Sufficiency: A New Look at Work, Welfare, and Poverty" 
Administration for Children and Youth, U.S. Dept ofHHS, Washington, D.C. (June, 2007) · 

"Transforming under Transition: Issues and Potentials for Change in the Welfare System in post-Communist 
Central Asia", REECAS Northwest Conference (April, 2007) 
"Is the Feminization of Poverty Happening in Central Asia? A consideration of the Evidence", Seminar, 
American University of Central Asia (December, 2006) 

Presentation at Eurasia and Eastern European Conference on Women's Studies, Issyk Kul, Kyrgyzstan, 
"Innovative Teaching Methods/Use of Class Exercises" (August, 2006) 

Preliminary Findings, Washington State Report on Income Inadequacy, Pierce County CAP Agency (April 2006) 
How the Self-Sufficiency Standard Changes Our Understanding of Poverty, National Association for State 
Community Services Programs, Portland, OR, (October 2005). 

Analyzing Poverty Using the Self-Sufficiency Standard, Utilities and Transportation Commission Workshop 
Olympia, WA, (September 2005). 

Changing Measures, Changing Perspectives: How The Self-Sufficiency Standard Yields New Understandings Of 
The Nature Of Poverty (presented at ASA, August, 2005). 

The Self-Sufficiency Standard and Child Poverty, Conference on Child Welfare and Child Poverty, Northwest 
Institute and DSHS, Tacoma, Washington (June, 2004). 

Creating and Using Self-Sufficiency Standards, for Rediscovering The Other America: A National Forum on 
Poverty and Inequality, Society for the Study of Social Problems, Chicago, lllinois (August 2002). 

"New Research Tools", Setting the Standard for American Working Families: the Self-Sufficiency Summit 
[conference], Washington, D.C. (November, 2003). 

"How Come Hardships: Using The Self-Sufficiency Standard to Explain Who Experiences Hardships and to 
Explore Strategies Used to Make Ends Meet Among Post-Welfare and Working Poor Single Mothers", presented 
at the American Sociological Association Annual Meeting, Atlanta, Georgia (August, 2003) 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard: The New Questions Asked, the New Answers That Result--
A Report from Fifteen States", APPAM (Association for Public Policy and Management), Washington, DC 
(November 2001) 

"Making the Transition: Using the Self-Sufficiency Standard to Make A Comparative Assessment of Welfare 
Reform", (January 2000) (submitted to ASA 2000) 

"Where Massachusetts Families Stand: Using the Self-Sufficiency Standard and the 1990 Census to Estimate 
Poverty in Massachusetts, by Town" by Laura Russell and Jean Bacon, with Diana Pearce, (January 2000) 

"Closing the Door: Barriers to Women's Access to Higher Education in Independent Uzbekistan," 
by Diana Pearce and Marfua Tokhtakhodjaeva, presented at the REECAS (Russian, East European and Central 
Asia Studies) Conference, Portland, Oregon, April 1998; presented revised version at American Sociological 
Association Annual Meeting, Chicago, Illinois (August, 1999) 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard: How Much is Enot1gh?", poster presentation at Society for Social Work 
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Research, Charleston, South Carolina (January 1999) 

"What is Enough? Measuring Adequacy of Income Using the Self-Sufficiency Standard", presented at the 
American Sociological Association Annual Meeting, Toronto, Ontario, Canada (August, 1997) 

"Limited Visions: An Analysis of the Clinton Welfare Reform Plan" (June, 1994; revised, November, 1994). 

"Making Welfare Work: Performance Standards in Welfare Reform" (May, 1994). 

"Filling the Half-Full Glass: Designing a Welfare System that Works for Women", presented at Women and 
Welfare Refonn: Women's Poverty, Women's Oppoliunities, and Women's Welfare, U.S. House of 
Representatives, Cannon Office Building, Washington, D.C. (October, 1993). 

"The Self-Sufficiency Standard: A Briefing Paper", (November, 1993) 

"Chutes and Ladders: Playing the Low-Wage Employment Game," presented at the American Sociological 
Association Annual Meeting. Cincinnati, Ohio (August, 1991 ). 

"The Herstory of Homelessness: A Women's Perspec~ive on the Housing Crisis," presented at the American 
Sociological Association Annual Meeting, Washington, D.C. (August 1990). 

"The Feminizati<m of Poverty: A Second Look,'' presented at the annual meeting of the American Sociological 
Association, San Francisco, California (August 1989) 

"Back to the Future: Women and the Welfare State at the End of the Twentieth Century," presented at the 
Women in the Welfare State Conference, University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin (June 1989) 

"The Invisible Homeless: Women and Children/ presented at Locked Out: Women and Housing, Women's 
Research and Education Institute. ( 1988) 

"Taking a Second Look at the Feminization of Poverty," presented at the Women and Public Policy Seminar, 
Harvard University (October 1987). 

"The Deservedly Poor and tile Unruly Needy: Women and Welfare Reform," (unpublished paper, 1986). 

"Part~time Women Workers," presented at the Eastern Sociological Meetings, (April, 1986). 

"The Now and Future Impact ofthe Feminization of Poverty on American Society: Children, Racial Inequality 
and the Social Welfare Debate," (American Sociological Association/Society for the Study of Social Problems 
Annual Meeting, August, 1985). 

"Changing Poverty: Comments on Women and Minorities in the Bishop's Letter" delivered at the Santa Clara 
Conference on the Bishops' Pastoral Letter on Catholic Social Teaching and the U.S. Economy, University of 
Santa Clara, (CA), January, 1985. 

"Recovery for Whom? Women and Poverty in the U.S. in the Eighties," presented at the Conference on Religion, 
the Econon1y and Social Justice, held at the State University of New York, Stoneybrook (November, 1984). 

"New Knots or New Nets: Towards a Model of Advocacy to Meet the Needs of Single Parent Heads of 
Household," prepared for the Conference on Poor Clients Without Lawyers: What Can Be Done, held at the 
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University of Wisconsin Law School (October, 1984} and published in the Clearinghouse Review. 

"Lessons Not Lost: The lrnpact of School Desegregation on the Racial Ecology of Large American Central 
Cities," with Robert L. Crain, Reynolds Farley, and Karl Taeuber. Paper presented at the American Educational 
Research Association Annual Meeting (New Orleans, April, 1984). 
"They Never Knocked on My Door: Women and the War on Poverty," paper presented at the American Political 
Science Association Annual Meeting, (Chicago, Illinois, September, 1983). 

"Farewell to Alms: Women and Welfare Policy in the Eighties." Paper presented at the American Sociological 
Association Annual Meeting (San Francisco, September, 1982). 

"Back to Basics in School Segregation: The Three R's of Race, Residence, and Resegregation," (unpub. paper), 
"Women's Fare Under Welfare," at conference, Women and Work in the Eighties: Perspectives From the 
Thirties and Forties, Berkeley, CA, May, 1981. 

"Is Racial Steering a Fonn oflnstitutional Racism?" presented at Institutional Racism Seminar, University of 
lll inois at Champaign-Urbana, September, 1980. 

"Institutional Racism in Housing: Myths and Realities," in For the Record: Fair Housing, Laws and Social 
Reality, published by the League of Women Voters, Lexington, KY, April, 1980. 

EXPERT WITNESS AND TESTIMONY 
Testimony before Baltimore City Council, on legislation on establishing a commission on Wages and 
Compensation, sponsored by SEIU (Service Employees International Union) (July 2004) 

Statement before the Advisory Council on Unemployment Compensation, "Reframing the Issues: the UI 
Program in a time of Block Grants and Working Mothers", (May, 1995), 

"Moving from Welfare to the Workplace," Testimony before the Subcommittee on Human Resources, 
Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives Contract With America Hearings on Welfare 
Reform (February, 1995). 

Statement before the Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and Independence, Washington, D.C. 
(August, 1993). 

Testimony before the Subcommittee on Human Resources, Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of 
Representatives, Washington, D.C. (September, 1992). 

Expert Witness, school segregation and housing patterns, Rocky Mount, North Carolina, for the NAACP Legal 
Defense Fund ( 1991 ). 

Testimony before the Subcommittee on Human Resources, Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of 
Representatives, on Women and Unemployment Insurance Issues(February, 1991) 

Testimony before the Joint Select Task Force on the Changing Family, California Legislature, on 
Housing and Homelessness Trends and the Single Parent Family (April, 1 989). 

Testimony before the Subcommittee on Housing and Community Development, Committee on Banking, Finance, 
and Urban Affairs, U.S. House of Representatives, on the Invisible Homeless and Federal Housing Policies 
(March, 1989). 
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Testimony before the U.S. Senate, Committee on Labor and Human Resources, Subcommittee on 
Children, Drugs, and Alcoholism, on Child Care Workers' Salaries (March, 1988). 

Testimony before the U.S. Senate, Judiciary Committee, Subcommittee on the Constitution, on amending Title 
VIII of the Civil Rights Act (the Fair Housing Act) to forbid housing discrimination against families with 
children (April, 1987). 

Testimony before Montgomery County (MD) Council on Crossways, proposed housing project for women­
maintained families in transition (May, 1987). 

Expert Witness, NAACP, Milwaukee, on school and housing segregation (1987). 
Testimony before the U.S. House of Representatives, Employment Opportunities Subcommittee on the "invisible 
ghetto" of part-time and temporary workers (July, 1987) 

Testimony before the U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Agriculture Coml:nittee, Subcommittee on 
Domestic Marketing, Consumer Relations and Nutrition, on "workfare" and food stamps (September, 1986). 

Testimony before the Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Relations, White House Hearing~ on 
Reform (September, J 986). 

Welfare 

Expert Witness, school desegregation, white flight and housing, for the NAACP Legal Defense Fund in 
Savannah, Georgia (1986). 

Testimony before the U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional 
Rights, Hearing on Proposed Fair Housing Legislation, on the extent and impact of discrimination against 
families with children in the rental of housing (July, 1986). 

Testimony before the Montgomery County Women's Commission, Women and Homelessness (April, 1986). 

Testimony at hearings before the Human Services Committee, DC City Council on Workfare Legislation (April, 
1986). 

Testimony at DC Wage and Hours Board, Hearing on Minimum Wage Levels for Household and Day Care 
Workers (Augus~ 1984). 

Testimony at hearings on the Feminization of Poverty, Illinois Commission 011 the Status of Women (February, 
1984). 

Expert Witness for the NAACP on the relationship of public housing policies, school and housing segregation in 
Yonkers, New York, ( 1983-84). (United States v. City of Yonkers, et at. Civil Action II&OCIV 6761 LBS 
(Southern District of New York) 

Testimony before the U.S. Congress, U.S. House of Representatives, Select Commit1ee on Children, Youth and 
Families, on Impact of Demographic Trends, the Recession, Economy and Federal Budget cuts on the income 
levels and viability of poor families (July, 1983). 

Leadoff Witness, Hearings before the California State Assembly on the "Feminization of Poverty" (April, 1983). 

Expert Witness, Maryland State Board of Education on impact of proposed school closings and pupil 
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reassignments on school and housing segregation in Montgomery County (1982). 

Testimony before the U.S. Congress, U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Civil and Constitutional 
Rights, September, 1981, on my research on the relationship between school and housing segregation/integration. 

Expert Witness, hearing before Maryland State Board of Education regarding effects of closing a racially 
integrated school in Baltimore County on the future stability of the neighborhood and its schools ( t 981 ). 

Expert Witness (for the Justice Department) on school and housing segregation, Ouachita Parish/Monroe, 
Louisiana (July, 1979). 

COMMUNITY AND PROFESSIONAL (ACADEMIC) SERVICE 
Fulbright Ambassador, (Speaker for Fulbright Program and Professional Conferences], 201 0-Present 

Member, Center for Women and Democracy Delegation to Morocco, November 2009; Member, General 
Networking Committee, (planning next delegation, to Vietnam), 201 0-present 

Member, Fulbright Association Board, 2007-present 

Member, Award Committee for Public Sociologist, American Sociological Association, 2005-2008 

President (2009-present) and Board Member ( 1999-present), Seattle-Tashkent S lster City Association, [hosts 
delegations from Tashkent and sends delegations to Tashkent, and related public forums and lectures on 
Tashkent, Uzbekistan & Central Asia]; Participant, official STSCA delegation visits to Tashkent, March 2002 & 
March 2004. 

Founding Board Member, Shalom ZoneNoung Adult Shelter d.b.n. R.O.O.T.S. [provides shelter, food, mental 
health/counseling and other services for young adults 18-25 in the University District]. (1999-2005). 

Chair, Session "Human Development in Eurasia", From the Cold War to Post-Communism: Sixty Years of 
REECAS (1947-2007), REECAS Northwest: The Thirteenth Annual Russian, East European and Central Asian 
Studies Northwest Conference (April, 2007) 

Chair, Session HGender Issues in Central Asia: Empirical Studies in Uzbekistan," Central Eurasian Studies 
Society, Fifth Annual Conference, Indiana University (Bloomington) (October 2004) 

Member, Community Advisory Committee, Nickel and Dimed [play based on book by Barbara Ehrenreich], 
In timan Theatre, Seattle, WA, [included creating mock online Self-Sufficiency Calculator] (July-August, 2002) 

School of Social Work, University of Washington 
Committees served on: Diversity (1998-2001 ); International Committee (including International Social 
Work Extravaganza [fair]), (2000-prescnt); Task Force on Policy for new curriculum; Task Force on new 
Poverty and Inequality course for the new curriculum; role-playing participant, Legislative Simulations 
[Nancy Amidei] ( 1998-2006); BASW Curriculum Committee (I 998-2006). 

REECAS (Russian East European Central Asian Studies) Center Faculty member, University of Washington, 
( 1998-prcsent) 

Executive Committee (Spring, 2007-prcscnt) 
Committee on Admissions (Spring, 2003; Winter, 201 0). 
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Women's Studies, University of Washington, Adjunct faculty 
Academic advisor to both graduate and undergraduate students 

Pearce 

Reviewer for Social Problems, Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society, ·Social Science Review National 
Science Foundation grants. Member, Editorial Board, The American Family. 
External Reviewer for Tenure, Karen Christopher, University of Louisville (Kentucky), 2005. 

Outside Member, Dissertation Review Committee of Beth Harris, Department of Political Science, University of 
Washington, Summer 1999 

Session Presider, Northwest REECAS (Russian, East European, Central Asian Studies) Conference (April, 1999) 

Member, Coalition on Human Needs, Task Force on Welfare, 1988-1996; Board Member, Executive Committee 
Member and Secretary, I 989-1996 

Member, Board of the National Low Income Housing Coalition (1989-1996). 
Member, Interfaith Coalition for Affordable Housing in Montgomery County, Steering Committee and Research 

Committee, 1988-1989. 

Board Member, Suburban Maryland Fair Housing ( 1984-1989). 

Board Member, National Neighbors (1981-83), 

Member(1981-84), and Chair (1984-85), Catholic University President's Commission on Affirmative Action. 

Member (1985-87), and Chair (1987-1989), A.S.A. Committee on National Statistics. 
Member, Thesis Committee of Julia Parks, Department of Sociology, American University ( 1984-86). 

Member, Research Committee and Methods Exam Committee, Department of Sociology, American University 
(1985-86). 

S.W.S. Observer, A.S.A. National Council Meetings (1981). 

Session 01·ganizer and Chair, 1981, A.S.A. Meetings (Toronto) on "New Approaches to School Desegregation." 

Member, A.S.A. Selection Committee for the Award for a Career of Distinguished Scholarship (1980). 

Session Presider, 1979 A.S.A. Meetings, September, 1979, on Sex Roles. 

Session Organizer for Midwest Sociological Society Meetings, April, 1979, on school desegregation and housing 
discrimination. 

Member and Chair, Minority Affairs Committee, School of Social Work, University of Illinois (1975-77). 

TASK FORCE, STUDY AND WORKING GROUP PARTICIPATION 
Member, Advisory Board, Kerner Commission 401h Anniversary Report, Milton Eisenhower Foundation 

Invited Participant, The Mobility Agenda Consultation on Low-Wage Jobs, Seatile, Washington, April, 2007 

Presenter, Labor Caucus, Washington Stutc Legislature (on poverty and self-sufficiency in Washington state) 
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March 2007 

Convenor, Task Force 011 Housing Issues in Welfare Reform, 1994-1996 

Member, Coalition on Women and Job Training, and Welfare Reform Task Force, 1992-1996 
Founding Member and Co-Chair, Women and Housing Task Force, National Low-Income Housing Coalition, 
1988-present; Chair of Research Committee, 1990-present. 

Member, Conference Advisory Committee, Conference on Transitional Housing for Families, National Alliance 
to End Hornelessness, 1990. 

Member, Experts Committee to Review Findings of Focus Groups on Teenage Mothers' Poverty, La Raza, June 
1990. 

Participant, Housing Strategy Group, 1988-1991. 

Member, National Child Care Staffing Study Council, 1988-1990. 

Member, Strategic Task Force, National Congress ofNeighborhood Women, 1988-89. 

Member, Steering Commit tee to Create the Institute for Women's Po !icy Research, 1987. 

Organizer and Steering Committee Member, Women Working for Economic Justice Conference (June, 1986). 

Member, Food Research and Action Committee-Organized Coalition of Organizations Concerned with Welfare 
Reform ( 1986-1987). 

Charter Member (1985-present), National Coalition on Women, Work and Welfare Reform, and Contributor, 
Perspectives on Women and Welfare Employment (September, 1986). 

