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DMCJA BOARD MEETING 
FRIDAY, MARCH 8, 2019 
12:30 PM – 3:30 PM 
AOC SEATAC OFFICE 
SEATAC, WA 

PRESIDENT REBECCA C. ROBERTSON 

            AGENDA  PAGE 

Call to Order  

General Business 
A. Minutes – January 11, 2019 

B. Treasurer’s Report 

C. Special Fund Report 

D. Standing Committee Reports 

1. Legislative Committee – Judge Meyer 
2. Diversity Committee - The DMCJA Diversity Committee approved the sponsorship of the 

2019 Judicial Institute Workshop 

3. Rules Committee  
a. Minutes for November 28, 2019 
b. Minutes for January 3, 2019 

E. Judicial Information System (JIS) Report – Ms. Cullinane 

 
   1-4 
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6-7 
 

8-9 

Liaison Reports 
A. Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) – Ms. Dawn Marie Rubio  
B. Board for Judicial Administration (BJA) – Judges Ringus, Jasprica, Logan, and Johnson  
C. District and Municipal Court Management Association (DMCMA) – Ms. Margaret Yetter 
D. Misdemeanant Probation Association (MPA) – Ms. Stacie Scarpaci 
E. Superior Court Judges’ Association (SCJA) – Judge Kitty-Ann van Doorninck 
F. Washington State Association for Justice (WSAJ) – Rachel Hamar, Esq. 
G. Washington State Bar Association (WSBA) – Kim E. Hunter, Esq.  

 

Discussion 
A. CCJ/COSCA Western Region Summit Invitation "Improving the Court and Community 

Response to those with Mental Illness" – Request for DMCJA to Sponsor Judge to Attend 

B. DMCJA Rules Committee Request for Board to Oppose WACDL Proposed Rules Amendments 
1. Suggested New Criminal Rule CrRLJ 3.7, Recording Interrogations 
2. Suggested New Criminal Rule CrRLJ 3.8, Recording Eyewitness Identification 

Procedure 
3. Suggested New Criminal Rule CrRLJ 3.9, In-Court Eyewitness Identification 
4. Suggested Amendment to CrRLJ 4.11, Recording Witness Interviews 

 
  10-12 
 
 
13-24 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



C. DMCJA Rules Committee Request for Revision of Rules Committee Charges and Inclusion in 

DMCJA Bylaws 
D. Council on Independent Courts (CIC) – Proposals Received 

1. Whether to Contribute to Legal Fees Related to Judicial Independence Matters 

2. Whether to Fund the CIC 

E. CLJ-CMS Project Status Update and White Paper – Judge Kimberly Walden 

F. Joint Judicial Legislative Reception: Whether it should occur immediately following State of the 

Judiciary Address 

 
25 
 

28-33 
 
 

 

 
 

Information  
A. 2019-2020 DMCJA Slate of Candidates  

B. Board members are encouraged to apply for DMCJA representative positions.  Available 
positions include: 

1. JIS CLJ “CLUG” User Group 

2. Presiding Judge & Administrator Education Committee  

C. DMCJA Board members are encouraged to submit Board agenda topics for monthly meetings. 

D. DMCJA Letter to DSHS regarding Moral Reconation Therapy 

E. Washington Citizens’ Commission on Salaries for Elected Officials will meet on February 4, 

2019, from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., at the Hotel Red Lion, in Olympia, WA. For more 

information, please select the following web link: 

https://salaries.wa.gov/sites/default/files/public/Agenda.pdf 

F. The DMCJA sent flowers to Chief Justice Mary Fairhurst after receiving news of her illness. 

G. The DMCJA Board voted to support the New Hope Act, House Bill 1041, with amended 

language that non-restitution legal financial obligations must be paid before a person may 

vacate a record or conviction. 

H. The Pretrial Reform Task Force has prepared a Final Report, Bench Card, and Press Release 

that include best practices and recommendations regarding pretrial practices in Washington 

State.  Please select respective web links to review the documents. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
34-38 

 
 
 
 
 

39 

Other Business 

A. The next DMCJA Board Meeting is April 12, 2019, 12:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m., at the  
AOC SeaTac Office, SeaTac, WA.  

 

Adjourn  
  

https://salaries.wa.gov/sites/default/files/public/Agenda.pdf
http://www.courts.wa.gov/subsite/mjc/docs/PretrialReformTaskForceReport.pdf
http://www.courts.wa.gov/subsite/mjc/docs/PretrialReformTaskForceReport.pdf
http://www.courts.wa.gov/newsinfo/?fa=newsinfo.pressdetail&newsid=26504


DMCJA Board of Governors Meeting 
Friday, January 11, 2019, 12:30 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. 
AOC SeaTac Office 
SeaTac, WA 