Member, Working Group on Female-Headed Families in Poverty, Institute for Policy Studies ( 1986), 

Presenter and Participant, Institute for Policy Studies seminar series on the feminization of poverty, new 
technology, and internationalization of jobs; member and co-author, Women's Economic Agenda Working 
Group (1983-85). 

Participant, Working Group on Women and Employment, and Contributor to A Report on Women and 
Unemployment (released November I, 1985, by the National Employment Action Council) ( 1985). 

Participant and Presenter, Chicago Women in Research Seminar, Chicago Metropolitan Seminar, and the 
Regional Housing Study and Action Group ( 1975-80). 

Workshop Evaluator, Tenth Anniversary Conference of Title Vlll (Fair Housing) of the Civil 
Rights Act, Washington, DC, ( 1978). 

Member, Taeuber-Loewen Writing Group on Schools and Housing, which wrote "School 
Segregation and Residential Segregation: A Social Science Statement," which was submitted as an 
appendix to the "Brief for Respondents" in the case of Columbus Board of Education v. Penick which was 
before the Supreme Court in the 1979 session; it was pub I ished in Society 16:5 (July/August, 1979), and in 
Walter Stephan and Joe R. Feagin, cds., School Desegregation: Past, Present and Future, (New York: 
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Plenum Press, 1980). 

Discussant, Center for Study of Democratic Institutions, papers presented on Welfare Policy and Trends in 
Poverty (I 977). 

Participant, Working Group on Women and Employment, and Contributor to A Report on Women and 
Unemployment (released November I, 1987 by the National Employment Action Council). 

CONSULTATWNS/INVITED CONFERENCES/WORKSHOPS 
Consult~nt, court cases in Colorado (payday lending) and California (loan determination criteria), 2009 & 2010 

"A New Agenda for the New Poverty: An Approach Integrating Gender, Race/Ethnic and the Working Poor", 
Women's Economic Justice Summit, (April, 2008), Atlanta, GA 

"Women's Lives in Central Asia: Contemporary Issues", AAUW, Redmond, WA (Feb, 2008) 

"What do we Know About the Working Pool' in Washington State?" Workforce Council of Seattle-King County 
Forum, Working Hard and Not Getting Ahead: A conversation About the Working Poor in King County, Seattle, 
W A (October, 2007) 

"Self-Sufficiency and Poverty in Montana", MT State Council on Economic Opportunity (Aug 2007) 

Presentation, "Aspects of Culture and Social Welfare in Central Asia", Northwest Social Studies Teachers 
Association, Chelan, Washington (March, 2007) 

Presentation at Eurasia and Eastern European Conference on Women's Studies, Issyk Kul, Kyrgyzstan, 
"Innovative Teaching Methods/Use of Class Exercises" (August, 2006) 

Delegation Member, Seattle-Tashkent Sister City Domestic Violence Training Team, Tashkent, Uzbekistan 
(funded by the U.S. State Department), (March, 2002) 

Consultant (with Nodlra Asimov, Uzbek Academy of Sciences) to NOVIB-Oxfam (Netherlands) on Activities of 
Women's Organizations in Uzbekistan and Tl\iikistan Regarding Domestic Violence and related issues of 
Violence Against Women, (August-September 2002) 

Principal Presenter, Briefing for Governor Locke (Washington State) on Self-Sufficiency Standard and Impact of 
Proposed Changes in Washington State Minimum Wage Law, Olympia, Washington (September 2002) 

Consultant, Evaluation of Women's Initiative Outcome Evaluation of Micro-Enterprise Project, 1999-2000 

Family Budget "Summit" Meeting, Economic Policy Institute, Washington, DC, October 1999 

Workshop Presider and Presenter, Paths Out of Poverty: Wider Opportunities for Women National Conference, 
Washington, DC, October 1999 

Workshop Organizer and Presenter, "Getting from Here to There: Achieving Economic Self-Sufficiency in 
Washington State", Ellensburg, WA, November, 1999 

Consultant, Abt Associates/Uzbekistan and Central Asia, World Bank-Government of Uzbekistan Health Reform 
lnitiative (helped design nnd pretest survey, train local social scientists in survey sampling, questionnaire design, 
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interviewing, coding, and analysis], 1999 

Consultant, Susquehanna [PA] Legal Services, Spring, 1999 [using the self-sufficiency standard in a court case to 
determine need/ability to repay a school loan] 

Consultant, Yonkers Family and Community Project, 1997 [overseeing outcomes of Yonkers settlement of 
United Stales v. City of Yonkers, el al. Civi I Action #80CIV 6761 LBS (Southern District of New York), 
November 1985 
Invited Participant, Working Group on the Contingent Labor Force, Spring 1995 

Invited Participant, Urban Institute Forum on Poverty and Welfare Reform, Fall 1994-Spting 1995 

Invited Participant, Friedan Seminar on Downsizing, Corporate Restructuring, and Workplace Flexibility, Fall 
1994 

Consultant, SOZA, Inc., Project Evaluating Role of Child Care Provision in Promoting Success among Job Corps 
Student/Parents, Fall 1994-Spring 1995 

Invited Participant, National Housing Conference Convening on "Revisioning Housing Policy" March, 1994 

Invited Participant, Low Wage Workers Conference, Department of Labor, March, 1994 

Invited Participant, Arlington Hill !I Conference, Xerox University, January 1994 

Consultant, LINC Project (women and literacy], Spring, 1994 

Consultant, Children's Commission of Connecticut, Impact of Job Training on Children and their Mothers, 
Spring-Fall1990 

Consultant, Battered Women's Alternatives, Contra Costa County, CA (April, 1 990). 

Participant, Women's Agenda Projects Convening, Chicago (July, 1988). 

Participant, Conference on MDRC Research on Welfare Reform (May, 1987). 

Blue Mountain, Conference on Family Policy (May, 1987). 

Participant, Framingham Conference on Welfare Reform (June, 1987). 

Participant, Conference on Women and Mental Health (October, 1987). 

Judge, National Council of Working Women, Media Awar·ds (November, 1987). 

Organizer and Participant, Convening for Women's Economic Justice, Bishops Ranch, California (June, 1986). 

LECTURES/PRESENTATIONS ON WOMEN AND POVERTY 
The U.S. Economic Crisis and Its Impact on Povca1y and Inequality Trends: Challenges and Opportunities from a 

Women's Perspective., U.S. Embassy, Tashkent, Uzbekistan (February 2009) 
Women, Poverty and the New Administration, ByteBack Forum (January, 2009) 
The Feminization of Poverty: Only in America or a Globalizing Phenomenon?, Center for Gender Studies, 
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American University of Central Asia [Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan] (December 2006) 

Women and Social Security: the Gendered Impact of Proposed Reforms, University of Washington, (April 1999) 
Poverty Post Welfare Refonn, Center for Social Demography and Ecology, University of Washington, (February 

1999) 
How we Measure Success in Welfare Reform, University of Chicago-Welfare Forum, Chicago, IL, (December, 

1998) 
Gender and Research on Welfare Reform, Feminist Research Forum, University of Washington, (October, 1998) 
Why Work May Not End Women's Poverty, at "Does Work End Poverty? People, Policies, and Strategies in 

Refonning Welfare", State University of New York, Albany (June 1998) 
Women's Poverty and the Self-Sufficiency Standard, Hearingofthe Commission on the Status of Women, 

California Legislature, Sacramento, CA (February, 1998) 
The Jmpact of Proposed Welfare reform on the Implementation of the VAWA [Violence Against Women Act], 

NOW-LDEF Congressional Briefing (May 1995) 
Welfare Reform as if People Mattered, Partnership with Hope, San Antonio TX (April, 1995) 
The Other Entitlement, Women's Initiative of AARP (November, 1994) 
Welfare Reform from a Women's Perspective, University of Buffalo School of Law, Buffalo, New York 

(November, 1994) 
Welfare Reform and Women, Healthy Choices for Women and Children Conference, Waterbury, CT (November, 

1994) 
Welfare Reform as If Women Really Mattered, IRWG [Institute for Research on Women and Gender, Stanford] 

Associates, New York City, NY (October, 1994) 
Welfare Reform Panel, Advocates for Youth Board Meeting, Washington, D.C. (October, 1994) 
Welfare Reform in Washington and the States: An Update, Displaced Homemakers' Regional Conference, 

Atlantic City, NJ (September, 1994) 
Unemployment Insurance and the Contingent Worker: Getting out ofthe Employer-as-Devil Box, NAIUB 

Conference, Detroit, MI, (June, 1994) 
Unemployment Insurance and Welfare Refonn: Preventing Welfare Dependency, Employment Law Conference, 

Washington, D.C. (March 1994) 
Unemployment Insurance and Women, Employment Law Conference, Washington, D.C. (March 1993) 
Women Workers and Unemployment fnsurance Reform, Conference of State Women Legislators, Center for the 

American Women in Politics at Rutgers University, San Diego, California (November 1991) 
Hornelessness and Poverty, Lehigh University (November 1991) 
Childcare, Welfare Reform and Women's Poverty, at the World Conference on Education for All, Washington, 

D.C. (October, 1991) 
Teen Motherhood; What is Its Role in Women's Poverty?, Stanford University (October 1991) 
Children and Women's Poverty, Connecticut Women's Assembly (October 1991) 

Women, Work and Poverty, Global Ministries, Women's Division, United Methodists (January 1991) 
Debate (with Lawrence Mead), causes and solutions for Poverty, Colby college (January, 1991) 
If Not for Us, Who? If Not Now, When? A conference on women in housing, Loyola College, Baltimore, MD. 

(June, 1990) 
Women and Homelessness, Univ. of Cincinnati (Feb, 1990) 
Feminization of Poverty, Univ. of California, Santa Cruz. (April, 1990) 
The Invisible Homeless, Virginia Commonwealth University (November, 1989) 
Insight, a Public Affairs program (CNN), (June, 1989) 
A Conference on Women and Poverty, Center for Peace and Justice Education of Villanova University (March, 

1989) 
Addressing the Staffing Crisis, First Annual National Association for the Education of Young Children 

Symposium for Early Childhood Policy and Advocacy (January, I 989) 
Legislative Corps, Seminar on Day Care, American Association of School Administrators (January, 1989) 
Setting Tomorrow's Agenda: A Symposium on the Emerging Needs of Women, Chicago Women in Philanthropy 
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and Chicago Foundation for Women (November, 1988) 

Confronting the Challenge of Realizing Human Rights, Howard University Law School (November, 1988) 
Chicago Foundation for Women, on Women's Economic Status in the Future (November, 198&) 
Civil Rights in the United States, on Women's Struggle for Economic Justice, The Sorbonne (The Universities of 

Paris), Paris, France (October, 1988) 
Focus on the Family: Needs and Opportunities, Pennsylvania Directors' Association for Community Action, Inc. 

(October, 1988) 
Montgomery County Co-op Nursery Schools, on Child Care Workers' Salaries (May, 1988) 
Conference of Sex Equity Coordinators, on Women and Welfare Reform (May, 1988) 
Fair Housing: The Unfinished Agenda (Montgomery County, MD) on Women, Housing and Homelessness 

(April, 1988) 
Brookings Institution, Welfare reform consultation (April, 1987) 
National Association ofNeighborhoods, Welfare Reform Session (April, 1987) 
University of New Mexico, Conference on Welfare Reform (April, 1987) 
Congressional Caucus on Women's Issues, Briefing on Welfare Reform (April, 1987) 
Bread for the World, Briefing on the Minimum Wage (April, 1987) 
Ad Hoc Child Care Coalition, Briefing on Welfare Reform (May, 1987) 
Dayton Interfaith Council ofChurches, Briefing on Welfare Refonn (July, 1987) 
Dayton Women Empowered, Briefing on Welfare Refonn (July, 1987) 
Kansas Association of CAP Agencies, Women in Poverty (September, 1987) 
Wider Opportunities for Women/Displaced Homemakers Network "All in a Day's Work" Conference, Women 

and Welfare Reform (November, 1987) 
Donors' Forum, Council on Foundations, Chicago (March, 1987) 
National Council of Churches, Consultation on Poverty and Welfare Reform (January, 1987) 
Women, Homelessness and Poverty, University ofMaryland-Baltimore (January, 1987) 
NETWORK Board Meeting (December, 1986) 
Commenter, White House Report on the Family, WAMU Radio (November, 1986) 
Keynote Speaker, Women Against Poverty Confet'ence, Wisconsin (October, 1986) 
National Anti-Hunger Coalition (October, 1986) 
National Nutl'ition Educators Conference (July, 1986) 
National Council of Senior Citizens, Annual Meeting (July, 1986) 
Montgomery County Nutrition Seminar (June, 1986) 
California Democratic State Senators Retreat (May, 1986) 
New Directions Conference (May, 1986) 
"The Feminization of Poverty Today," Kansas City Catholic Charities Conference (May, 1986) 
"Women & Workfare," Grey Panthers (April, 1986) 
"Women and the Increase in Economic Inequalities," Institute for Policy Studies (March, 1986) 
"Women, Work & Welfare," WKYS Radio (February, 1986) 
Women in Leadership Seminar, Washington Center (DC) (January, 1986) 
Women's Studies Department, American University (November, 1985) 
Council on Foundations, Presentation on Demographics of Poverty (November, 1985) 
Southern Regional Council Annual Meeting, New Agendas on Poverty (November, 1985) 
Cleveland City Club (Luncheon address rebroadcast on radio/TV) (November, 1985) 
WSOS (Fremont, Ohio) 20th anniversary of War on Poverty (September, 1985) 
Seattle Diocese (Conference on Bishops' letter on the Economy) (May, 1985) 
UniversityofNotre Dame (May, 1985) 
World Feminization of Poverty Conference, Ann Arbor, Ml (April, 1985) 
Keynote Speaker, Women's Commission Annunl Dinner, Catholic University (April, 1985) 
Health and Humnn Services Institute, Federation for Community Planning (March, 1985) 
American Jewish Commiltee Leadership Conference (November, I 985) 
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Urban Planners and Architects (October, 1984) 
Washington Theological Union (October, 1984) 
Catholic Laymen's Committee on the Economy (July, 1984) 
Chicago Urban League (June, 1984) 
Women's Equity Action League, Annual Meeting (May, 1984) 
UCLA Graduate School of Architecture and Urban Planning (April, 1984) 
Arizona State University Conference on Women in Poverty (March, 1984) 
Johns Hopkins University (March, 1984) 
National Conference of Jewish Women (January, 1984) 
Workshop Speaker, Conference of State Women Legislators (December, 1983) 
Bryn Mawr Conference on the Feminization of Poverty (October, 1983) 
Keynote Speaker, Kansas University Social Work Day (April, 1983) 
Morning Edition, National Public Radio (October, 1983) 
Women's Legal Defense Fund (April, 1983) 
Funding Friends (Women foundation officers in the Washington, DC area) 
Lecture, "The Feminization of Poverty," Capital Area Sociologists for Women in Society (March; 1983) 
Keynote Address, "Feminization of Poverty," Hu 11 House Association Annual Meeting (May, 1983) 
The Campaign for Human Development (November, I 982) 
Women Employed (November, 1982) 

LECTURES/PRESENTATIONS ON SCHOOL DESEGREGATION AND/OR HOUSING 
DISCRIMINATION 
Presentations on the relationship between school and housing segregation and desegregation at U.S. Department 

of Housing and Urban Development, Center for Urban' Education (Chicago schools), League of 
Women Voters, National Neighbors, Fair Housing Center Directors' Conference, Howard 
University, Center for Social Organization of Schools (Johns Hopkins University), South Suburban 
Housing Center (Chicago) Conference, Milwaukee Board of Education, Montgomery County (MD) 
Fair Housing Day, Wisconsin State-Wide Conference on Fair Housing (1979-84). 

Moderator and Speaker, "Changing Demographic Patterns: The Impact of Fair Housing," Fifteenth Anniversary 
of the Fair Housing Act Conference (April, I 985). 

Presentations on effect of planned school closings on levels of segregation in Montgomery County before the 
Maryland Advisory Committee of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Suburban Education 
Forum, and Martin Luther King Forum (1981-82). 
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The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Washington State 2011 
© 2011 Diana Pearce 

Workforce Development Area 11 Benton-Franklin 
Table 43 
The Self-Sufficiency Standard for 
Benton County 
{Kennewick/Richland), WA 2011 

Adult+ Adult+ Adult+ 

Adult+ Adult.. Adult+ Adult+ infant+ infant+ infant+ 

Monthly; Costs Adult infant presq,ooler sc:hoolage teenager . infant preschooler sc:hoolage 

~ousing _ .,.. .. -· _ . ~J~; ~ ___ __ .?J?; ....• -. }?~; _ ·- Ji.P.~.~ ---- T!.~~L .. -- .a~;, ... -.-· . Ef.,>) ___ _!1(; 
Child C..re 0 65Cii 676i 3251 o· BOGn B2o' 975 

_ ..... -·· _ . .: ......... --.. -· ... , "'"' -· .. ,.;.~:.:...-- -~.-,.....;.:_;:.,_;---..;.~, ... .:.........-~-· -··-·-·· _,. __ ,..;;,...._,......_t4- .. -·'"'-·,_:.w...,~·-·- .. ~--.-L-.~ .. ~-..--------:-.-· -· -· -·t-~.-.....,·-

~::~port~tio~. •. . . '"1 --~i!~l,.-·-·· -~ff-·~ -ii~f--- --"~~~~--,-~~~:t ~-·- -1~~i------~~t·"-·---~~ 
H;~:-ilica~;--~----·- ··- -~~-·T14i___ 3n: 376; 387; 404r~3BBl 387! 39!1 
Mi;.;;naneous .. · · ·j · · ..... f1ai' -- --.. i36f·~·--n93 ·· ...... 210!' ----·--·:nH!-·- -- -31tl·-···· 315[·-· ---286 
Tax~---·-------~~-~ ----fs4; - 4i:zi ~5:r·-· 303\·-~---·-m: sM(·----:;rs4 
e:..;~;,ci :nr:~m .. ·-r;;, cr~cirt (:}" --- ~ • - · -~ -- -:zat- ·---Tsr-· "·-·-:1o3r -- -· 464!~-- · ··o1---or-· · "':'f6-
chnd eare Tax credit (J ·- · -- ·· -a:t -- ~6a; ~-----~ :.f.1·f'--"-71~---· o7' ___ ._. :-::ooT_____ ·:·fo6t- ·-·----::rfc)' 

-·-chil<ITaxeredit-:-----·~- ---~---~~3- -831------::-g~al; -i6T -16T--T67' ·-· .. J)_, ___ .... , ... ' . • . --·-· -·""--·-···- .. ---~~-·--·-· ·~> ................. -·~----.-· ·-···~----··--· • ..., ........... --- ........... • ... ··- ·--

Self-Suff1dency Wage 

Hourly I $&.48i $16.09, $1&42~ ~13AZl $11,23~ $21.14~ $2!.50~ $18.96 

Monthly I $1,492; $2,831: $2,390f $2.,362i $1,9771 $3,738 $3,784! $3,337 
Annual I $l7,905l $33,984\ $34.f>76J $28,340! $23,7261 $44,861 $45,405\ $40,048 

-. 
EXHtSIT 

IB 
For data sources and methodology, see 

The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Washington 2011, 
al 'IIWIY.selfsufficienc-ts!andard.org 

or contact Dr. Diana Pearce at pearce@uw.edu 
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Table 44 

The Self-Sufficiency Standard for 
Benton County (Excluding 

Kennewick/Richland}, WA 20i 1 

The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Washington State 2011 
© 2011 Diana Pearce 

Adult+ Adult+ Adult+ 

Adult+ Adutt + Adult+ Adult+ Infant+ infant+ infant+ 

Monthly Costs Adult Infant preschooler schoo!age teenager fnfant preschooh~r schoolage 

Housing l 600( 754; 754; 754) 754! 754i 754! 754 , ·cr:iidc:re- --- ~-_,-~ -" · ·.· · ·· ·---· -n-;-----65ti:·- 6/6~---- .. -··-·3zs:· ·-"·---o:----T36r--- ·1-326~--- 97s 
-n-• .. .,.,. __ ---~--,,...,.. _ _...,~---·«->-_.« ;j' -~'< -~..;. -·~----. _m_,.,_ __ ,..._ 'W'~"-" -~ .. ,...:-....,-, ,.. >~n~,n--. -··--~• ~- .. --_-· -·~-¥'·"•~.0.....-· ~-~......,;,;....,--, ___ . -·--

food I 2,05; 3041 · 310~ · 3651 3881 . 401/ 407! · .. 460 
-··':'*'''"':'--'·W-·--~w•-.··-·~."'•"""~----~:.M4'.,<~"'". • • n, •· , ••• • ·;......,,:,...:.,9_....._,.__· -· ~-·-· ·-·· -·-~...___.. .. · " • . .Lo-.-----..L.-:.--· '•---

Tr• ~~~£~rtati. ~-~.--.-·. ·-.. ~.--.. -. ·-. _ J· . L43l . 25 lf 25,1 i ·25···1! 243 i 251j 251[ 251 
Health Care . · 114! 377t 376! 3371 404[ 3881 3&7; 398 

-1:\;;~a-~~~·-· _.,___. . .. 1i6f . . . __.n4t .221l . t:osi. .u9i ·. so9t snr-·· --'-2s4 
~· -T~xes . . ---·--. _, .... - -·· ·. --·19oj· 402! ~-295! 225\ 570j 5'80) 474 

. ··.£;~;;;;~n7om~TaxCredit(-} ---1 or ~34l. . -25{ . . -109t . -170l OL . ot -25 
__ ,5hildC_:r_:Taxcr;;:fit[~)._... . =r··~---" Q! ~63t ~~~Or- Qj -1061---::wo-1 -110 

Child Tax Credit H --·. J. . Oj -83l ·&:11 -83t -83! -167\ -167t -167 

Self-Sufficiency Wage 

Hourly I $~Ll4i $11i.86j $11),.19! 
·f 
' 

~ 

Monthly i $1.468 $21792; $2,849j ' 
Annual I $17,617 $33,500) $34, 192.} 

$13.20; $11.02: 
1 

... " 

l i 
$2,3231 $1,9401 

l 
$2.7,871i $23,279! 

$2:1.06: $21.32! $1Z.71 

' t 
$3,706 $3,7521 $3,293 

$44,478 
j 

$39,52.0 $45,021 j 

For data sources and methodology, see 
The Self-Sufficiency Standard ftr Washington 2011. 

at www.selfsuiiciencystandarcf.org 
or contact Dr. Diana Pearct at pearce@uw.edu 
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Table 45 

The Self-Sufficiency Standard for 
Franklin County, WA 2011 

Monthly Costs 

• ··~ ~~•; -'-'Jl ''-'""'-.1 ..>r.Ull\..11..(1 L1 JUI rru:,IJIII!SlU[l .)[Q[€ L.lFI 1 

© 201 i Diana Pearce 

Adult+ Adult+ Adult+ 
Adult + Adult + Adult ... Adult + infant+ infant + infant + 

Adult infant preschooler schoo[a~e teenager infant preschooler schoo!age 

HOIHing i ;5;_,~1 69'8; $8\· 6~8~ 698! 698, o<J81 698 
chiicic~r;· ··~--,. -~ __ , j-· · ~-"""-~rJ: ~or-.·-··"·g6-f7-·-··""~, .. .,._144:··-.. --.-.··a: .. --.. -l300t~-.--·i311!. · · 994 
fo~~--- ... _____________ .·1 ·---·ius~-~=--··· 104i~~-~--31o;·- ··---s65t---·~- --t~-- -~~-~~~-~--~-:rotr-·-46o-
Transportation I 242: 2.501. 250$ 2:50i 242> ;(SO; 250.i 2:50 . . - .. "' r .... .. ----··· .. --~--··- -"""···· ............ - .. ...;: -· .. --.--<>.,. ..... , •.... - .. 4·,·- ~. ·~----~~-.,...,-.-··-.-···-->·----- .· .. 
Hea1th Care l 114: 317: · l761 381; 404; · l&Si 387{ .398 

·- '" ~~-..» ~...:..-.0!;,-..,_..,._ ~-·"'--%0"''_..... _ _..-...,.,_v.:;.,..._,....;.--:-~ .. ;:;.j~--.<____; ...... ,.~,...1,_;-. --=--·~ • • ·;,~.;,,-~~ 
Miscellaneous ! 112; 22$'! '2JQ: . 204; 173' 304. .. . 305; . 28!} 

, T~:~ ---«"~=~-~~-, _j_ -· .. ·- f7s.L~ ··· --~ .... 3731~·-· :~----·:isS[- ·· '283r-~ --·-zOO!-~. ··-ss·v-·- -·ss6~- ··- ,._4s·s· 
Earned Income Tax {;redit; H j' 0 ~Si' ·46; 419~ ·185.j \) · 0; -43 --, -··· -- -· -·. -----~-~·-. -- . ·. ----.~ .. ---. ---- ··"'-. --..,-··-m~. . . ,-,_.--.. '··- .. . . ~. --:·-1-.·-:-.o··- ·""'.·' .. A-,. ...... ,..,-. -··---.1--15. Child Cw~ Tax Credit H • 01 . . -65i -SSi .. ·· .. . ~70: . {lj .. ·~ 0. ·· . 'ttv ~,:.n:~Ji -

Child :r.;;credit (-) .. -- · o: -s1i -83;---~--':8'3:': · -83i .. --. -.r6·7~ · -167! ·- -1&7 
'>)' -x-·-·~ ·~........,.,... ... ,,-,..,w;.~. ._. ,._. :. •<+ '"'~ .,,,,.)_.-. -~''<'-t.:,..,..,.. _·.:,,__,.,, ,.....,..,.....,.., .¥·~\i,.,·,,M.,.~ .~ .<,.,.....;.,;.,.;,,~,.,-... .....,._,..,~ ~-:. .~v~,W:-1,,....;. : . .,.,;• . .<>.'>~.-.-'<' -·-· ..,, • .,.:........·.o..--"'"'"''_ .. ~.l.~ .. -.._-.;..,.,.,,,>.....,,-.-·--·-· -. -.-·-•'<-.-. 

Self-Sufficiency Wage 

$7JJg;·· 

Monthly I $1,407; 
$16,8811 Annual :} 

' 

$.15,.26~, 
. ~-

1 

$2.,6ss! 
' $32,121 i 

. ., .... 
l 

$t5,43f . i 
l 

$2.,716\ 
$32,587! 

$12~84; 
' l 
' ' 

$2,259) $1,&45~ 
$2.7,114-i $22, 140; 

$10~60. $20.731 $18.14 
. ,. 

' I ' 
$3,649i $3,625j $3,210 

$43,501' $43,786! $38,520 

For data sources and melhodology, see 
The Self-SuBclency Standard for Washington 2011, 

at www.salfsufficiencystandard.org 
or contact Dr. Diana Pearce at pearce@uw.edu 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BENTON 

CITY OF KENNEWICK, 

vs. 

BRIANA WAKEFIELD, 

Plaintiff, 

Defendant. 

-· 

No. K54282 

DECLARATION OF BRIANA 
WAKEFIELD 

I, Briana Wakefield, state under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 
Washington: 

1. I am disabled due to bi-polar disorder, PTSD, and ADHD. My only income is SSI of 

$710 a month, which r receive about $678 after bank fees. 

2. I have four children (ages: 5, 3, 2 and 11 months) and they are currently in foster care. I 

am involved in a dependency case trying to regain my children. The juvenile court has 

determined that I am too poor to afford an attorney and has appointed a lawyer to 

r·epresent me in the dependency case. I am doing everything in my power to get my 

babies back. 

3. I have visitation with my children three days a week at three hour intervals. During visits, 

I am required to provide snacks, diapers and activities for the children. This costs me 

DECLARATION OF BRIANA WAKEFIELD~ I 
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Northwest .Justice Project 
1310 N 5th Ave, Slc B 
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around $70 a month. 

2 4. In addition to visitation with my children, I am required to attend my mental health 

3 counselor every two weeks, my out-patient drug counselor every week, find stable 

4 housing for my children, attend parenting classes and attend NA meetings two or three 

5 times a week. I incur expenses for travel to and from my appointments. I have attached a 

6 true and correct copy of the review order entered at my latest dependency hearing on July 

1 30. See attached Exhibit A. 

8 5. I am a recovering addict. I have been clean and sober for around 75 days now. 

9 6. I moved into the Oxford House at the end of April2013. In May, I had to pay $195 for 

1 0 back expenses for April and $366 for the month of May. 

11 7. I moved out of the Oxford House in June 2013 and have been homeless ever since. 

12 8. I have been homeless since June 2013 and I have been couch surfing, staying in motels, 

13 and staying with friends when I can. I am still currently homeless and renting a room 

14 from a friend until I can find a place to live. The room rent I paid for August is $400. 

15 9. I do have a phone bill of$60 a month ($55 plus taxes). It is a cell phone and due to my 

16 unstable housing is imperative for me to have the ability to stay connected to my 

17 therapists and CPS for my children. My cell phone plan is pre-paid with Virgin mobile 

18 and I am not on a contract. The plan has unlimited text messaging, minutes, and data. It is 

19 important for me to have an unlimited plan as I have to stay c01mected with all my 

20 therapists, my attorney, my CPS caseworker, my safe baby safe mom group, and friends 

21 for transpol'tation. I also need text messaging as I have been told by the CPS caseworker 

22 that this is the best way to communicate with her and confirm my visitations with my 

23 children, which must be done 24 hours in advance. Also, since I arn homeless and do not 

24 
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l have access to a phonebook or wifi at home, I must look for housing on craigslist on my 

2 phone, check-in and find meetings for NA, use facebook to communicate with friends 

3 regarding rides and possible places to stay ifl cannot find sta~!e housing by the end of 

4 the month. Just using my plan for these purposes requires mote data usage than any 

5 cheaper plan would allow. [ cannot find any cheaper phone plan that provides these 

6 minimal, necessary levels of seiVice. 

7 10. l have very little family as I grew up in foster care. I do not have a support system. 

8 Currently, I have been couch surfing and staying in motels when I can afford to do so and 

9 have temporary housing with a friend right now. I had hoped to get approval for an 

1 0 apartment in Pasco starting August 1, but that did not work out. 

11 11. I was unable to pay my LFO debt in May because I did not have enough money to pay 

12 that and the other costs I have just to live and see my children. My expenses were the 

13 following: rent for the Oxford house for May of$366 and April's back rent of$195; $57 

14 visitation expenses with my children; $60 phone bill- totaling $678. Every month I pay a 

15 bank charge of $32. I also get $170 a month in food stamps, Usually I have to spend 

16 more than that for food, especially if I do not have a place to cook and a refrigerator to 

17 store groceries. 

18 12. I became homeless in June due to no fault of my own and was unable to pay my LFO 

I9 debt. My expenses were the following: $120 couch surfing rent; $200 for a week at a 

20 motel; $60 for phone bill; $40 in general toiletries; $70 in visitation expenses with my 

21 children; around $88 in transporiation costs (gas money to friends for rides and bus fare) 

22 and around $100 in extra food expenses over my food stamps due to my homelessness. I 

23 was not able to pay on my LFO debt because I did not have enough money to pay that 

24 
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and the other costs I have just to live and see my children. 

2 13. I was still homeless the month of July and was unable to pay on my LFO debt because I 

3 did not have enough money to pay that and the other costs I have just to live and see my 

4 children. Due to my homelessness, I ran out of money early in the month and lived on the 

5 generosity of people I know. My expenses for the month of July were: $160 in couch 

6 surfing expenses; $60 phone bill; $70 visitation expenses; $38 in general toiletries; 

7 around $50 in transportation costs; around $100 in extra food costs due to being 

8 homeless; and $200 towards a deposit on an apartment that I did not get because the 

9 current tenants did not move. My aunt currently has the $200 (as I gave it to her for safe 

10 keeping since I am homeless) and I am trying to get it back from her, but she currently 

11 isn't speaking to me. I hope to get the money back and use it on an apartment when I find 

12 out. 

13. 14. I am still homeless and my expenses for August have been the following: temporary 

14 room rent $400, $60 for phone, $62 in transportation, $53 in toiletries, $42 in diapers, 

15 wipes and underwear for my children, $16 for activities during visits as required (paper, 

16 crayons, finger-paints, stickers), $32 bank charge, and $195 in food so far this month. All 

17 I have left is $20 in food stamps and no cash which has to sustain me for rest of the 

J 8 month. I have attached true and correct copies of my expenses from May 2013 to August 

19 2013. See attached Exhibit Band C. 

20 15. I do not have enough income to meet my basic living needs, the requirements ofthe 

21 dependency court and pay what the court has ordered me to pay. I have needs every 

22 month I cannot pay because I do not have enough money, even without making payments 

23 to the court. If I had the money to pay, I would pay so I could focus all my energy on 

24 
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1 regaining my children without having to wony about being arrested. The only reason I do 

2 not pay is because r cannot when all I get is SSI and food stamps. 

3 16. The court must understand that getting my children back is my top priority and I am not 

4 able to volunteer for work crew at this time due to the strict schedule CPS has me on in 

5 the case plan for the return of my children. I am also disabled per my SSI benefit and 

6 workcrew is very hard for me with my PTSD. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 . 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Sworn to under penalty of perjury at Pasco, Washington onfJ.J: ".1\J~~;~, A~.·o/\~~·" ;- 2013. 
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Superior Court of Washington 
County of Benton 

. . .JUY<!tllile Court 
--~-... ---~-~ ... ~--__,;._t·:,.....\ .. ~""""·"·"="-· -~ 

Dependency of: 

D.O.B.:·· l Q 

No: 12~7-00341-1 

[ I First Dependency Review Hearing 
Order (FDPRHO) 

(X] Dependency Review Hearing Order 
(DPRHO) 

(X] Permanency Planning Hearing Order 
(ORPP) 

( ) Clerk's Action Required. Paragraph 
2.7(( ) CPR [ ] NSP [ ] CRD ( J GCF), 
3.18 . 

The court will hear [ 1 interim review [X] dependency review [X] permanency planning 

[ ] . ....... .. . . on January 7, 2014 at 1:30 p.m. 
at: Benton-Franklin County Juvenile Justice Ct:1nfer, 5606 W. Canal Place, Kennewick, WA. 