MEETING MINUTES 

Members Present: 
Chair, Judge Rebecca Robertson 
Judge Scott Ahlf  
Judge Linda Coburn 
Judge Michael Finkle 
Judge Michelle Gehlsen 
Judge Robert Grim (by phone) 
Judge Drew Ann Henke 
Commissioner Rick Leo 
Judge Aimee Maurer (by phone) 
Judge Samuel Meyer 
Judge Charles Short  
Judge Jeffrey Smith 

Members Absent: 
Judge Jennifer Fassbender 
Judge Damon Shadid 

CALL TO ORDER 

Guests:  
Judge Mary Logan, BJA(non-voting)(by 
phone) 
Judge Kevin Ringus, BJA (non-voting) 
Ms. Tarra Simmons 
Ms. Melanie Stewart 
Ms. Margaret Yetter, DMCMA 

AOC Staff: 
Ms. J Benway (by phone) 
Ms. Vicky Cullinane  
Ms. Sharon R. Harvey 
Ms. Genie Paquin 

Judge Robertson, District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association (DMCJA) President, noted a quorum was 
present and called the DMCJA Board of Governors (Board) meeting to order at 12:32 p.m.  Judge Robertson 
asked attendees to introduce themselves. 

GENERAL BUSINESS 

A. Minutes
The Board moved, seconded, and passed a vote (M/S/P) to approve the Board Meeting Minutes for 
December 14, 2018. 

B. Treasurer’s Report
M/S/P to approve the Treasurer’s Report.  The Treasurer’s report was provided for the Board’s review by 
Judge Gehlsen on behalf of Judge Fassbender.   

Special Fund Report 
Judge Robertson reported that the Special Fund reports are no longer available to the bookkeeper so we are 
working on adding signatures in March 2019 in order to receive the reports again. 

C. Standing Committee Reports

1. Legislative Committee
Judge Meyer introduced Ms. Melanie Stewart, the longtime lobbyist for the DMCJA.  Judge Meyer reported on 
the Legislative Committee and let us know they have assembled their Executive Legislative Committee 
(Committee).  The Legislative Session officially starts on Monday, January 14, 2019.   The Committee will start 
their Legislative conference calls on Monday and 
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Ms. Harvey has already routed an agenda for this meeting with a list of about 30 bills on it.  Judge Meyer 
further reported that in regard to the Legislative agenda from the DMCJA, Ms. Melanie Stewart is in the 
process of getting bills drafted, and two of the bills have already been drafted, numbered, pre-filed, and set for 
hearing.  Additional bills with hearing dates are: (a) House Bill (HB) 1047/Senate Bill (SB) 5622 - CLJ 
Commissioners being allowed to perform marriages and General Powers of Commissioners, and (b) SB 1048-
Small Claims, which will be held the first week of Legislative Session.  The other three bills: the Discover Pass, 
Notice of Disqualification/Affidavit of Prejudice, and the Anti-Harassment bills are still having work done by Ms. 
Stewart.  Ms. Stewart provided additional information regarding the Anti-harassment bill.  She let us know that  
Representative Christine Kilfduff is officially our sponsor as of yesterday. It has been requested by the chair to 
find a freshman to sponsor the Affidavit of Prejudice bill and Ms. Stewart is waiting for a freshman to physically 
get to Olympia to get someone to sign it, in light of not having the capabilities to procure electronic signatures 
with sponsorships.  

D. Judicial Information Systems (JIS) Report
Ms. Cullinane reported that the firm Gartner, which was selected to do the Courts of Limited Jurisdiction Case 
Management System (CLJ-CMS) project Options Analysis, started work on Monday.  They have been busy 
already conducting interviews with stakeholders.  Gartner is aware that we want to have the analysis done 
quickly therefore, they expect to be done by the first week in April which is good timing before all the spring 
conferences start. She reminded the members that Gartner will be analyzing three options: Best of Breed 
(combining systems with different functions into a single operating system); Modernizing JIS (modernize JIS 
and add missing functions through custom development), and a Hybrid system (modernizing JIS and adding 
off-the-shelf software for missing functions, or another option that Gartner may suggest). She further reported 
that the firm will be reporting their results to the CLJ-CMS Steering Committee along the way, in addition to the 
final report, which should give the CLJ-CMS Project Steering Committee enough time to make a decision on 
the best option before spring conferences take place.  

LIAISON REPORTS 

A. Board for Judicial Administration (BJA)
Judge Kevin Ringus reported on the BJA and let the members know that the group did not meet in December 
and will also be taking January off to work on other tasks.  The BJA will meet again in February, 2019 and he 
will provide information following that meeting. Judge Ringus further reported that the BJA Legislative 
Committee will begin their phone meetings this coming Monday, and thanked Judge Meyer for his commitment 
to be involved in two of the phone conferences. He also noted that some of the DMCMA Mangers will also 
participate in the phone conferences to talk about the items of interest coming up in that week.  