I. Hearing 

1.1 The court held a hearing on July 30, 2013. 

1.2 The following persons appeared at the hearing: 
[ 1 Chi!d [ ] 
()4 Mother [X] 

)><( Father [Xj 
f 1 Guardian or legal Custodian r 1 
[X] Child's GAL [ ] 
[X] DSHS/ Rebecca Pennala (X] 
[ 1 Tribal Representative [ J 
[ l Interpreter for [ J mettler ( J father [ ) 

( 1 other ----.. -.. C.,.C.,~w.w•·•·~-·•-A•~ 

Child's Lawyer 
Mother's Lawyer 
Father's Lawyer 
Guardian's or legal Custodian's lawyer , 
GAL's Lawyer 
Agency's Lawyer 
Current Caregiver 
Other, .. ""'-··-~-m~·~-~····-· _ .. ,..,_ 

Attorney General of Washington 
8127 W. Klamath Court, Suite A 

.o' 

FlrstlDep Review/Perm Pia. Hrg Or 
(FDPRHO, DPRHO, ORPP)- Page 1 of 14 
WPF JU 03.0500 (06/2012)-
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Kennewick, WA 99336 .,_ .. ~~-llilllliMI!llllllllllll& 
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1.3 The order is f.] agreed [ ] contested. 

( I The court heard testimony frorn: _... _ .. . .. ·- .. ... ·-~~-~-.~ 
( l The child is 12 years old or older and the court made the inquiry required by 

RCW 13.34.1 00(6). 

H. Findings 

General 

2.1 Child's lnaian status: 
[ ] The child is not an Indian child as defined in Laws of 2011, ch. 309, § 4, based 

upon prior findings and order(s). The federal and Washington State Indian Chlld 
Welfare Acts do not apply to these proceedings. 

[ ] The child is an Indian chltd as defined in Laws of 2011, ch. 309, § 4, ba~d upon 
. prior findings and order(s). The federal and Wa.shington State Indian Child 
Welfare Acts apply to these proceedings. The notice and evidentiary 
requirements of the feden:;l and Washington State Indian Child Welfare Acts 
were. found in previous proceedings and are incorporated here by reference. 

[X] Other: Letters were sent on October 23, 20 12. to the follow! ng tribes to 
determine if the child is of Native Amerlgm Indian status: Oneida Indian Nation 
(1roquoian), Tuscarora Nation (troguoian), Onondaga Nation New York, Saint 
fl~gis. (\®,bi!t~Trtbe .(I!J&9!d9l¥!!lt,,;t;l:;);YJ!9£l_Nmf9n g,tt:l,~)!!tY9.tli11m~.Jlnt1ed 
j,\e1tQQ~litLlim~LQfQb.ru-9l~e !!ld1.9ns ~UtLQh~mk~e ~.?,tlo11J2LQjdahoma " 

2.2 The child's current caregiver was informed of this proceeding and his or her right to be 
heard by the court as required by Chapter 13.34 RCW. 

2.3 [XJ Pursuant to RCW 13.34.030, the child was found to be dependent as to the 
[X] mother (XJ father [ J guardian/legal custodian and a disposition order was entered. 

2.4 [X) In the previous review period, the permanency plan in effect for the child has 
been: 

Primary: Alternative: 
[X] [ J Return of the child _to the home of the [X] mother [X] father 

[ ] guardian or l J legal custodian; 
[ ] [XJ Adoption; 
[ ] f ] Permanent legal custody pursuant to Chapter 26:10 R,.CW or. 

the equivalent laws of another state or a federally recognized 
Indian tribe; · 

[ ] [ ) Guardianship [ ] Dependency Guardianship [ I Chapter 11.88 
RCW f ] Title 13.26 Guardianship; 

f J [ J Long term [ ] relative or [ } foster care with a written 
agreement; 

( ] ( ] Responsible living skills program; and/or 
{ ] ( ] Independent living. 
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) ) 

2.5 The placement and permanent plan: 
[X] are still necessary and appropriate. . 
( 1 are no longer necessary and appropriate and !he placement shall be modified as 

stated in Paragraph 3.2. 
( ] are no longer necessary and appropriate and the permanet:Jt plan shall be 

modified as stated in Paragraph 3.16. · 
[ ] have been accomplished because the court entered a parenting plan, re::;idential 

schedule, or nonparental custody decree, which is in the child's best interests, 
and which implements the permanent plan of care. 

2.6 DSHS/Supervising Agency [X] has [ ] has not made reasonable efforts to implement and 
finalize the permanent plan for the child. 

2.7 [ ] The child has been in out-of-home care for 1 S of the last 22 months since the date 
the dependency petition was filed and: 
[ ] · termination petition has already been filed. 
[ 1 DSHS/Supervising Agency should file a termination petition pursuant t0 

RCW 13.34.136(3). 
[ ] A termination petition should be filed pursuant to RCW 13.34.138(2)(d). 
[ ] Good cause not 1o require the filing of a termination petition exists because 

of the following: 

(CPR) { ] The child has been placed in the care of a relative. 

(NSP) ( ] OSHS/Supervislng Agency has not provided the child's 
family with the services that are necessary for the child's 
safe return home. 

(CRD) { ] DSHS/Sup~rvising Agency has documented in the I SSP a 
compelling reason as the basis for its determination that 
filing a 1ermination petitiorJ would not be in the best 
interests of the chlld. 

(GCF) [ ] Other: 

J3eports · 

2.8 The ISSP/DSHS/Supervising Agency report [X] was ( j was no~ timely submitted: 

2.9 The child's [X] guardia.n ad litem ( J attorney [XI has ( 1 has no{ made a report to the 
court. 

[X] The guardian ad litem has met with or personally observed the child in the past 
review period: 

( ] The guardian ad litem has not met with or personally obseived the child in the past 
review period because: . 
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2. i 0 ( 1 The following other parties submitted reports to the court: 

2.11 Placement of the child: 

A. Return Home 

( ] The child has been residing in foster care. A reason for removal of the child as 
set forth in RCW 13.34. i30(2) no longer exists and the child should be placed in 
the home of the ( ] mother [ ] father under the supervision of DSHS/Supervising 
Agency and the continuing jurisdiction of the court. 

[ ] . DSHS/Superyising Agency [ ] has [ 1 has no! identified all adults ,known to be 
residing in the home and ( ] has ( ] has not conducted background checks on 
those persons .. 

.£ ] The ( ] mother [ ] father has Identified the following persons as potential 
caregivers for the child: 

s. 111 Home' 

[ 1 The child h:;;ts been placed in the home of the [ 1 mother { 1 father for a period of 
six months. 

' 
{ · J , The dependency should be dismissed. The permanency plan of return to the [ ] 

mother [ ] father has been achieved and court supervision is not need~. 

( ] Court supervision should remain in effect. The placement of the child with the 
[ 1 mother [ j father should remain in effect under the supervision of 
DSHS/Supervislng Agency subject to further review by the court. 

C, Qutof Homo. 

[XJ The child remains placed out of home. There is a continuing need for out-of­
home placement for the child and if would be contrary to the child's welfare to 
return home. The child should remain in the care and custody of 
DSHS/Supervlsing Agency to be placed or remain in: ' 

[ 1 Relative care with __ _ ----------[name]. 
[X] Relative placement, although preferred, is not in the best Interest of the 

child and the child shall continue or be placed in: 
(XJ Foster care. 
( ] Placement with a suitable person~--~· 

[name]. . 
( ] Placement with an adoptiv~ parent or other person with whom the child's 

siblings or half-siblings live. · 
[ ] Other: 
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... 
( 1 The chl[d ls.removl;}d fro.m Che hprr1e. JUs currently cor'i\racy to the ~hlld'$ welfare 

iO:tet11ain in tbe horn~, Retason?ble efforts have· been niade. to pnw<mt tht? .. 
mmoval of the child and WOlfe unsu<;:oossfut. Tho child should be p!liOOd in the· 
custoqyi control, and cui·e of OSHS/Supervi?ing Agency for f:>lricement ln: 

[)Relative care with, 
1 ---.~. __ ,[name]. 

[ 1 Relative placement, although preferred, Is not in the best interest of the 
child and the child shall conti11ue or be placed in: · · 
f 1 Foster .c.(lt(:}:. • .. 

{ .I p:endlogA.<ompletion <'!f DSHSJS~JI)eivislng Agency lnvestJga\lonof 
reta(lve.placemerit options,. . · • . · 

ll b~cao.se there hr n.a relative ott;~U:ter sultahle·person Whols Willing, 
appropriate, and avallah!f;l to ~re for the chlld, wlthwhom:fhe child 
has a relationship ant;~ is c;:;o!Tlfl::lrl~bl~. · 

f J beoous~ therels r~0SOfif!lplo c;;<l!se to believe thatrelative 
· pfaooihentwould j¢<;~pard!%et~e ~~afety pr welfare of the child andt9r 

hinder efforts to reunite the parer1t(s} and child~ 
( 1 Placement' with a suitable person--~---· ----­

[name]. 
[ 1 Placement with an adoptive parent or other person with whom the child's 

siblings or half-siblings live. · 
{ 1 other: 

OSHS/Supervising Agency recommends a change in placement for the following 
reasons: · 

{ ] The child is an Indian child as defined in La'ws of 2011, ch. 309, §4 and this 
placement complies with the placement priorities in Laws of 2011, ch. 309, §18 
and 25 U.S.C. 
§i915. 

[X] The child .[XJ is 1 ] is not ln an appropriate placement that adequately meets all 
his or her physical, emotional, cultl:lral, and educational needs. 

[X] DSHS/Supervislng Agency [X] has [ ] has not considered out-of-state 
placements for the child. 

(X] There are no appropriate out-of-state placements at this tirne. 
[ ] Other: 
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[ ] The [ 1 mother's [ ] father's homelessness or lack of suitable housing is a 
signifi0:lnt factor delaying permanency for the child by preventing the return of 
the child to the home of the child's parent. [ ] DSHS/Supervising Agency should 
provide housing assistance. 

( ) Notwithstanding the objection of the Department, the court is ordering the 
Department to place the child with . The Department 
has i!lformed the court that it cannot ensure the safety of the qhifd in this 
placement due to [ ] criminal disqualifications, ( ] administrative findings, [ ] a 
homestudy n.ot being completed, { ] ~~·--·""'"'--::-~~-~·~-~~~....._ 

Compliance and Progress 

2,12 DSHS/Supervising Agency [X] has [ ) has not made reasonable efforts to provide 
services to the fami!y.and eliminate the need for out-of~home placement of the child. 

A. Compliance with Court Order 

Agency [X] yes [ ] no [ ] partial~__,_ . . .· . . ... . . . --~ 
oo st.\,\4-- IM~ ~"'""' t''Ji.K·t; Mt«<J. u A~ 1 · 

Mother ·-"m"···''--~'*·--' {. ] yes ( J no l)(] pa~lal: '; ~lt-M ~I !<fA ili1 ; ... +...kc., ,., ~\tv 
~~t•~r -'/~l f"""l+l-\ ~b.$, 

Fa the( . . . J ] yes ( ) no (X] partial; ~Ji'l!' has .established p~1~rhity, has 
CQ!I!Qieted meQ~~Qommendg,(igns.J.\;il}lSJtlrru:JI~ted.tlA'!£nnd.f<'!1LqVJ~eQ.. 
subst9nce ~bgse r~cornroendations :and ·tre-ratrn!Blt1t, hoY';{ever. !'lli!J1li\S nQ\.sll2SLYn1ented 6Q_ 
~Jtelean :and sober Y!hich wa:rt;t~<myired pdgr tp en~l(alrig in ~t{4~rejjlhlllaS:s(~M!OO~Jt 

· .. • icyjs~~Q.~~-h-4- ~ tt~~~AiW~~ 
~ . . hf~~w• 'tot:<· (t~ tut~·. lUI" w.aa:. lf'1 ~s. "-'lo vs~·~ ~\)1.14\4\<~-:. 
'Fafhef --~·- r } yes [ 1 no I 1 part!al: ·-W····--~---·-·------_,.,.,---" 

Father_' _____ [ ]yes []no (]partial: ___ ~·-~-··-

Child~~~~ [X] yes [ ] no N/A: ---· ··-::--. _ [ ] partial:_· -·--~-­

Other (guardian or intervenor),,~,,.,,".~~-,---·~-·,., { ] yes [ ] no [ ] partial: __ ___. 

B. Progress toward correcting the problems that necessitated the child's 
placement in out~f-home cara: ' 

Father 

1XJ yes [ I no 1 t_· ___ _ 

. ( ] yes [ I no [X) ,~.~Ll-~~~,---·--"··-··-····-·,.-··---"'""~·-

1 ] yes [ 1 no [ ] -----

[X] yes [ ] no. ( L~.~--c .. -· ---,·-----~~.~-

Other (guardian or intervenor)------- ( ) yes ( J no ( ] "-·~···-~.~~··-· 
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2.13· (Xl 
(] 

z.14 rxr 
l I 

,. .,. '"!;l II 

The mother [Xfhas [ J has not visited the child on a regular basis. 
Reasons why visits have not occurred or have b€en infrequent: 

The father [X] has [ ] has not visited the child on a regular basis. 
Reasons why visits have not occurred or have been infrequent 

-----··----

2.15 [X] The child is placed out of the home and the court has considered the child's 
placement. contact, and visits with the child's siblings in accordance with RCW 
13.34.130(3). Placement with, contact, or visils between siblings: 

[X] has occurred 
(specify): •• .. 

f ] has not pqcurred t~e.au.se: 
[ ] t!)~re lsr0$sonablc <;ause to believe that the besUnterests of the 

ch!tp or slbllt'ig~ would be jeopardized, 
[ J me <:;~url ·do6\snot have jurisdiction over the siblings in question 

and the 
,parents are not willing to agree to a plan, or 

[ ] efforts to reunify the parent with the child would .be hin~ered by 
such 
placement, contact, or visitation. 

[ ] Other: 

~---

Perm~nency P,lanning Findings- Rcguired ~j Parmanet;lCV Planning Hearing 

2.16 ·The permanent plan for the child [ ] has [X] ha:o not been achieved. 

2.17 Service providers [X] have ( ] have not been involved in planning to meet the special 
needs of the child and the child's parent. 

2.18 !'ll1!!?£Y. 20.14 is the projected date for: 

(XJ relurn of the child to his or her home. 
[ ] place~ent for adoption. 
[ j establishment of a guardianship. 
( J implementation of the following alternate plan of care:~-- ---· -·-~---
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' 2.19 ( ) 

2.20 [ ] 

) 

The permanency plan identifies independent living as a goal and services should 
be provided to assist the child in making a transition from foster care to · 
independent living and allow the child to manage his or her·financial, personal, 
social, educational, and non-financial affairs. 

DSHS/Supervising agency [ ] has [ 1 has not identified specific services to be 
provided to assist the child in making a transition from foster care to independent 
living. · 

The child has been pl<:!ced in the home of the [ 1 mother [ ] father for a period of 
at least six months. 
[ ) The permanent plan of return to the ( ] mother [ 1 father has been 

· achiev~d and court supervision Is not needed. 

[ 1 Court supervision should remain in effect. The placemef}t of the child · 
with the ( ) mother [ ] father is continued under the supervision of the 
court until the next review hearing. 

[ l The following conditions apply to the continued placement of the ctiild 
with the ( ] mother { ] father: Comply with court ordered services and 
responsibilities. · 

2.21 Other: 

Ill. Order 

3.1 {X} The child remains a dependent child pursuant to RCW 13.34.030(6) ( ] (a) [X] (b) 
[X] (c). Court supervision shall continue. 

3.2 ( 1 An Order Dismi!;>sing Dependency shall be entered. 

3.3 IXJ The child shall be in the care and custody of DSHS/Supervising Agency for 
placement in: · 
[XJ Foster care. 

[ ] Relative placement with ·~-~~·-~--~-~---~-·~-.. --·----··-:v 
[ 1 The home of a suitable person ·''""'m'"' 
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,) 

( 1 The home of an adoptive parent or other person with whom the child's siblings 
or half-siblings live. 

( 1 The home of the [ ] mother [ ] father for a trial return home under the 
continued supervision of the court. 
[ ] Placement of the child in the [ ] mother's ( ) father's home. is cohtingent 

upon the parent's compliance with court orders related to the care and 
supervision of the child, including compliance with DSHS/Supervising 
Agency case plan, and the [ ] mother's ( ) father's continued participation 
in [ 1 substance abuse [ I mental health treatment [ l other. seryices: 

DSHS/Supervising Agency may remove the child from the home, subject to 
review by the court, if the parent fails to comply with the DSHSI~tfpervising 
Agency plan or court order; is un~ble, unwilling, or fails to participate in 
available services or treatment for themselves or the child; or fails to 
successfully and substantially complete available servic~s or treatment for' 
themselves or the child. 

[ ].Placement dftbo .child !nthe { · J mbth0.r'fi! [ ] .faihcr1s hc;me is contingent 
tipon ·~ ,.,----~-~~{name of car<.~g!vf>l') (!ng~gingin 
~nd cornplenng additionill servl.ces t~s fitted tn: S'\:;ictlon :3,20 to t;~f\$1JFI1li fba 
sa:f~iy of tl'l~:J chf!d ( 1 prlor to { l during the trial placern<~nt oi the child In 
the home: · · 

. \ 
lfyour child is placed in your care, you have an ongoing duty t~ notify 
OSHS/Supetvising Agency of all persons who reside in the home or who 
may act as a caregiver for the child as long as the court retains jurisdictlon 
of this matter or OSHS/Supervising Agency is providing or monitoring 
services to you or any caregiver of the child. 