Judge Robertson reported on the Policy and Planning Committee. We are currently working on 
communications and strategies between all the different entities and Judiciary so we have a plan in place.  The 
goal is to build framework between each other for clearer communication and to help keep everyone on the 
same page. Secondly, we have the new Trial Court Security Taskforce ramping up.  We still need a small 
District Court Jurisdiction Judge to come forward, as Judge Marinella declined the invitation. Please let the BJA 
know if you are aware of anyone’s interest or if anybody has ideas to offer. Additionally, two other taskforces 
on the BJA, Education and Interpreters, are developing their funding packages.  Judge Robertson along with 
Judge Douglass Fair and Justice Steven Gonzalez met with a Senator to discuss this and draw awareness to 
these funding requests.  

District and Municipal Court Management Association (DMCMA) 
Ms. Yetter reported that the DMCMA is working on upcoming education. Their regional education for line staff 
is scheduled for April. The Association is also hoping to host a session on implicit bias which will be sponsored 
by the Minority and Justice Commission.  Ms. Yetter further reported that they are also planning their education 
for the annual management conference in May.  Ms. Jeanne Englert from AOC provided a presentation from 
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the BJA Interpreter and Education funding taskforces and Ms. Angie Autry, AOC Business Process Engineer, 
discussed the Pot Pardon that will be coming to the Courts next week based on the Governor’s decision.   

B. Superior Court Judges’ Association (SCJA)
Judge van Doorninck submitted SCJA Minutes and a written report that are included in the materials. 

ACTION 

A. The New Hope Act, House Bill 1041

M/S/P to support the concept of The New Hope Act, House Bill 1041, and defer to the Executive Legislative 
Committee whether the DMCJA should support the actual bill.  

DISCUSSION 

A. The New Hope Act, House Bill 1041

Ms. Tarra Simmons submitted a report on The New Hope Act, House Bill 1041 which can be found in the 
materials. Ms. Simmons introduced herself and informed the members that she is an attorney with the Public 
Defenders Association and Executive Director of a nonprofit organization that is led by formally incarcerated 
people trying to help other people with re-entry following incarceration and to re-build their lives.  In addition, 
she is co-chair to the Washington Statewide Reentry Council along with Dan Satterberg.  Ms. Simmons 
explained that this bill is important for District Court judges because currently people with even 20 plus years of 
rehabilitation can only vacate one misdemeanor conviction, which limits people’s ability to obtain housing, 
employment, and professional licenses, sometimes for a lifetime.  This bill will expand judicial discretion by 
giving a judge the option in deciding whether a person has earned a second chance at life or not.  Ms. 
Simmons further added that the SCJA is currently considering support of the bill thus far, along with the 
Washington Association of Prosecuting Attorneys (WAPA) and other organizations. The Board had concerns 
regarding decoupling provisions and whether a person could vacate a record prior to paying non-restitution 
legal financial obligations (LFOs).  M/S/P to move this topic to an action item. 

B. Paid Family and Medical Leave Insurance Program – Payroll Deduction
Judge Robertson included emails in the materials that she received from Judge Susan Mahoney and reported 
on the concerns of the County not wanting to be an employee and be taxed by way of payroll deduction, 
because they believe they cannot get the benefit.  Judge Robertson further added that her bench mate, whom 
is a Municipal Court employee, will get the benefit from the payroll deduction, so no reason to fight the tax.  
Judge Robertson opened the topic up to discussion from the members. There was comment that no 
government entity would see the benefit of this program, but our money is needed so no one will be left out of 
the pool. It was further noted that most government employees within their jurisdiction probably already have a 
benefit package as good as what they are trying to make us pay for.  Judge Robertson added that she thought 
King County had already filed a lawsuit or grievance regarding the issue. It was mentioned that If every 
governmental entity pulls out of the pool then they probably will not get the money they need to fund the 
program as intended. Further comment was that this program is designed to benefit employees that are not 
offered benefit packages like the government and state employees are presented with.  

C. DMCJA National Leadership Grant Presentation – Judge Marilyn Paja
Judge Paja provided a written report and further presented via teleconference on her national leadership 
experience. She explained the leadership grant in general terms and her particular use of it.  She also 
emphasized that the DMCJA leadership grant is unique among the trial court organizations in Washington 
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State and maybe also unique for the nation.  She noted that the grant has been a budget line item for almost 
twenty-five years. 

INFORMATION 

A. Board members are encouraged to apply for DMCJA representative positions.  Available positions
include:

1. JIS CLJ “CLUG” User Group
2. Presiding Judge & Administrator Education Committee

Judge Ahlf added that the information regarding the DMCJA Board representative positions was sent out 
and needs to be returned to Ms. Susan Peterson by January 15, 2019, to be considered to be an Officer, or 
if you know of someone else that wants to be on the Board. 
B. DMCJA Board members are encouraged to submit Board agenda topics for monthly meetings.
C. A Legislative Reception sponsored by the BJA, SCJA, and DMCJA will be held on January 16, 2019,

5:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., at the Temple of Justice, Foyer, in Olympia, WA.
D. DMCJA Support Letter for SCJA Proposed Amendments to Code of Judicial Conduct 2.9
E. Judge Jeffrey Goodwin, Snohomish County District Court, is the new DMCJA liaison for the WSBA

Court Rules and Procedures Committee

OTHER BUSINESS 

Judge Robertson and Judge Ahlf discussed the work of the Council on Independent Courts (CIC).  There was 
further discussion regarding Judicial Education topics to consider covering at the Spring Conference.  Judge 
Ahlf and Ms. Harvey concurred that the next DMCJA CIC meeting is on January 24, 2019 and, therefore, the 
topic will be added to the CIC meeting agenda, with the approval of CIC Committee Chair, Judge David 
Steiner.  

The next DMCJA Board Meeting is scheduled for February 8, 2019, from 12:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m., at the AOC 
Office in SeaTac, WA. 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:43 p.m. 
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2019 Judicial Fellows Clinic Sponsorship Response Form 
March 22-23, 2019 

Seattle University School of Law 
 

To receive maximum publicity and exposure for your organization,  
please respond by February 15, 2019. 

 
Contact Name: Cynthia Delostrinos      
 
Business Name: District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association – Diversity Committee   
 
Address:1112 Quince St SE, Olympia, WA 98504     
 
Email: Cynthia.Delostrinos@courts.wa.gov  Phone: 360-705-5327 
 
Sponsorship Amount: $500          
 
   Check Enclosed (Please pay to the order of “The Judicial Institute”)  
 
 Please invoice us (please provide contact information and mailing address if different 

from above). 
 

We will provide our logo for Judicial Institute marketing purposes.  
 
Please be sure to send us a high-resolution JPEG, PDF, TIFF, or EPS of your logo and website 
link (if applicable) ASAP so we may list you in all upcoming publications and ads.  
 
Marketing contact name: District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association – Diversity 

Committee 

Marketing contact info:Judge Willie Gregory (Willie.Gregory@Seattle.gov), DMCJA Diversity 
Committee Chair  
 
Please return form and payment to:   

The Judicial Institute 
c/o Debra M. Akhbari 
1001 Fourth Avenue, Ste. 4200 
Seattle, WA 98154 
info@judicialinstitute.org 
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DMCJA Rules Committee 
Wednesday, November 28, 2018 (12:00 - 1:00 p.m.) 

Via Teleconference 

MEETING MINUTES 

Members: 
Chair, Judge Goodwin 
Judge Buttorff 
Judge Dacca 
Judge Eisenberg 
Commissioner Hanlon 
Judge Oaks 
Judge Samuelson 
Judge Steiner  
Ms. Patti Kohler, DMCMA Liaison 
Ms. Melanie Conn, DMCMA Liaison 
(Alternate) 

AOC Staff: 
Ms. J Benway 

Judge Goodwin called the meeting to order at 12:04 p.m. 

The Committee discussed the following items: 

1. Welcome & Introductions

Judge Goodwin welcomed the Committee members in attendance. 

2. Approve Minutes from the September 27, 2018 Rules Committee meeting

It was motioned, seconded, and passed to approve the minutes from the September 27, 2018 
Rules Committee meeting (Judge Steiner abstained).  

3. Discuss Proposal to Amend GR 22

Judge Eisenberg was unavailable to participate in today’s meeting. He is working with the 
Therapeutic Courts Committee regarding how to protect sensitive information presented to 
therapeutic courts. This item was tabled until a future meeting.  

4. Discuss Proposal to Amend CrRLJ 8.9 and CRLJ 40

Judge Goodwin stated that a legislative proposal regarding notices of disqualification was being 
considered by the DMCJA Board. The Committee decided to table this item until the result of 
the legislative proposal was known.   
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5. Discuss IRLJ 2.6 and IRLJ 6.6
6. Discuss Notices of Appearance under IRLJ 3.3

Judge Portnoy requested review of these rules, which the Committee discussed. Judge Steiner 
stated that he would work with Judge Portnoy and would consider incorporating these 
suggestions into the review of the IRLJ that he is conducting. Judge Steiner stated that he is 
working through the comments from the WSBA’s IRLJ Subcommittee members that were 
previously received. When his revisions are complete, he will distribute the IRLJ proposals to 
the Committee.  

7. Tribal State Court Consortium rule request

The DMCJA Board sent this request back to the Rules Committee, as upon first consideration 
the Rules Committee did not think that the draft rule should be added to the CLJ rules. Judge 
Oaks agreed to review the proposal and provide a recommendation to the Rules Committee. 
Ms. Benway stated that she would provide him with information regarding the matter.  

8. Discuss Rules Committee Charges and Scope

Judge Goodwin stated that the “Charges” for the Rules Committee are included on the 
Committee roster. He proposed updating the Charges to confirm that they are consistent with 
actual practice. He distributed some draft changes to the Charges. Judge Goodwin also noted 
that the Rules Committee is one of the few standing DMCJA committees that is not contained in 
the Bylaws. The Committee determined that they wanted to review the Charges, and potentially 
have the Charges included in the Bylaws like the other standing committees. Ms. Benway 
agreed to put together a draft Bylaws amendment for the Committee’s review. This item was 
tabled until a future meeting.  