General 

' 3.4 DSHSfSupervising Agency having custody of the child shall have full power to authorize 
and provide all necessary, routine, and emergency medical, dental, or psychological care 
as reco~mended by the child's treating doctor or psychologist, subject to review by the 
court, as needed. ' " 

3.5 All service providers shall mal<e all records and all reports available to OSHS and the 
guardian ad litem or attorney for the child. Parents shall sign releases of information and 
allow all service providers to make all records available to OSHS and the guardian ad 
litem or attorney for the child. Such informatiotl shallbG) provided li11medlate!y opon 
request. All information, reports, record~. (}tc;, relating to the pt'ovisl<'n ·¢if, pl\lrtlc:lpation lrl1 
or parties' interaction with services orderegf byJhq ooiJrt Qf offered by 08148 shl!.lll be 
subject to disClosure In open court unless .!Jipt:c;iflb.ally prphlbtted by st~te. orfedefallaw or 
regulation. 

3.6 The report of 'osHS/Supervising Agency for the next review hearing 'shall be submitt~d to 
the court and to the parties at least ten (10) days prior to the hearing. 

3.7 ( ] A petition seeking termination of the parent-Child relationship between the child's 
I ) mother ( ] father and the child shall be filed by OSHS/Supervising Agency not 
later than-~··"·~-·--·· .. ,~~--~ (date). 
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Services and Respon§i biliti~s: 
~ > ·~ 

[X] The parties shall comply with the seNices ahd responsibilities listed below, to be offered 
pursuant to the !SSP/social study report and attachments. 

3.8 

3.9 

General responsibilities of Parents, Guardians, and Custodians: 

1. Each parent, guardian, or custodian _is resporsible for maintaining regular contact 
with the social worker; . . 

2. Each parent, guardian, or custodian is responsible for keeping the social worker ar:d 
guardian ad litem advised of a current address and/or telephone number and shall 
provide any updates or changes of such information within 48 hours: 

3. Each parenti guardl~tl; or c!J$t«<lan i~ resPQMibli:t 1o pcqvlde current releases of 
information between aU partles.andtre~t{ng pmfess.ion?l$/$ervtceproviders. AU 
professionals providing 12!ervloos sb~Hrelecise and t:::<,(;hanga.lnformatlon wlth the 
parties and iiir& atJlhorlzed to share informatl6n and.cticm;!Jnate among thernserves. 
4. "Any evaluation ordered by the court must comply Wlth ROW 13.341370, {Court 
ordered evaluations of parties shall be"perlormed by I':Naluah::in:\ who arti; mutually 
agreed upon by the court, the Department, and the parent or child's coum.::el, If no 
agreement can be reached, the ~ourt shall select 1he expert evaluator]. 

The safety threats are identified in the dependency petition and !SSP's filed with the 
court. The ser.tices listed below are intended to address the currently identified parental 
deficiencies of the paren~s as fo1tows: · 

Mothor:j~ck of Jl~kl. ~~~l!!i.Jtliblfify: t9 p(gvlg~._!nfe apd stable hon;re;, J?UI;,l!sJ.JlSl<t. 
· ilti!ls~. nJfihtaJ tw.~llth Issues, gome~c violence issues.. ......·---~~_;,..._..........,.,~ 

Father: l<i!Ck Qfj>arentihg §kill§,. ii).ablllt't.!Q. provide sa Ottf~ ttl)g §h!12lsth¢ lgo I su bs.ter1g5!_ 

[X} 

!X) 

sQ.iJ..~i meri!tll ti~alth issues; dotnestiG Violence l$~UeS . 
.< 

SeNices for the mother are as follows: 

1. Continue to follow all inpatient substance abuse discharge recommendations 
2. Continue to lake random UA's through First Step~t 
3. Follow all mental health intake recommendations and attend all appointments 
4. Follow medication recommendations of her mental health or medical providers 

and provide copies of all prescriptions to the social· worker 
5. Engage in parenting assessment education as recommended by the parenting 

assessment completed by Taml Tanninen 

Se~ices for the father are as follows: 

1. Continue to follow all substance abuse treatment recommendations which 
includes weekly individual sessions and after care group 

2. Engage in random UA's at advocates for Well ness 
3. Engage in a domestic violence perpetrator assessment and follow all 

recommendations 
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4. Continue to follow alt mental health recommendations for individual. counseling 

5. Engage in parenting assessment edu~a!iorr as·· .. rccom.me. pde.s fbi(·,··. f 1fA~ p .. ~ManUh.~l.. . . ·. . \J 
~~sessmen.t completed by .Taml Tann1nen -~~M.¢(4:0{1~4htDitffr~Yt""~ 

Additional serv1ces for the [ ] mother t ] father shall be 1n1tlated orc;amplelQd arm: f~ 3. "10 ( ] . 

[ 1 as set forth in the attached service plan. 

( 1 as follows: 

3.11 [XJ . Services for the child(ren) are as follows: 

Visitation 

3.12 pq 

3.13 {X] 

i. Rec~ive routine ar'ld emergent medical, dental, and vision care as needed. 

2. The child is to reside in placem~nt, follow reasonable rules of placement, 
including curfew set by placement/caregiver, not run away, and abide by the 

following additioral conditions: -·-"----~-·-·-· '""·-~-·---··.,~-·-
. 

{ l SAY evaluation, and the child was notified that he/she may request an 
attorney. 

{ ] The child is 12 or older and 1 ] agrees to the services [X] was notified of 
the s~Nices (X] was notified that he/she rpay request an attorney. 

The specific visitation plan between the child(ren) and mother shall be as follows; 
~.Q ~iru!lf~~rweek fQL tlitee ll.Q1l~-lh%t~ati9.11.2ltbmitto, 
~ idei1tlfled and AA.12rov~~rJ~r:ulr1tnenL \jisits may.Jtt;:mge tu:. 
ynsupervi~ied With Q.~grtJneoL3m .. Q..J3AL·agproval~~,~~·--"·~~-~-

(X] Mother shall contact the designated visitation supervisor 24 hours in advance 
of the visit to confirm. Failure to confirm will result in cancellation of that visit. 

[X) Visitation between the mother and child may be expanded upon agreement of 
parties. . · 

The specific visitation plan between the child(ren) and father shalt be as follows: 
JJ.1rr~o Jl!i1C}~; nmrw~illt£ta!bJt1lit!1~!l1!'.~dPOJ.:( · ~;ltl(?atloo '21 ~h(;Z visit 
J" .be idciljjltii;ttLand tJ.Qproved by de · · · · · 
~l'k<WJ:?etvisrJgJ!{illl p~gartmt:i!1l at1:d 'GAL ti!2J21S~!!r h,QJ:.PJLRJl1lttlrttL 
!tl~lifl_\1~, ' .. 

[X] Father shall contact the designated visitation supervisor 24 hours in advance 
, of the visit to confirm. Failure to confirm will re9ult in cancellation of that visit. 
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[X] Visitation between the father and child may be expanded upon agreement of 
parties. 

3.14 [X] The specific plan for visitation or contact between the child and child's siblings 
shall be as follows: . 

[X] Visitation between the siblings and child may be expanded upon agreement of 
parties. 

3. 15 The foster parents/suaable others/relatives are allowed to travel out-of-state yvith the child for 
a period not to exceed two weeks after obtaining approval from all parties and the foster 
parents/suitable others/relatives may consent to necessary, emergent medical and dental 
treatment during these trips. ' 

3. 16 The permanency plan for the child is: 

Primary: 
[X] 

I J 
( ] 

{ ] 

r 1 
l ) 
I J 

Alternative: 
( ] Return of the child to the home of. the {X) mother [X] father 

[ 1 guardian or [ ] legal custodian; 
[X] Adoption; 
{ J Permanent legal c·ustody pursuant to Chapter.26.10 RCWor the 

equivalent laws of another state or a federally recognized Indian 
tribe; 

[ ] Guardianship [ ·1 DependeflCY Guardianship [ ] Chapter 11.88 
RCW [ ] Title 13. 26 Guardianship; 

[ 1 Long term ( ] relative or [ ] foster care with a-written agreement; 
[ l Responsible living skills program; and/or 
[ l Independent living. 

3.17 The eourt orders the following actions to.be taken to move the case toward permanency: 
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3. i8 Release of Information: 

AU court-ordered service providers shall make all records and all reports available to 
DSHS, attorney for DSHS, parent's attorney, the guardian ad litem and attorney for the 
child. Parents shall sign releases of information and allow all court-ordered service 
providers to make aU records available to DSHS and the guardian ad tltem or attorney 
for the child. Such Information shall be provided immedl~te!y (4pon teqoest. All 
information, reports, records, etc., relating to the provision of, parUcipaHon ln, or parties' 
interaction with services ordered by the court or offered by DSHS may be subJect to 
disclosure in open court unless speCifically prohibited by state or federal law or 
regulation. 

3.19 AU parties shall .appear at the next scheduled headng (see page one). 

3.20 Other: ·--~L--_,-~-~.,.,_,.-~~--'-

/ gnature . I' ·· ·· · 

.~~~:rttJh ..... ~:~M/lt;~&wrt:+' :t:t4:CZ:ll_ 
Print Nam€lrnue ·· ··· · · WSBA No. 

Notice: A petition for permanent termination of the parent-child relationship may be filed 
if the child ls placed out-of-home under an order of dependency. (RCW 13.34.180.) 

II 

II 

II 
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) ' 

Copy Received; Approved for Enlry; Netice of Pmsentatio11 'V\fai~ 

-vhfrn 
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,) 

Briana Wakefield Expenses May 2013 -August 2013 

May June July August* Notes 

Rent $ 561.00 $ 320.00 $160.00 $ 400.00 +August month 

Food $ 170.00 $ 2.70.00 $270.00 $ 195.00 not completed yet 
Toiletries $ 40.00 $ 38.00 $ 53.00 11 more days 

Transportation $ 88.00 $ 50.00 $ 62.00 

Phone/ Communications $ 60.00 $ 60.00 $ 60.00 $ 60.00 
Visitation Supplies $ 57.00 $ 70.00 $ 70.00 $ 58.00 
Bank Charge $ 32.00 $ 32.00 $ 32.00 $ 32.00 
Apartment Deposit $200.00 
Total $ 880.00 $ 880.00 $880.00 $860.00 

EXHIBIT 

IS 
(111 
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August Expenses as of August 12, 2013 
Rent $ 400.00 

diapers $ 25.00 

baby wipes $ 6.00 

Toilet wipes $ 5.00 

Child's underwear $ 6.00 
Finger-paints $ 5.00 

stickers $ 4.00 
crayons $ 3.00 

paper $ 4.00 
Shampoo $ 3.00 
conditioner $ 3.00 
body wash $ 3.00 
razor $ 4.00 
deodorant $ 4.00 

tooth paste $ 3.00 
mouth wash $ 3.00 
feminine Hygiene $ 6.00 
Laundry Soap $ 7.00 

undergarments $ 7.00 
Tupperware $ 6.00 

lotion $ 4.00 

added groceries $ 45.00 
phone $ 60.00 

transportation $ 62.00 
Bank fee $ 32.00 

Subtotal 
Food Stamps 

Total as of 8/12 

$ 710.00 
$150.00 
$ 860.00 Only $20 left in FS for the rest 

of August 

) 

EXHIBIT 

lC 
.. ;?I 
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• <' · .. 
1 

·. .A .... p .. p .), .. ro~.o .. ~Oc~~~~~ .. ~.~~~.~~C )sb.~. I ~ ~ 
-lame (Please Pri!~t&JL~~~"· ..l.~Q ~ , Date:l_ q l 2, . 
lA ailing Addres/ . \ ··~ ol(N)\ \2~cWf2:l~itybvru\~l0\ ~}(state.C.Wd: Zi~{C1~:3:3 fa 
retephone #_~, ·.· fnirth Date ·'] .._ L .~Charge(s) against yo:t\"(llef11.'2J2~~.,elv\,.:h._ 
Y\G~\M~~y¢<17 Yes IJ No'fAmployer~QY\~ ~~ 
~ag~=lQL:L_ # hours worked each week~ . fncome past 12 months'?----~-

)pouse'l Yes lJ Norow many de~endent children? 3. 
s your spouse employed'? Yes lJ No ~ourly wage$~--·-·----------# hours worked each week 

\ny other source(s) of income? ---li.,.--"=;..;..._-----~------'---··----------·-·----'"·-··--·-"'"-­

:hecking Account Balance $ =:S~vings Account Balance$ ) . Q Q Cash on Hand$ 0· 
)o you own real estate? Yes IJ ¥ Value$ -------------·~Owing ... ,.,.---·~-~·.;,.,_--~-

)o you own any motor vehicles'! Yes 0 No '7?Value $ _________ pwing $ -----~~-·-

)ther property (boat, RV,jewelry, etc.)'? Yesi':JlQo'U Value$---~-- Owing$ ·-----... w~· --.. = 

Rent/House Pymt. $ Child Support $ ·~----· Court Fines 

Transportation $ -~ll--~ Medical Expense$--· ___ _ Clothing 

Food $ ___ _ Alimony $ _____ ~ Loan Pymnts $ .,.....--~--. 

Utilities $~ Insurance $ ~-'-------'--" 

............................. ... .. . . .,. ..... ................. . . . . . . .. Total Mo~~hly E~pe~ses $ ~ 
\re there other things you wish the Court to consider in determining your eligibility for Court Appointed Counsel'! · 
f yes, state those things here: 

DECLARE THAT I HAVE EXAMINED THE ABOVE AND FOREGOING APPLICATION FOR COURT APPOINTED 
:OUNSEL AND CERTIFY THAT IT IS TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF. 
JNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY AND UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF 
VASHINGTON 

Court Appointed Counsel is granted 

' 1 Denied, the Court having determined that defendant 
I J will not incur a substantial financial hardship in employing Counsel. 
1 J is not charged with an offense punishable by loss of liberty. 

' has tililed to complete the nppl icution adequately fix the Court to make a determination of Oefendant's eligibility, 

DFK rl.JMB 0 KAB CJ lUI fJ TMT 
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Men and women charged with and convicted of 
crimes are overwhelmingly poor.1 According to 
the Washington Office of Public Defense, 80-
90% of people charged with felonies are found 
to be indigent by the courts. 2 The majority of 
those incarcerated lack a high school diploma, 
have below~average literacy levels,3 and have 
few job opportunities.~ It is not surprising, then 
that up to 60% of former inmates remain 
unemployed one year after release from 
prison.5 Without adequate education and 
employment, people often struggle to pay 
for even the most basic of necessities - food, 
shelter, utilities, childcare, and transportation. 

Washington's criminal justice practices should 

court hearings, contempt charges, and arrest 
warrants. 

The practice of imposing and collecting 
excessive LFOs results in a counterproductive 
system that punishes people simply for being 
poor and brings little to no benefit to the 
government or the general public. It even 
results in some poor people being locked up in 
jail because they cannot ~fford to pay debts -a 
modern version of the despised debtors' prison. 

Regardless of the rationale behind imposing 
LFOs on persons convicted of crimes, in 
practice this system places severe, long­
lasting burdens on persons living in poverty. 

seek to increase the 
likelihood that people will 
successfully re-enter their 
communities. Yet court­
imposed debt presents 
a formidable barrier, 
pushing people deeper 

... court-imposed debt presents 
a formidable bclrrier, pushing 

people deeper into poverty and 
prolonging their involvement in 

the criminal justice system. 

Furthermore, there are 
few checks and balances 
in place to protect people 
from unfair collection and 
enforcement practices 
that fail to take into 
account an individual's 

into poverty and prolonging their involvement 
-with the criminal justice system. 6 

Nearly every person convicted in a Washington 
court receives a bill for Legal Financial 
Obligations at sentencing.7 Known more 
commonly as ""LFOs," these include the fees, 
fines, costs, and restitution imposed by the' 
court on top of a criminal sentence.8 The 
average amount of LFOs imposed in a felony 
case is $2540 - an amount so large that poor 
defendants simply cannot pay it in a lump sum. 
After imposition, LFOs increase rapidly due to 
the application of a statutorily-mandated high 
interest rate and other fees. Those who cannot 
afford to pay often face a demoralizing cycle of 

I 

current financial situation, as required by law. 

Under these circumstances, no one wins. 
Impoverished persons suffer because LFOs 
keep them tied to the criminal justice system, 
often obstructing housing and employment 
opportunities and preventing them from 
rebuilding their lives. Children may be , 
separated from their mothers and fathers who 
are jailed for non-payment, and households 
break up. The public does not benefit, as there 
are significant costs incurred in collecting and 
sanctioning persons who are too poor to pay 
LFOs. And incarcerating indigent defendants 
neither deters crime nor serves a rehabilitative 
purpose. The funds used to jail people for lion-
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payment would be better used on alternatives to 
incarceration, community outreach, education, 
and anti-poverty efforts. 

• In Benton County, apprqximately 20% of 
people booked into county jail are serving 
time because of LFO non~payment. This 
staggeringly high rate of incarceration 
is entirely counterproductive. It wastes 
valuable state and local resources while 
making repayment more difficult for some 
due to job loss and further indebtedness 
resulting from incarceration. 

CONSIDER THESE FACTS: 

• Many courts routinely impose LFOs 
without considering whether a .person is 
able to pay them, contrary to state law. 
People convicted of crimes in Washington 
are ordered to pay high amounts of fines, • 
fees, and court costs. In superior court, the 
average LFO is $2540 per case. Yet courts 
regularly fail to consider an individual's 
ability to pay when imposing discretionary 
court costs, as is required by state law. 