9. Other Business and Next Meeting Date

Judge Goodwin stated that a liaison to the WSBA Rules Committee was still needed. He agreed 
to check with Judge Robertson regarding the magnitude of this commitment.  

The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, December 27 at noon via teleconference.  

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 12:53 p.m. 
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DMCJA Rules Committee 
Thursday, January 3, 2019 (12:00 - 1:00 p.m.) 

Via Teleconference 

MEETING MINUTES 

Members: 
Chair, Judge Goodwin 
Judge Buttorff 
Judge Dacca  
Judge Eisenberg 
Commissioner Hanlon 
Judge Oaks 
Judge Samuelson 
Judge Steiner  
Ms. Patti Kohler, DMCMA Liaison 
Ms. Melanie Conn, DMCMA Liaison 
(Alternate) 

AOC Staff: 
Ms. J Benway 

Judge Goodwin called the meeting to order at 12:01 p.m. 

The Committee discussed the following items: 

1. Welcome & Introductions

Judge Goodwin welcomed the Committee members in attendance. 

2. Approve Minutes from the November 28, 2018 Rules Committee meeting

It was motioned, seconded, and passed to approve the minutes from the November 28, 2018 
Rules Committee meeting.  

3. Discuss Proposal to Amend GR 31

Judge Eisenberg stated that he had reached out to the Therapeutic Courts Committee regarding 
a rule amendment to protect from public disclosure sensitive information that is often presented 
to therapeutic courts. Judge Dacca stated that he would like more input on the proposal. Judge 
Goodwin stated that he would reach out to the Chair of the DMCJA Therapeutic Courts 
Committee to discuss the matter. This item was tabled until a future meeting.  

4. Discuss Proposal to Amend CrRLJ 8.9 and CRLJ 40

The DMCJA Board has approved a legislative proposal regarding amending the statutes 
pertaining to notices of disqualification. The Board requested that the Legislative Committee and 
the Rules Committee work together to make sure that the statute and rules remain consistent. 
The Committee voted to table this item until the result of the proposed bill is known.   
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5. Discuss WACDL Rule Amendment Proposals

The Washington State Supreme Court has published for comment rule amendments and new 
rules proposed by the Washington Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers (WACDL), primarily 
related to discovery and witness identification. The deadline for comment is April 30, 2019. 
Judge Goodwin requested that Committee members each take a proposal to review and provide 
a report to the Committee at the next Committee meeting. The assignments are: CrRLJ 3.7, 
Judge Buttorff; CrRLJ 3.8, Judge Eisenberg; CrRLJ 3.9, Judge Samuelson; CrRLJ 4.7, Judge 
Steiner [Judge Goodwin will notify Judge Steiner of his assignment]; and CrRLJ 4.11, Judge 
Goodwin. Judge Goodwin suggested that Committee members consider the following types of 
questions when making their review: The potential impact on courts of limited jurisdiction; 
whether there is a potential conflict with other CLJ rules; and if the proposal requires the judge 
to comment on the evidence.  

6. Tribal State Court Consortium Rule Request

Judge Oaks stated that he is continuing to study the matter before providing a recommendation 
to the Rules Committee. This topic was tabled to a future meeting.   

7. Discuss Rules Committee Charges and Potential Bylaws Amendment

Judge Goodwin provided revised draft “Charges” for the Rules Committee, which are included 
on the Committee roster. The Rules Committee is one of the few standing DMCJA committees 
that is not addressed in the Bylaws. The Committee reviewed a draft Bylaws amendment and 
motioned, seconded and passed for it to be referred to the DMCJA Board with a 
recommendation to update the Committee Charges and amend the Bylaws to reflect the status 
of the Rules Committee as a Standing Committee of the Board. Ms. Benway will facilitate 
sending the proposal to the Board.   

8. Other Business and Next Meeting Date

Judge Goodwin stated that a liaison to the WSBA Rules Committee was still needed. Judge 
Goodwin agreed to serve in a temporary capacity to the extent he can depending on the 
magnitude of this commitment.  

Judge Goodwin noted that Judge Portnoy has withdrawn her suggestions for rules 
amendments.  

It was noted that this is Judge Dacca’s last Committee meeting as he has retired from the 
bench. The Committee thanked Judge Dacca’s for his service.  

The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, January 23 at noon via teleconference. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 1:03 p.m. 
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2019 CCJ/COSCA Western Region Summit
 

Improving the Court and Community Response to those with Mental Illness 
 

 May 22-24, 2019 Ι Sun Valley Resort Ι Sun Valley, Idaho 
 

Agenda  
 

Draft 
1/9/19 

 
Wednesday, May 22, 2019 

 
3:00 PM – 7:00 PM      Registration 
 
6:00 PM – 7:00 PM   Welcome and Reception 

 
Summit Hosts:     
Co-Chairs, CCJ/COSCA Western Region 
Hon. Matthew B. Durrant, Chief Justice, Utah Supreme Court 
Mr. Rodney A. Maile, Administrative Director of the Courts, Hawaii Judiciary 

 
Idaho Hosts: 
Hon. Roger S. Burdick, Chief Justice, Idaho Supreme Court 
Ms. Sara Thomas, Administrative Director of the Courts, Idaho Administrative 
Office of the Courts 

  
Evening    Dinner on Your Own 

 
 
Thursday, May 23, 2019 

 
7:30 AM – 4:30 PM  Registration 
 
7:30 AM – 8:30 AM  Breakfast 
 
8:30 AM – 8:45 AM  Welcome and Opening Remarks 
 
8:45 AM – 10:00 AM Plenary Session – Judicial Leadership: The Story of Miami Dade County, Florida 
 
 Judge Steve Leifman will open the Summit with an inspiring keynote address of 

what judicial leadership can accomplish to improve the community and court 
response to those with mental illness. Miami Dade County with a population of 
2.8 million is the seventh largest county in the nation and is a leader in 
addressing the complex community challenges involving law enforcement, 
behavioral health and the justice system, and in devising evidence-based, cost 
effective solutions for those with mental illness. 

 
 Speaker: 
 Hon. Steve Leifman, Judge, Miami Dade County, Florida 
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10:00 AM – 10:15 AM      Break  
 
10:15 AM – 11:30 AM Plenary Session – Chief Justices Leading Reforms: Challenges, Approaches, and 

Strategies 
 
 A panel of chief justices and other court leaders from the Western Region will 

describe the challenges experienced in their respective states, and the various 
approaches and strategies they are employing to improve the court and 
community responses to those with mental illness. Statewide multidisciplinary 
strategies combined with community by community action is required to meet 
the complex challenges facing state courts and communities.  

 
Moderator:  
Mr. David K. Byers, Administrative Director of the Courts, Arizona Supreme Court 

 
 Panelists: 

 
11:45 AM – 1:00 PM        Lunch 

 
1:15 PM – 2:30 PM Plenary Session – Early Intervention, Deflection, and Diversion: From the Public 

Health System to Intercepts 0 (Community Services) and 1 (Law Enforcement) 
 
 Using the Sequential Intercept Model (SIM) as a framework, this multidisciplinary 

panel will share practical solutions and evidence-based practices pre-arrest in 
the public health system and communities in the Western Region, including law 
enforcement, and involving civil commitment practices and assisted outpatient 
treatment. Early intervention with and diversion from the criminal justice system 
are the preferred strategies for as many persons with serious mental illnesses as 
feasible. 

 
Moderator:  
Dr. Michael Champion, Forensic Chief, Adult Mental Health Division, Hawaii 
Department of Health 

 
 Panelists: 
  
2:45 PM – 4:30 PM      State Team Meetings (see room assignment list in the conference folder for 

team meeting locations) 
   

6:30 PM – 8:30 PM     Reception and Dinner for State Teams, Faculty and Guests 
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Friday, May 24, 2019 
 
7:30 AM – 1:30 PM  Registration 
 
7:30 AM – 8:30 AM  Breakfast 
 
8:30 AM – 8:45 AM  Welcome and Morning Announcements 
 
8:45 AM – 10:00 AM Plenary Session – After Arrest: From Intercept 2 (Initial Detention) to Intercept 5 

(Community Corrections) 
 
 Building on the earlier panels, and again using the SIM as a framework, this 

panel will highlight effective practices and models within the justice system if a 
defendant with mental illness is arrested, ranging from behavioral health 
assessments in the jail, pretrial release programs, to competency 
determinations and restoration treatment, to community-based alternatives 
and treatment. 
 
Moderator:  
Dr. Debra A. Pinals, Director of the Program in Psychiatry, Law, and Ethics, 
University of Michigan 

 
 Panelists: 

 
10:00 AM – 10:30 AM Break  

        
10:30 AM – 12:30 PM  State Team Meetings and Working Lunch (see room assignment list in the 

conference folder for team meeting locations) 
      

12:30 PM – 1:30 PM  State Team Reports 
      

Each of the state teams will report back to the full group on action plans. 
 
Facilitators:  
Co-Chairs, CCJ/COSCA Western Region 
Hon. Matthew B. Durrant, Chief Justice, Utah Supreme Court 
Mr. Rodney A. Maile, Administrative Director of the Courts, Hawaii Judiciary 

 
1:30 PM – 1:45 PM      Closing Remarks and Adjourn 
 
 

 
Team Discussion and Planning: Time for the state teams to meet and discuss challenges and solutions and 
develop concrete action steps will be a key component of the Summit. In advance of the Summit, discussion 
questions will be developed and approved by the Summit planning team. 
 