The threat of incarceration forces 
impoverished people to choose between 
meeting their most basic needs and paying 
for LFOs. Some Washington counties require 
individuals to transfer public payments for 
subsistence to pay for LFO debt, even though 
those benefits cannot lawfully be garnished 
or attached to pay other debt. LFOs can amount to a lifetime sentence. After 

it is imposed, an LFO debt can grow quickly­
due to a 12% statutorily-mandated interest 
rate and added collection fees of $100 per 
year. A person making $20 payments per 
month in an effort to repay the average LFO 
debt may be unable to succeed even after 
years of regular payment. LFOs cannot be 
discharged in bankruptcy and many never 
expire. 

People who are unable to pay can end up 
behind bars as a result of procedures that 
violate their rights. Courts have the power 
to incarcerate debtors for non-payment of 
LFOs and routinely use that power without 
considering a person's ability to pay LFOs, 
in violation of state and federal constitutions 
and case law. 

This report spotlights LFO practices throughout 
Washington state, in the hope that the courts 
and legislature will reexamine and reform 
existing policies concerning criminal justice 
debt. Focusing on four counties, we document 
problems with LFO practices and profile 
individuals who have been impacted. Finally, 
we recommend alternative practices that 
state lawmakers should enact and courts 
should employ to create a better LFO system in 
Washington state. 

These changes will ensure that LFOs are 
imposed and collected in conformance with state 
and federal law, hold accountable those who can 
afford to pay, increase payments of restitution 
to victims, and reduce unnecessary barriers for 
poor people seeking to reenter society. 
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The ACLU of Washington (ACLU) and Columbia 
Legal Services (CLS) have increasingly heard 
from impoverished individuals struggling with 
LFOs. Some are currently incarcerated for 
failing to pay LFOs; others are trying to make 
payments and find ways to access relief and 
avoid sanctions. While we have heard from 
low-income individuals throughout the state, 
complaints about practices in a few particular 
jurisdictions stand out: Benton, Clark, Clallam, 
and Thurston counties. 

This past spring the ACLU and CLS launched 
an investigation into LFO policies and practices 
in Washington state. V1Je sought to determine 
how courts in different jurisdictions impose and 
collect LFOs from people with scant resources. 
We conducted court observations, reviewed 
court records, and interviewed debtors, 
attorneys, and community members in Benton. 
Clark, Clallam, and Thurston Counties. This 
investigation provided firsthand evidence of the 
impact LFOs have on Washington residents, 
their families, and our communities. 

Our investigation uncovered problems in each of 

these counties, Including the following: 

• Courts impose discretionary LFOs {including 
court costs) without considering a person's 
present or future ability to pay. 

• While state law says restitution payments 
to victims should take precedence, county 
clerks' offices garner annual LFO collection 
fees prior to using LFO payments to provide 
restitution to victims. 

• The state's excessive interest rate for 
LFOs creates insurmountable debt for 
already impover'ished people, prolonging 
their involvement with the criminal justice 
system and imposing severe barriers tore­
entry into their communities. 

• Courts require that persons use public 
assistance for basic needs to pay off LFOs. 

• Courts incarcerate persons for nonpayment 
even when they are destitute and unable to 
pay. 
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Most of the individuals we spoke with explained 
that they would like nothing more than to 
satisfy their LFOs. Yet, those who cannot afford 
to immediately pay LFOs find themselves facing 
ever-increasing debt. This begins at sentencing, 
where courts often impose 

a defendant's ability to pay before imposing 
LFOs. Even when they do inquire, Washington 
law provides no standard or methodology to 
determine whether someone has the ability to 
pay. The result is wide disparities in the amount 

of LFOs imposed in different 

LFOs without considering the 
defendant's poverty. From this 
point, the debt quickly increases 
due to usurious interest rates 

They remain tethered 
to the criminal justice 
system for decades. 

jurisdictions throughout the 
state. For example, iri some 
counties, an indigent individual 
is ordered to pay only the 

and the imposition of annual 
collections fees. As a result, even those who 
make regular payments are unable to fully pay 
off LFOs. They remain tethered to the criminal 
justice system for decades. 

Imposition of LFOs 

Superior courts are empowered to impose over 
20 different LFOs, including the costs of using 
public defense,9 fees for requesting a jury trial, 10 

criminal filing fees, 11 and the costs incurred 
by the county or city for serving a warrantY 
Some LFOs are mandatory, and a court must 
impose them regardless of a defendant's 
poverty. Mandatory LFOs include the $500 
Victim Penalty Assessment (VPA) and the $100 
DNA database fee. 13 But most LFOs are not 
mandatory, and judges have wide discretion to 
impose or waive them. 

Before ordering that a defendant pay 
discretionary court costs, state law requires 
the court to take into account the financial 
resources of the defendant and the nature of 
the burden imposed by LFOs.u In addition, if a 
court finds that the defendant is indigent and 
does not have the current or future ability to 
pay costs, courts are permitted to waive all or 
part of the non-mandatory LFOs.15 

Unfortunately, courts often fail to inquire into 

mandatory LFOs, while in other 
counties, including all four that we investigated, 
an indigent defendant routinely receives a score 
of discretionary LFOs that he or she may never 
be able to pay. 

Interest and Collection Fees 

An impoverished person's situation only gets 
worse after LFOs are imposed due to the 
interest rate that accrues on LFO debts. By 
law, superior court-ordered debt begins to 
accrue interest from the date of imposition at 
the exorbitant rate of 12% per year- including 
while an individual is incarcerated and therefore 
earning little to no money to pay off the debt.16 

District and municipal court LFOs may also 
accrue 12% interest if the case is assigned to 
a collections agency and placed in collection 
status. 11 The 12% rate is almost twice the 
current rate for interest in some civil cases, 
such as personal injury cases. 18 

Giving first priority to the 
collection fee runs contrary 
to state law ... Nevertheless, 

taking collection fees first 
appears widespread. 

The interest rate disproportionately impacts 
low-income persons, because those with the 
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financial means to pay their LFOs quickly and assessments imposed, unless otherwise 
can avoid interest accrual that exacerbates ordered by the court." 23 Nevertheless, taking 
debt burdens and prolongs criminal justice the collection fee first appears widespread.2~ 

involvement. 

Court collection fees add to escalating LFO 
debts. Court clerks in the jurisdiction where 
the LFOs were imposed are responsible for 
monitoring and collecting LFOs. 19 Superior court 

Clark County provides a prime example of 
the problems that result from the imposition 
of a high mandatory interest rate and the 
discretionary annual collection fees on poor 
defendants.25 In Clark County, the courts 

clerks are authorized to charge 
individuals up to $100 annually 
for collection of outstanding 
LFOs.20 Many clerks collect this 

Court collection fees 
add to escalating 

LFO debts. 

routinely impose discretionary 
LFOs without considering a 
defendant's ability to pay them. 
For example, virtually every 
indigent defendant in Clark fee every year on every open 

LFO account. 21 Even worse, many superior court 
clerks extract the collection fee from individuals' 
monthly payments before distributing payments 
to other LF0s.22 For example, if a person pays 
$150 a year towards LFOs, the clerk wilt first 
deduct the $100 collection fee before applying 
the remaining $50 to restitution, fines, and 
court costs. 

Giving first priority to the collection fee 
runs contrary to state law, which prioritizes 
restitution to victims over all other financial 
obligations. By law, "[u]pon receipt of an 
offender's monthly payment, restitution shall 
be paid prior to any payments of other monetary 
obligations. After restitution is satisfied, the 
county clerk shall distribute the payment 

· proportionally among all other fines, costs, 

County Superior Court is ordered to pay a 
minimum of $800 for the cost of his or her 
public defender. 

When both mandatory and discretionary 
LFOs are taken into account, the median LFO 
amount ordered in a single case in Clark 
County Superior Court is $2072- an excessive 
amount for a poor person. 26 Every year, this 
amount accrues 12% interest and the court 
clerk imposes a $100 annual collection fee 
per open accountY Yet, on average, the county 
clerk collects only $117 per year per account. 
Therefore, in the average case, a person owing 
LFOs in Clark County is barely able to pay the 
annual collection fee over the course of a year 
and makes hardly a dent in the underlying LFO 
balance. 

Individuals who owe LFOs are often forced to most vulnerable meet their basic needs, such 
make payments from funds necessary to meet as food, housing, and child care. Yet, because 
their basic needs. This problem is particularly failure to pay LFOs can result in jail time or 
acute when a person's only income comes other sanctions, recipients of public assistance 
from public benefits, such as Temporary often feel that they have no choice but to turn 
Assistance to Needy Families ITANFI or Social their payments for necessities over to the 
Security Disability Insurance [SSDI). These cour·ts, to the detriment of their families or 
programs have been established to help the their own well-being. 
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In Washington, people whose only income 
comes from public assistance are the very 

information about a person's eligibility for 
needs-based assistance, but then count these 

definition of poor and live 
well below the poverty 
level. Under state law 
and court rules, persons 
who receive needs­
based public benefits are 
entitled to the assistance 
of a public defender in 
a criminal case and to 

... recipients of public assistance 
often feel that they have 

funds as income when 
setting payment plans. 
This practice occurs in 
Thurston County, which 
includes the state 
capital, Olympia. Even 
after public defenders 
successfully fought to 

no choice but to turn their 
payments for necessities over to 

the courts, to the detriment of 
their families or own well-being. 

the waiver of civil 
case filing fees. 28 Furthermore, because 
public assistance recipients depend on these 
payments for basic needs, public benefits 
generally cannot be garnished or attached in 
order to pay creditors.29 

Nevertheless, we observed judges and court 
clerks in a number of counties ordering and 
allowing individuals to pay LFOs (including 
court costs} from public payments for basic 
needs. Most court clerks request specific 

Individuals unable to pay their LFOs may 
face an array of court sanctions, including 
being locked up.30 ln Benton County, our 

protect two individuals from being forced to 
pay public benefits to LFOs, courts in Thurston 
County have not changed their policy. Courts 
will also sanction those known to subsist on 
needs-based assistance if they fail to pay LFOs. 
This practice is unlawful, as federal statutes 
prohibit garnishment and seizure of public 
assistance payments. The practice is also unfair, 
particularly when people are forced to surrender 
money necessary for their basic needs to cover 
court costs such as filing fees and the cost of 
public defense. 

before a court can order jail tirne for failing 
to pay criminal debt, it must first inquire 
into the defendant's ability to pay.34 The court 

investigation revealed 
that approximately 20% 
of the people in custody 
on any given day are 
being sanctioned for 
non-payment of LF0s.31 

While Benton County 

Benton County superior and 
district courts regularly fail to 

consider ability to pay, and instead 
aggressively use incarceration as 

a collections tool. 

should inquire into a 
defendant's financial 
resources, reasonable 
expenses, and good­
faith effort to acquire 
the money to pay.35 A 
defendant cannot be 

provides the most extreme example of this 
practice, other counties in Washington also 
incarcerate debtors for non-payment.32 

Debtors' prisons are illegal. In Bearden v. 
Georgia (1983), the United States Supreme Court 
held that a person cannot be incarcerated for 
failing to pay his criminal debt if his failure to 
pay was due solely to his poverty.33 Therefore, 

incarcerated unless, considering those factors, 
he has the ability to pay but refuses to do so. 

Despite this clear guidance, both Benton County 
superior and district courts regularly fail to 
consider ability to pay, and instead aggressively 
use incarceration as a collections tool. How 
does this happen? First, Benton County imposes 
a wide variety of discretionary LFOs without 
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considering defendants' ability to pay. Payment 
plans are set according to the amount owed, 
not an individual's financial circumstances. 
Then, people who cannot pay the full monthly 
amount are ordered to appear at a failure to 
pay hearing.36 Both the district and superior 
courts hold these hearings weekly, processing 
up to a hundred individuals in an hour or two. 
Those who fail to appear have warrants issued 
for their arrest, and are ordered to pay a $100 
fee per warrant issued, which is added to 
existing LFOs. Those who appear are rushed 
through a truncated process designed to force 
payment. 

In Benton County District Court, the judge is the 
primary collection officer. At the failure to pay 
hearing, if a person has not previously missed 
payments, he is typically allowed to "restart" 
his payment plan. Occasionally, the court will 
lower monthly payments, although the court's 
stated policy is to require a minimum of $25 
per month. If the court refuses to restart, the 
person is ordered to pay the entire amount 
owing or report to work crew. 

Benton County's work crew program is a form 
of partial custody supervised by a community 
corrections officer.37 People on work crew 
perform manual labor for 9-10 hours, 4 days a 

A person who cannot complete work crew, or 
who is not eligible to participate, is ordered 
to jail. For example, the ACLU spoke with 
one individual who became seriously ill while 
participating in work crew, did not report, was 
charged with "escape," and then jailed for non­
payment. People who "sit out" their fines, earn 
$50 of credit per day spent in jail.38 So, a person 
ordered to sit out $1000 in fines will spend 20 
days in jail. Benton County's debtors' prison 
results in extremely long sentences, and often 
individuals end up spending more time in jail 
for nonpayment of fines and fees than they did 
for the underlying offense. 

In Benton County Superior Court, the 
process similarly disregards federal and 
state constitutions and case law. At superior 
court failure-to-pay-fine hearings, the court 
clerks informally negotiate "pay or appear" 
agreements with individuals (meaning they 
must either "pay" the amount owed or "appear" 
before the court]. Individuals are often told 
that they can avoid jail time by signing these 
agreements, and most do so without the 
assistance of counsel. 

The court often accepts these agreements without 
inquiring whether the defendant can actually 
afford to pay. If an individual fails to make the 

Page 9 

week, and earn $80 credit 
against fines per day. 
Therefore, a person ordered 
to work off $800 in fines 
would need to participate 
in work crew for 10 days. 
Work crew participants are 
required to pay $5 per day 

One individual became 
seriously ill while 

participating in work crew, 
did not report, was charged 

with uescape,, and then 
jailed for non-payment. 

monthly payments, the · 
clerk then negotiates 
"pay or stay" agreements, 

where individuals agree to 
pay a particular amount or 
serve jail time. Again, these 
agreements are "agreed" 
to without the assistance 

up front in order to participate. So, a person 
ordered to work crew for 10 days would need 
to pay $50 to participate. For the indigent, the 
cost of participating in work crew is prohibitive. 
In addition, people who have previously failed to 
report, or who have been convicted of certain 
offenses, are not eligible for work crew. 

of counsel and are sometimes entered into 
without court inquiry into an individual's 
financial circumstances. They also unfairly 
contain findings that non-payment is willful. An 
individual who cannot pay the ordered a!Tlount 
is almost invariably incarcerated. People do not 
earn any credit against superior court LFOs if 
they are sentenced to jail for non-payment. They 
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leave owing as much as they did upon entering 
jail, plus interest that accrued during that time. 

In both district and superior courts, there is 
little meaningful inquiry into the reasons for 
non-payment. At no point in the district court 
process did we see the court (1] advise people 
that ability to pay is a crucial issue; (2] inquire 
into a defendant's actual financial resources and 
expenses; (3] consider waiving or reducing any 
LFOs due to manifest hardship; or (4) consider 
any alternatives to incarceration besides work 
crew, which is not a viable alternative for the 
indigent, because participants must pay $20 per 
week to participate. And while some superior 
court judges advised people that ability to 
pay is a crucial issue, many individuals facing 
incarceration had already signed agreements 
and "admitted" that they had the ability to 
pay - without being advised of their right 
to assistance of counsel. The end result was 
regular incarceration for non-payment, even for 
those clearly without the means to pay. 

... judges ordered incarceration 
for non-payment when debtors 
were homeless, unemployed, or 
had mental health or addiction 
issues preventing them from 

gaining employment. 

ACLU and CLS attorneys observed both district 
and superior court judges order incarceration 
for non-payment when debtors were homeless, 
unemployed, or had mental health or 
addiction issues preventing them from gaining 
employment. We also observed the district 
court order incarceration of single parents 
supporting young children and people whose 

only income was public assistance. 

This system is costly, both for the government 
and individuals. The Benton County Jail spends 
$68.59 to incarcerate a person for one day.39 It 
costs $125,000 per year to run a work crew of 
8-12 individuals.40 These figures don't account 
for the salaries of clerks who staff collections 
units, judicial time for collections hearings, and 
the costs of issuing and serving warrants for 
non-payment. It is clear that Benton County and 
its cities are spending hundreds of thousands 
of dollars every year on LFO collections. 

Futhermore, most individuals in Benton County, 
or other counties, do not have the assistance of 
lawyers to protect their rights. Defendants who 
face the possibility of jail time because of non­
payment have the right to a court-appointed 
attorney.41 Yet, in the hearings observed by ACLU 
and CLS attorneys, defendants were not told 
that they had the right to counsel. Most often, 
the judge said something along the lines of, Tm 
inclined to order jail time. Do you want to talk 
to an attorney before ! do that?" This informal 
statement is not enough to inform people of 
their rights.42 Most of the people serving time 
for non-payment did not understand that they 
had the right to an attorney, that their ability to 
pay their LFOs was a crucial issue, or that an 
attorney could help them make arguments to 
avoid jail time. 

This system does not magically make indigent 
people able to pay LFOs. Instead, people 
incarcerated for non-payment lose their 
housing, jobs, and other opportunities to 
productively re-enter society. As the following 
profiles illustrate, the impact on individuals and 
their families is severe. 
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Virginia Dickerson was in and out of the criminal 

justice system from 1997-2009 on drug and 
driving-related charges. Since then, she has 

2011. Since Virginia was released from prison 
9 months ago after serving her time, she has 

been trying hard to pay her fines, but feels like 
made major steps toward 

turning her life amund. 

She has been sober for 
the past 32 months, is 

living in stable housing, 

has created a parenting 
plan for her child, and 
is working full-time as 

'' I've done my time .. .it seems 
it doesn't matter if I've tried 

to pay or if I can't pay. If I miss 
a month or can't make a full 

payment, I'll get a warrant and 
go to jail. I'm trapped. '' 

the collections systems 
set people up for failure. 
"When I got out of prison, 
I was supposed to start 

paying $50 a month 

to the Benton County 
District Court and $40 

a server in a restaurant. She also is active in 

community groups and mentors at-risk youth. 

per month to Superior 

Court. But I couldn't find a job. I was willing to 
do any work, but it's really hard to get work with 

a felony record. So, I went to the District Court 
to ask for an extension on paying my fines. They 
denied me. I couldn't get them to reconsider my 
payment plan until after I'd already failed to pay 
the full amount for several months." 
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Still, Virginia lives under constant pressure 
due to LFOs. Between 2010 and 2011, Virginia 

was ordered to pay the Benton County Superior 
Court over $5000 in fines and penalties plus 
$1920 in court costs and attorney's fees because 

of two drug-related convictions. She was also 
order-ed to pay the Benton County District Court 
$525 in fines and $593 in court costs and fees 
for a possession of marijuana conviction in 

Virginia is currently required to pay $35 a month 
to the district court and an additional $Lr0 per 
month to Superior Court. She has managed to 
keep up with her District Court payments so far, 
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but has not been able to pay the full amount to 
Superior Court each month. "Sometimes, I have. 
to choose between paying for transportation to 
my job or for food and paying the full amount 
on my LFOs." Because of this, Virginia lives 
in constant fear that she will have a warrant 
issued for her arrest or be incarcerated. "I've 
been locked up in the past for not paying court 
fines. It didn't matter that I was homeless at the 
time. The very clear message was that I needed 
to pay exactly what I was ordered, or I would go 
to jail. And I didn't have the money- so I went 
to jaiL" 

Now, even making her best efforts to pay, 
Virginia feels that she will never be able to get 
out from under her court-imposed debt. ''My 

superior court fines are collecting 12% interest 
and it just keeps growing. I'd love to pay extra 
everymonth, but I just can't. I make minimum 
wage and by the time I pay my fines, rent, food, 
phone bill, transportation to work, and the 
costs of getting my license reinstated, there's 
nothing left." 

Virginia takes responsibility for her past, and 
she's doing her best to try to rebuild her life. "I 
understand that I made choices in my life that 
landed me where I am today. But I've done my 
time. If I'm paying what I can, that should be 
acceptable. But it seems it doesn't matter if I've 
tried to pay or if I can't pay. If I miss a month or 
can't make a full payment, I'll get a warrant and 
go to jail. I'm trapped." 
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David Ramirez has not been convicted of a He said, "I didn't have that kind of money, 
crime in 10 years, but the LFOs from his one and they wouldn't take a partial payment. 
felony case continue to haunt him. In 2003, David So I basically lived in fear of arrest for a year 
pled guilty to one count of residential burglary until a lawyer in my church agreed to help me 

;after he entere~ .his ox~ (( I'Ve had}.Udges tell me that negotiate a lower payment 
w!fe';s ho.rho wlthotH to quash the warrant." 
penttisslbM. He was they dotj't care what my other David was unemployed 

ordered to pay $2144 obligations are, LFOs come and dependent on public 

in restitution and over first. First before anything. First assistance at the time, 

$1147 in penalties and before food and shelter. '' but after 6 months, he 
costs. "I wasn't making wasabletoborrowenough 
much money at the time, maybe earning about money to quash the warrant. Once the warrant 
$10 an hour. I also had to pay $500 per month was removed, David was able to get back on a 
in child support. So money was very, very tight." payment plan, and he's been paying regularly 

since. David is still paying $30 per month 
For years, David has been under constant towards LFOs despite the fact that he's been 
pressure to pay his LFOs in full or face raising 4 children and his family's sole income 
incarceration. "If you miss payments, they is public assistance. He has been unable to 
can issue a warrant for your arrest," David get back to work in his former field because of 
explained. "To get the warrant r-emoved, you medical problems, so his family relies entirely 
have to pay the entire amount you owe, plus on about $400 from temporary assistance to 
an extra $100 warrant fee." For example, when needy families and food stamps. 
David had a warrant issued in 2008, he was 
told that he needed pay $800 to get it removed. The family's budget is tight, and David often has 
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to choose between meeting his family's needs for David, all that he owes at this point is interest. 
and paying his fines. "Sometimes, I have to "I have a balance of $1838.74, and that's exactly 
choose between paying the electricity bill and what I owe in interest. It's discouraging to keep 
paying LFOs, or between buying my kid a winter paying and see that interest amount grow. It's 
coat and paying LFOs. The message the courts exhausting." Still, David remains hopeful, for 
have sent to me over and over again is that if I himself and his kids. "I believe in America, 
don't pay in full every month, I'll go to jail and you know? 1 love this country. I want to start a 
l'lllose everything. I've had judges tell me that business and provide for my family. My kids are 
they don't care what my other obliga~ions are, straight A students, and I want them to go to 
LFOs come first. First before food and shelter. It college. But right now, I feel like the fines keep 
doesn't matter what my family suffers, so long me from getting up and breathing and being the 
as the court gets paid." Even more frustrating person 1 want to be." 

A- 83 



In 2012, Angela Albers spent 21 days in jail then the court issued a warrant for my arrest. 
because she was unable to pay fines and court Right after the warrant was issued, I found 
costs related to misdemeanor convictions from a job and sent a friend to pay $160 from my 
2008 and 2010. "My difficulties all started in first paycheck. But the clerk wouldn't take my 
2008 when I got a ticket for failing to stop at money. She said I had to pay the entire amount 

a stop sign," Angela ( ( • $ I was behind, plus $200 
said. "At the time, I was I was gettmg 126 a week from in warrant fees. That 

going through a divorce unemployment. It wasn't even was almost $500 and 1 

and 1 forgot to pay the enough to pay for rent and food, didn't have that kind of 

ticket. My license was much less fines. I tried to talk money." Angela turned 

suspended without my to the clerk and explain my herself in a few months 
ki'IOwledg·.e.~.'; Arrg·• Gtta was # • b I l kj ld l€1teiw: after helt~g .•. i.alled, Sltuat#:.tn, . . Uft ~c;e c ~r . usrto . . I 

pultced over artd'charg. ed .she WG1S able to get me that/had to pay thc;e $100 
twke with dtlving with her payments restarted 
a Ucense suspendod .per month the court ordered.,, after she explained to 

(OWLS), a misdemeanor. One of those times, the court that she had found a job. But she fell 
police found a pipe in her car and charged her behind again. "I was making minimum wage 
with possession of drug paraphernalia. All told, and a huge portion of my check was going to 
Angela was ordered to pay the district court pay child support. Once I paid for rent and food, 
$1550 in fines and $1399 in court costs and some months I couldn't make the full payments 
attorney's fees. on fines." 

Angela was expected to begin making monthly Still, Angela made LFO payments when she 
payments of $90 immediately. But without a could. She succeeded in completely paying off 
job, she could not make the payments. "I was one case and made significant progress on 
looking for work every day, but wasn't able to another. But then, she lost her job and could not 
find it. I missed payments for three months, and find another one. "I was getting $126 a week 
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from unemployment. It wasn't even enough to 
pay for rent and food, much less fines. I tried to 
talk to the clerk and explain my situation. But 
the clerk just told me that I had to pay the $100 
per month the court ordered." 

In 2012, the court ordered Angela to work off the 
balance of her fines. "I begged to have my fines 
restarted, or to have payment delayed until I 
could get another job. But the judge refused." 
Angela says that no one asked her about her 
income and expenses, and the court refused to 
restart her fines even after she explained that 
she was unemployed. "I wasn't even aware that 
my financial situation mattered. The judge told 
me that I had restarted my fines for the last 
time and that the cases were too old. The only 
options were to pay off my fines in full, work 
them off, or go to jail." 

Angela served 91 hours on the county work 
crew, cleaning debris out of the river and 
weeding on public property. She was forced to 

pay $20 a week just to participate in work crew. 
Unfortunately, she was removed from the work 
crew after a positive urine analysis and was 
forced to jail for 21 days, earning $50 against her 
fines per day in jail. "!lost everything.! couldn't 
make my rent payments and I lost my home. I 
had to move out of state to live with friends. I 
couldn't see my children and it interrupted my 
relationship with them." 

Angela takes full responsibility for the mistakes 
she has made. "I don't make any excuses for 
my past behavior, and I understand that paying 
a fine is part of the punishment. But it feels like 
a vicious cycle. The court and clerks don't try to 
work with you or recognize when you're trying 
your best. The more time you're there, the more 
warrants they issue, the more money you have 
to pay. And if you can't pay the exact amount 
they want, even if you could pay something, 
they judge you as a deadbeat before you even 
walk into the courtroom. You're done before you 
everi open your mouth." 
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In May 2010, C.J. was convicted in Thurston 
County Superior Court and ordered to pay 
over $3000 in LFOs. His sole source of income 
is SSDI, benefits that the federal government 
provides to persons with disabilities who 
have limited income and resources. The 
court initially ordered C.J. to pay $25 per 
month towards his LFOs; however C.J. does 
not always have the financial resources to 
pay this amount. Therefore, he is ordered to 
regularly appear before the court to explain 
his failure to pay or be arrested for non­
compliance and brought before the court if he 
does not appear. 

In early 2012, the Thurston County Clerk's 
office discovered that C.J. would be receiving 
back payments of SSDI totaling almost 
$2000. The court then ordered C.J. to pay 
the full $2000 to his LFOs. C.J. refused to 
make the entire payment, and was appointed 
a public defender, Patrick O'Connor, who 
challenged the order. The court agreed with 
Mr. O'Connor that the SSDI payments could 
not be garnished or attached to pay LFOs. 

Unfortunately, the court's order only applied 
to C.J. for a particular review period. C.J. 
continues to live in poverty and worries 
constantly about being arr·ested for non-

D.Z. was released from Benton County jail this 
summer after sitting out his fines for over two 
months. The 26-year-old Kennewick resident 
has struggled with addiction issues since he was 
about 16 years old. When he was 18, he was 
convicted of being a minor in possession of alcohol 
and of consuming alcohol. The court ordered him 

payment of LFOs. He must also attend regular 
review hearings to prove that his failure to pay 
is due to poverty. Recently, the court again 
ordered him to pay $25 per month towards 
his LFOs despite no change in his financial 
circumstances. Furthermore, the county 
continues to issue warrants for non-payment, 
and C.J. has been jailed white awaiting court 
hearings to explain his failure to pay. Equally 
troubling is the fact that the court has ordered 
C.J. to pay a $100 warrant service fee, which is 
added to his existing LFOs. 

Following C.J.'s case, Mr. O'Connor brought 
the benefits issue to the attention of the 
judges in Thurston County and informed them 
of the problems associated with this practice. 
However, the court has yet to adopt a policy 
barring the use of needs-based benefits to 
pay for LFOs. Without a change in court policy, 
judges in Thurston County may continue to 
order individuals to pay LFOs using public 
benefits. In fact, the Thurston County public 
defenders recently challenged another court 
order requiring an individual defendant to use 
his Veteran's Affairs benefits to pay LFOs. If 
there is a silver lining to these cases, it is that 
the public defenders in Thurston County have 
recognized and addressed LFO practices that 
unfairly burden poor individuals. 
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to pay $2076 in fines, fees, and court costs. Even 
though D.Z. had no income, he was put on a 
payment plan and ordered to pay $50 a month. 

D.Z. applied for dozens of jobs, but without a 
high school diploma, finding a job was tough. He 
was homeless and had trouble meeting his basic 
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needs. "I wanted to pay my court fines," he said. 
"But I couldn't even start until I found a job." 
Struggling to find work, and battling addiction, 
D.Z. missed court dates to explain why he 
hadn't paid. The court then issued warrants for 
his arrest. Once the warrants were issued, D.Z. 

making payments after his next paycheck came 
through. But the judge stated that court policy 
was to allow only two restarts. 

The judge ordered D.Z. to pay $2376 that day or 
serve 47 days in jail. He was also sentenced to 

could not get rid of them 
without paying a $100 
fee per warrant. 

''It seems like the· only thing the 
matters to the court is money. 

an additional 10 days 
in jail as a punishment 
for not showing up to 
court hearingt;;. D.Z, 
said ''The j!Jdge ,~hade 
it e:;ee.irl' tlke lt would 
b(! bf'!U.er for me ""just 
sit it out and get it over 
with, right? But I lost 

He was arrested twice 
for not paying his fines. 
D.Z. explained, "Both 
times, I went to the 
judge and said that 

I want to pay my fine$, but it 
doesn't make ser1se to have me 

sit in jail if I couLd be working and 
getting the money to pay them. '' 

I couldn't pay them. I tried to explain that I 
didn't have a job, but that I was trying hard to 
find one. I was basically homeless." The first 
time, the judge let D.Z. restart his payment plan. 
The second time, he was also allowed to restart. 
"But," D.Z. said, "the judge told me this was 
my last chance. If I couldn't pay my fines every 
month, I would have to sit them out in jail." 

In 2013, D.Z. was ordered to pay $2376 or report 
to work crew. Two months later, D.Z. finally 
found a job working the night shift at a fast 
food restaurant and making minimum wage. 
He got one paycheck, and paid $350 in rent for 
clean and sober housing. The rest of the money 
went to food and paying for transportation to 
work. Then, police officers showed up at his 
workplace to arrest him for failure to pay his 
court fines. He spent the weekend in jail, and 
then appeared before a judge. D.Z. tried to 
tell the judge that he had a job and could start 

everything. I lost my job. I lost everything I 
owned. I left jail with just the clothes on my back." 

D.Z. was released from prison with a voucher 
for one 1nonth's housing, and he is trying to 

find work again. His old job will not take him 
back after his arrest. He is hoping to enroll in 
an apprenticeship program, to learn to be an 
electrician. That dream, though, is on hold. 
Apprenticeship programs cost money, and D.Z. 
stilt owes $750 to the courts. He knows that if 
he cannot pay those fines, he will likely end up 
back in jail. 

D.Z. knows that he has made mistakes, but he 
does not understand how the county benefits 
from jailing him when he cannot pay fines. "It 
seems like the only thing that matters to the court 
is money. I want to pay my fines, but it doesn't 
make any sense to have me sit in jail if I could be 
working and getting the money to pay them." 
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People in Washington should not be punished 
for being too poor to pay onerous obligations set 
by state law and local courts, after proceedings 
that are often unfair or unconstitutional. Rather, 
Washington public policy and practice must 
ensure that no one is jailed or faces other legal 
sanctions simply because he or she is too poor 
to pay court-ordered debts. 

LFOs should not be treated as a funding source 
for our court system. Rather, LFOs should 
be imposed for the purpose of providing 
restitution to victims and furthering successful 
re-entry of offenders. Incarceration should 
not be a tool to force payment from those 
already struggling to meet basic needs. 

It should be public policy 
throughout Washington state 

that no one is jailed .•. because 
he or she is impoverished and 

unable to pay debts. 

There are better methods for imposing and 
collecting LFOs, ones that ensure that persons 
receive LFOs which reflect their ability to pay 
and then are held accountable when they choose 
not to make payments. 

To ensure that Washington's LFO systems adhere 
to these values, we offer the following specific 
recommendations. These recommendations 
will not only r·elieve indigent persons of unfair 
and unnecessary burdens stemming from LFOs 
but also could save counties valuable resources 
spent on unsuccessful collection efforts. 

1) Establish clear statewide criteria for 
determin;ng a person's ability to pay LFOs: 
All courts must be required to consider the 
ability to pay when imposing discretionary 

costs, fines, or fees, setting monthly payment 
schedules, and determining whether 
sanctions are appropriate. The courts that 
now currently conduct an ability to pay 
analysis use divergent and highly subjective 
standards, leading to wide disparities from 
county to county in imposing and enforcing 
LFOs. The criteria for determining ability to 
pay should build upon existing guidelines 
that determine whether a person qualifies 
for a public defender. The result would be a 
uniform standard that is applied equally to 
all persons facing the imposition of LFOs or 
sanctions for failing to pay LFOs. 

2} End transfer of public payments for 
necessities to pay for LFOs: Persons who 
receive state and federal benefits have 
already been deemed by the government 
to be indigent and to require assistance to 
meet basic needs. The receipt of benefits 
should be considered a per se finding of 
inability to pay, and the legislature should 
prohibit transfer or assignment of public 
payments for basic needs to pay off LFOs, 
other than restitution. 

3} Eliminate the current 12% interest rate 
on non-restitution LFOs, and suspend all 
Interest during incarceration: Eliminating 
the interest rate during incarceration 
will ensure that LFO debt does not grow 
excessively. interest should not accrue until 
90 days after an individual is released from 
incarceration. This will ensure that LFO debt 
does not multiply when a person is unable 
to earn enough money to pay it off. These 
practices will encourage regular payment 
and prevent LFOs from being needlessly 
punitive. 
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4} Distribute LFO payments to restitution 
prior to other fees and costs: Victims entitled 
to restitution should be paid before any other 
obligation. Court collection fees should not 
be assessed on individuals who are keeping 
up with their payments or are indigent, 
and in any case should not be paid before 
victim restitution. If clerks' collections fees 
cannot be collected until after restitution is 
satisfied, victims will be paid more promptly. 