 
State Profiles and Advance Readings: As State Justice Institute funding becomes available, state profiles will be 
developed including the following elements: (1) challenges and solutions; (2) pilot projects; (3) effective 
programs and practices; (4) data and metrics available; (5) relevant statutes and court rules; (6) recent 
legislation; (7) funding mechanisms and appropriations; (8) status of any litigation (i.e. competency delays); 
and (9) research studies. 
 
In addition to the state profiles, advance readings will be recommended, including: 2017 COSCA policy paper, 
the Arizona Guide for Presiding Judges, and key trends identified in the Western Region.                                                                               
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TO: Judge Rebecca Robertson, President, DMCJA Board 

FROM: Judge Jeffrey Goodwin, Chair, DMCJA Rules Committee 

SUBJECT: WSSC Published for Comment: WACDL Proposed Amendments 

DATE:  January 30, 2019 

As directed by the DMCJA Board, the DMCJA Rules Committee reviewed proposals for 

new rules that were published for comment by the WSSC. The new rules, which were requested 

by the Washington Association of Criminal Defense Attorneys (WACDL), have a comment 

deadline of April 30, 2019. They are: 

• New Rule CrRLJ 3.7, Recording Interrogations

• New Rule CrRLJ 3.8, Recording Eyewitness Identification Procedure

• New Rule CrRLJ 3.9, In-Court Eyewitness Identification

• New Rule CrRLJ 4.11, Recording Witness Interviews

An additional proposal, to amend CrRLJ 4.7, is still under consideration by the Committee. 

In addition to reviewing the GR 9 Cover Sheets and proposed new rules, Committee 

members also considered the comments made on the proposals by members of the legal 

profession. I would like to emphasize that the Committee did not examine the policy behind the 

rules, but rather the potential impact on courts of limited jurisdiction operations and whether the 

rules would be workable in practice.  

Following a robust discussion about the proposals, the Rules Committee has two primary 

concerns: (1) The proposed new rules are inconsistent with existing court rules, including the 

Rules of Evidence, and (2) the procedures required by the rules would necessitate new hearings, 

which could prove onerous for courts of limited jurisdiction. In addition, the Committee found 

the proposals in general to be poorly worded; the drafting is unartful and would make application 

challenging. For these reasons, the Committee recommends that the proposals not be adopted.   

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please let me know if you have any 

questions. I can be reached through 425-744-6800 or jeffrey.goodwin@snoco.org. 

CC: DMCJA Rules Committee 

Attachments: WACDL GR 9 Cover Sheets and New Rule Proposals 
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GR 9 COVER SHEET 

Suggested New Criminal Rule CrRLJ 3.7 Recording Interrogations 

Date:   February 23, 2018  

Proponent:    Washington Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 
1511 Third Ave., Suite 503 
Seattle, WA 98101 
Ph. (206) 623-1302 
Fax. (206)623-4257  

Spokesperson: Kent Underwood, WACDL Court Rules Committee Co-chair 

Purpose:   The purpose of the rule is to improve the reliability of interrogation evidence by 
having a full record of the entire interrogation. 

Public Hearing: Not Requested.  

Expedited Consideration:   Not Requested. 
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SUGGESTED NEW CRIMINAL RULE CrRLJ 3.7 
CrRLJ 3.7 RECORDING INTERROGATIONS 

(a) In General. Custodial and non-custodial interrogations of persons under

investigation for any crime are to be recorded by an audiovisual recording made by use of an 

electronic or digital audiovisual device. 

(b) Exceptions.

(1) A spontaneous statement not made in response to a question;

(2) The person requests prior to making the statement that an electronic recording not

be made, and the request is electronically recorded; 

(3) Malfunction of equipment, provided due diligence has been met in maintaining the

recording equipment; 

(4) Substantial exigent circumstances exist which prevent the recording;

(5) Statements made as a part of routine processing or “booking”; when the

interrogation takes place in another jurisdiction.  

The State has the burden to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that an exception 

is applicable. 

(c) Consequences of Failure to Record. If the court finds by a preponderance of the

evidence that a person was subjected to custodial or non-custodial interrogation in violation 

of this rule, then any statements made by the person during or following that non-recorded 

custodial interrogation, even if otherwise in compliance with this section, are presumed to be 

inadmissible in any criminal proceeding against the person, except for purposes of 

impeachment. 
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The presumption of inadmissibility may be overcome by clear and convincing 

evidence that the statement was voluntarily given and is reliable, based on the totality of the 

circumstances. 

(d) Preservation. Recordings are to be preserved until the conviction is final and all

direct and habeas corpus appeals are exhausted, or until the prosecution is barred by law. 
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GR 9 COVER SHEET 

Suggested New Criminal Rule CrRLJ 3.8 Recording Eyewitness Identification Procedure 

Date:   February 23, 2018  

Proponent:    Washington Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 
1511 Third Ave., Suite 503 
Seattle, WA 98101 
Ph. (206) 623-1302 
Fax. (206)623-4257  

Spokesperson:  Kent Underwood, WACDL Court Rules Committee Co-chair 

Purpose:    The purpose of the rule is to create a more reliable evidence of eyewitness 
identification by recording the eyewitness identification procedure, allowing for subsequent 
review.  