5} Establish clear processes for waiver of 
all LFOs: Judges should have the discretion 
to waive any non-restitution LFOs when 
payment of the amounts would result in 
hardship that would result in a person's 
inability to meet basic needs or re-enter 
society. Defense attorneys should advocate 
for waiver of LFOs whenever there is reason 
to believe that imposition will cause such 
hardship. There should be a clear process 
to apply for such a waiver after sentencing, 
and the court should be required to consider 
waiver whenever contemplating sanctions 
for non-payment. 

6) Ensure that individuals know their rights 
and have assistance of counsel whenever 
appearing in court or signing an order to be 
entered with the court for LFO collections. Our 
investigation found that most courts offered 
the assistance of counsel only at the very end 
of the collection process, after the court had 

already determined that the failure to pay 
was willful and decided to impose jail time. 
Assistance of counsel and other procedural 
protections at an earlier stage in the process 
will ensure that persons are advised of their 
rights and responsibilities. The courts should 
also develop educational materials to make 
sure that individuals understand that ability 
to pay is a crucial issue, are informed about 
mechanisms for seeking relief, and are aware 
of their right to counsel. 

7} Expand reporting requirements to account 
for the cost of collecting LFOs: County clerks 
are required to provide an annual report to 
the Washington State Legislature on the 
amounts of LFOs they collect for superior 
court cases.'3 Unfortunately, this report 
does not account for the costs expended 
to collect LFOs, including statt time, court 
time, jail costs, and law enforcement costs. 
Policy-makers would benefit from more 
complete reporting that includes the costs 
of collection. 

We hope that the jurisdictions named in this 
report, as well as others throughout Washington, 
carefully exarTtine this report and implement 
changes that will end excessive imposition of 
LFOs and the use of debtors' prisons, and will 
guarantee that LFOs are imposed and coll.ected 

reasonably. • 
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1See Alicia Bannon, Mitali Nagrecha & Rebekah Diller, "Criminal Justice Debt: A Barrier to Reentry," 
Brennan Center for Justice (201 0) at 4; see also Washington Office of Public Defense, Update on Criteria 
and Standards for Determining and Verifying lndigency (2007)(slating that between 80 and 90% of those 
charged with felonies in the United States qualify for indigent defense!. 

2See Washington State Office of Public Defense, "Update on Criteria and Standards for Determining and 
Verifying lndigency" [2007) at 17. 

3See Bannon, et. al., supra n. 1 (nearly 65% of those incarcerated in the U.S. did not receive a high school 
diploma; 70% function at the lowest literacy levels). 

"See Devah Pager et al, Sequencing Disadvantage: Barriers to Employment Facing Young Black and White 
Men with Criminal Records (2009) (finding that people with criminal history are half as likely to receive a 
follow up interview as people with similar skills and education but no criminal history). 

5See Bannon, et. al., supra n. 1. 

6See Katherine Beckett, Atexes Harris, & Heather Evans, "The Assessment and Consequences of Legal 
Financial Obligations in Washington State," Washington State Minority and Justice Commission (Aug. 2008). 

7 See Beckett, et. al., supra n. 6. 

6RCWs 9.94A.760; 36.110.020. 

9 RCW 9.94A.030(30l.. 

10RCWs 10.01.160; 10.46.190; 36.18.016. 

11RCW 36.18.020(2)(h). 

12RCW 1 0.01.160. 

13See RCW 7.68.035 (VPAI; 43.43. 7541 {DNA). The VPA is imposed regardless of whether the crime involved 
a victim. The DNA database fee is also collected whenever a defendant is convicted of a felony, regardless 
of whether the state has already collected his DNA. 

1"See RCW 1 O.D1.160{3]; see also State v. Bertrand, 165 Wn.App. 393, 404{Div. 2, 2011]. 

15See, e.g., RCW 9 .948.040; 1 0.01.160(4); 10. 73.160. 

16See RCW 1 0.82.090; 4.56.11 0(4]; 19 .52.020. Interest is simple, meaning it accrues every year, 

11See RCW 3.62.020(5]; 3.62.040151. 
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18As of Nov. 11 2013, many civil judgments accrue 5.25% interest. See RCW 4.56.110 (3](bl !interest on 
civil judgments 2% above the federal reserve's prime rate!; Federal Reserve Bank, Daily Interest Rates, 
available at http://www.federalreserve.gov/releases/h 15/ (last visited Nov. 11, 20 13) (setting federal bank 
prime loan rate at 3.25%). 

19RCW 9.94A.760 (8); RCW 9.94A.753(4). LFOs are collected by the clerk of the court where the underlying 
conviction occurred. So, a conviction in King County Superior Court will be collected by the clerk of that court. 
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Superior courts, which handle all felony cases in Washington, impose LFOs. So do district and municipal 
courts, which handle misdemeanors and violations of city codes. LFOs and the collections processes differ 
significantly from court to court. 

20RCW 36.18.016(29); RCW 9.94A.780. 

21 See Clark County Superior Court Collections Unit at www.co.clark.wa.us/courts/clerk/LFO.html. Many 
counties, including Clark County, also charge a per payment "convenience fee" for payments made online 
or through credit or debit cards. See http://www.clark.wa.gov/courts/derk/lfo.html. Therefore, unless a 
person can appear in person to submit a cash payment, he will have to pay about 3% of each individual 
payment towards this fee, not his underlying LFO balance. 

22Washington Association of County Officials !WACO), "Ninth Annual Report to the Legislature on the Collection 
of Court Ordered Legal Financial Obligations by County Clerks as Required by Senate Bill5990, Chaplet· 379, 
Laws of 2003," !Feb. 5, 2013) at 4 [acknowledging that clerks collect the fee "in advance"). 

23RCW 9.94A.760(1l. 

24See WACO Report, supra n.22, at 4 ("To supplement the funding available to support this work, many 
clerks assess a statutory collection fee of up to $100 per year."). 

25We note that Clark County's practices in this regard are not unusual. Similar practices appeared in every 
other county that we investigated, and it is likely that they exist statewide. 

26Beckett and Harris, supra n. 6, at 90. 

27See WACO Report, supra n. 22 at Table 8. 

28See RCW 10.101.01 0(3] (defining people receiving TANF, food stamps, veteran's disability benefits and SSI 
as indigent for the purpose of obtaining a public defender); General Rule 34.(3l1Al (defining people receiving 
such benefits as indigent and entitled to waiver of filing fees); Jafar v. Webb, 177 Wn. 2d 520 [20 13] (holding 
that Gf~ 34 requires a total waiver of all civil filing fees for indigent people, and rejecting trial court's attempt 
to require partial fee payment over time). 

29See, e.g., 42 U.S.C. § 407(a] (SSt and SSDI exempt from garnishment]; 42 U.S.C. § 1383(dll11 [same); 38 
U.S.C. § 5301 (benefits administered by the Veterans Administration exempt from garnishment!. 

30See RCW 9.94B.040(3l[a)[i); RCW 10.01.180. 

31This estimate is based upon the ACLU's and CLS's review of jail rosters and court records between May 
and October of 2013. People who are in custody for non-payment of district court fines are listed as "sitting 
out fines" and we simply calculated the number of those individuals. To estimate how many people are in 
custody for non-payment of. superior court fines, we identified those individuals who were listed on the 
jail roster as having "non-compliance with the conditions of sentence." To weed out those whose non­
compliance was not LFO-related, we reviewed court records to identify those people who, before reporting 
to jail, were ordered to pay a specific amount to LFOs or serve time in jail. Together, the numbers for 
those sanctioned for non-payment of district and superior court LFOs averaged about 20% of the jail's daily 
inmate roster. 

32See Jody Lawrence-Turner, "Debt to Society, .. The Spokesman-Review [May 24, 2009) (Stating that on 
any given day, up to 200 of the estimated 1,200 people incarcerated in Spokane County's two correctional 
facilities are there for failing to pay LFOs; see also State v. Nason, 168 Wn. 2d 936 [2010] (discussing and 
ruling unconstitutional Spokane's former policy requiring people who hadn't paid LFOs to report to jail 
without a hearing]. Our investigation revealed that Clark, Clallam and Thurston counties also regularly 
incarcerate individuals for non-payment of LFOs. 

33Bearden v. Georgia, 461 U.S. 660 (1983]. See also WA Const. Art. 1, § 17 ["There shall be no imprisonment 
for debt, except in cases of absconding debtors."]. 
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3"See Bearden, supra n. 33, 461 U.S. at 674 (stating that the lower court violated fundamental fairness by 
sentencing a person to prison for failure to pay without considering the reasons for inability to pay or the 
propriety of reducing the fine or extending time for payments]. 

35See Bearden, supra n. 33, 461 U.S. 660. See also State v. Bower, 64 Wn. App. 227, 233 (Oiv. 1, 19921. 

36Court records indicate that warrants may also be issued even if a person hasn't missed a hearing to explain 
the reason for non-payment: in other words, a warrant is sometimes issued based simply on failure to pay. 

37See RCW 9. 94A. 725; 9. 94A. 731. 

38See RCW 10.01.180 (requiring credit against LFO balance for days served in jail on account of non-payment 
of district court fines!. The Benton County jail also offers a "trustee" program, in which inmates serving a 
jail term work 12 hour shifts. Trustees earn $80 per day 8gainst LFOs, allowing many to shorten their st8ys. 

39See Kristen Kraemer, "Paying District Cour·t Fines with Jail Time Debated in Benton County, Tri-City 
Herald" (Nov. 4, 2013). 

"
0See Kraemer, supra n. 39. 

"
1See State v. Stone, 165 Wn. App 796, 814 (Oiv. 2, 2012). 

42A person cannot give up their right to counsel unless waiver is "knowing, intelligent, and voluntary." See 
Stone, supra n. 41. This is a high standard, and the burden of proving voluntary waiver is on the State. 

~3RCW 36.23.11 0, 
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Prosecutor Andy Miller left no doubt Monday he doesn't support Benton County District Court's 
longstanding policy of locking up criminals to wipe out their unpaid fines and court costs. 

"I take the position that the current practice of converting the fines to jail ... should be either eliminated or 
dramatically changed," Miller told Benton County commissioners. "I think that the ordering of jail time for 
somebody who deserves it is very appropriate ... but how the (time-for-fines program) is working, I just 
don't think it's achieving what I think we need to achieve." 

Miller was one of several top law enforcers who one by one took a seat before the county board Monday 
and suggested modifying the policy. They all said they must strike a balance between holding a criminal 
accountable and the cost to the public, but agreed there are no clear answers. 

Almost 40 people attended the two-hour meeting in the Benton County Justice Center. 

Commissioner Jim Beaver said the meeting was scheduled after an "interesting conversation" between 
Miller and District Court Judge Robert lngvalson in front of the board last month. 

He pointed out that the commission only has the authority to set the rate for credit. Currently, delinquents 
can burn off their debt at $70 a day if they're serving on a work crew and $50 a day if they're just sitting in 
jail. 

Otherwise, tt1e county board doesn't have the power to tell judges what they should do in their 
courtrooms, Beaver said. 

He said the discussion really needs to be with prosecutors, city officials and Benton County District Court 
judges to see if they can reach their own resolution, but added that the board is there to "roll up our 
sleeves" and help get through it. 

"I think we have a problem, and so with that said we just need to get together and see if we can't fix the 
problem," Beaver said. 
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Beaver moved to review the issue at another meeting. He wanted that done within a month, but agreed to 
push it out to January at Commissioner Jerome Delvin's recommendation. 

That gives county staff a couple of months to work with criminal justice officials and break down the 
numbers on revenue generated in fines, the costs of housing people and how it impacts the budget. 

Delvin clarified that the issue is with people who are serving out their fin·es at a daily bed rate of-$68.59 in 
the Benton County jail. Some career criminals are being locked up for several months or even a year 
because they're delinquent on multiple fines, and the jurisdiction that prosecuted each case must cover 
the jail tab. 

Delvin believes they all want to keep the work crew part of the fines policy, but added that he's not going 
to tell the judges how to run their court, he said. 

Judge Joe Burrowes, the court's presiding judge, said he and his colleagues weren't at the meeting to 
advocate for or against the policy. It is up to the legislative body to allow the court to do the time-for-fines 
program, and the judges will utilize the mechanism if it continues to be in place, he said. 

Judge lngvalson later raised his hand and interrupted the board, saying "I want to make it real clear-- you 
do nothing, we stay where we are. This is our practice. This is how we're going to proceed." 

Benton County District Court is believed to be one of only two courts in Washington to take advantage of 
a state law allowing criminals convicted of misdemeanors and gross misdemeanors to serve out their 
unpaid legal financial obligations in exchange for credit. 

Most courts just turn the nonpayers over to collection agencies. 

District Court's five judges contend the practice is an effective deterrent for people who drag their feet on 
paying. A person is given at least three chances to explain their situation to a judge, and may even have 
their monthly amount adjusted, before being told it's time to do work crew or sit in jail. 

City and county officials have said they're not even sure what the policy is costing them each year. 

Dee Willis, a c)Japlain at the jail and Richland resident, has studied the Issue for three years by accruing 
data on jail inmates, particularly those incarcerated for failing to comply with court otders. 

On average, 112 inmates per day are behind bars to sit out fines, Willis said. That works out to $2.8 
million total a year for Benton County, Kennewick, Richland, West Richland and Prosser to keep these 
people locked up instead of forcing them to pay with another alternative. His study shows that Kennewick 
has the largest bill at $1,066,000, with Benton County not far behind at $1,037,000. 

Some officials Monday questioned if Willis' numbers are a true reflection of the costs, and pointed out that 
eliminating the jail portion of the program altogether won't necessarily bring a savings of $2.8 million 
because the jail still has certain operating costs. 

Sheriff Steve Keane said it is a difficult position for him to be in when he must hold people accountable, 
but also run an efficient jail as costs continue to go up. He agreed with Kennewick Police Chief Ken 
Hohenberg and Kennewick City Attorney Lisa Beaton that it may be good to set a cap on the number of 
jail days, but asked that they not cut the work crew part because it benefits the community. 

Richland City Attorney Heather Kintzley and West Richland Police Chief Brian McElroy and City Attorney 
Bronson Brown also addressed the commissioners. 

Judge Katy Butler is in favor of work crew as the first option, but said just this past week she received a 
foot-high stack of documents for people who were sentenced to it but didn't show. Now they will be 
ordered to sit out the time in jail, she said. 
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"I know you guys will do what is best for the county," Judge Terry Tanner said before returning to his 
courtroom for a trial. "We're separated, but we're all under the Benton County umbrella so we're here to 
do what is best for the county and the people who elect us." 

--Kristin M. Kraemer: 582-1531; kkraemer@tricityherald.com; Twitter: @KristinMKraemer 
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WA jails people for court debt; experts critical 
Washington is among a handful of stales that jail people for cowt debt or charges related to thai dobl. Criminal justice exports 
and advocates for the tow Income lhfnk that's wrong, 

SPOKANE, Wash.-
Washington Is among a handful of states that jail people for court debt or charges related to that debt. 
Criminal justice experts and advo~tes for the low Income think that's wrong. 

They say it crowds the jails and penalizes the poor, making It harder for them to re-enter society. 

"From the outside looking In, It's a modern-day debtor's prison," said Spokane County Public Defender 
John Rodgers said. 

The Spokesman-Review says on any given day, up to 200 of the roughly 1,200 people behind bars In 
Spokane County Jail and Geiger Corrections Center are there for reasons stemming from failure to pay 
their court debts- something the courts call legal financial obligations. 

Officials are getting ready to ask their voters In Spokane County to approve a property tax Increase to 
bulfd a new jail. The new facility would cost an estimated $245 million and have an annual operations 
budget of more than $8 million. 

Breean Beggs, executive director of the Center for Justice, which often represents low-Income clients, 
said, "poverty should not be the top priority In terms of putting people in jail." 

Spokane County Superior Court Judge Maryann C. Moreno said, "I don't know what the answer Is." But 
she said the county's approach to collecting court debts has been successful in getting restitution for 
vlc~ms. She added people need to be hl'lloi !!Or.ounlable, 

County Commissioner Mark Richard acknowledged the jail Is overcrowded and said, "My gut tells me 
there are a percentage of them that shouldn't be there." 

The Spokesman-Review pointed out that Michael Lafferty has served more time In Spokane County Jail 
for failure to pay his court fees and fines than for his original third-degree assault conviction. He was 19 
when he was sentenced to serve less than three months for his crime, a first offense. 

A Superior Court judge ordered him to pay $2,207.19 in court fees and restitution. Under Washington 
statute, the debt began accruing 12 percent Interest the day he went to jaJJ. 

He's now been jailed 75 additional days- at a cost to taxpayers of $6,100- be~use he has failed to pay 
the fines. With accumulating Interest, his debt Is nearing $3,000. 

j Lafferty said he lives on a monthly Social Security disability Income of$874.1-!e admits it's unlikely he'll 

' pay off his debt. 

I 
i 

Any person convicted of a felony In Washington can 
MCI!oioet [I> be assessed court fees, fines and restitution. 

Copyright <l:l The Soattlo Times Company 
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Comments 

No comments have been posted to this article. 
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Neither Oregon nor Idaho charges Interest on debts 
owed to the court, according to court officials in those 
states. 

Information from: The Spokesman-Review, 
http://www.spokesman.com 
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