Public Hearing:   Not Requested. 

Expedited Consideration:   Not Requested. 
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SUGGESTED NEW CRIMINAL RULE CrRLJ 3.8 

CrRJL 3.8 RECORDING EYEWITNESS IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURE 

(a) Recording. An out-of-court identification procedure resulting from a photo array,

live lineup, or show-up identification procedure conducted by a law enforcement officer shall 

not be admissible unless a record of the identification procedure is made. 

(b) Documenting the Procedure.

(1) All interviews and identification procedures conducted with any victim/witness

should be fully documented. Video-recording should be used when practicable. Audio 

recording is the preferred alternative. If neither video- nor audio-recording is possible, 

administrators should produce a detailed written report of the interview or identification 

procedure immediately following completion of the procedure. 

(2) A confidence statement should be obtained immediately after the victim/witness

makes a decision. The exact words used by the victim/witness in expressing his/her degree 

of confidence should be documented. 

(c) Contents. The record of an out-of-court identification procedure is to include

details of what occurred at the out-of court identification, including the following: 

(1) The place where the identification procedure was conducted;

(2) The dialogue between the witness and the officer who administered the

procedure; 

(3) The results of the identification procedure, including any selection, or lack of

selection, made by the witness/victim; 
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(4) If a live lineup, a photo of the lineup; if the identification procedure includes

movements, a video of the identification procedure; if the identification procedure includes 

speaking, an audio recording of the speaking and a photo of the identification procedure; 

(5) If a photo lineup, the photographic array, mug books or digital photographs used,

including an unaltered, accurate copy of the photographs used, and an accurate copy upon 

which the witness indicated his or her selection; 

(6) The identity of persons who witnessed the live lineup, photo lineup, or showup,

including the location of such witnesses and whether those witnesses could be seen by the 

witness; 

(7) The identity of any individuals with whom the witness has spoken about the

identification, at any time before, during, or immediately after the official identification 

procedure, and a detailed summary of what was said. This includes the identification of both 

law enforcement officials and private actors who are not associated with law enforcement. 

(c) Remedy. If the record that is prepared is lacking in important details as to what

occurred at the out-of-court identification procedure, and if it was feasible to obtain and 

preserve those details, the court may, in its sound discretion and consistent with appropriate 

case law, declare the identification inadmissible, redact portions of the identification 

testimony, admit expert testimony, and/or fashion an appropriate jury instruction to be used 

in evaluating the reliability of the identification.  
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GR 9 COVER SHEET 

Suggested New Criminal Rule CrRLJ 3.9 In-Court Eyewitness Identification 

Date:  June 5, 2018  

Proponent:    Washington Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 
1511 Third Ave., Suite 503 
Seattle, WA 98101 
Ph. (206) 623-1302 
Fax. (206)623-4257  

Spokesperson: Kent Underwood, WACDL Court Rules Committee Co-chair 

Purpose:    The purpose of the rule is to exclude in-court identification of an accused where 
the perpetrator is unknown to the witness and there has been no prior out-of-court eyewitness 
identification procedure. Such in-court eyewitness identifications are suggestive, often 
unreliable, unduly prejudicial, burden shifting and improper opinion evidence. This rule is not 
intended to presume that in-court identifications are admissible if there has been an out-of-court 
identification procedure.  

Public Hearing:   Not Requested. 

Expedited Consideration:   Not Requested. 
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SUGGESTED CRIMINAL RULE CrRLJ 3.9 

CrRLJ 3.9 IN-COURT EYEWITNESS IDENTIFICATION 

In-Court Identifications. In-court eyewitness identifications are inadmissible where the 

perpetrator is unknown to the witness and there has been no prior out-of-court eyewitness 

identification procedure. 
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GR 9 COVER SHEET 

Suggested Amendment to Criminal Rule CrRLJ 4.11 Recording Witness Interviews 

Date:   February 23, 2018  

Proponent:    Washington Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers 
1511 Third Ave., Suite 503 
Seattle, WA 98101 
Ph. (206) 623-1302 
Fax. (206)623-4257  

Spokesperson: Kent Underwood, WACDL Court Rules Committee Co-chair 

Purpose:   The purpose of the rule is to improve the reliability of evidence by permitting the 
recording of pretrial interviews, thereby having a more accurate record of the interview. 

Public Hearing:   Not Requested. 

Expedited Consideration:   Not requested. 
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SUGGESTED NEW CRIMINAL RULE CrRLJ 4.11 

CrRLJ 4.11 RECORDING WITNESS INTERVIEWS 

(a) Recording of Witness Interviews. Counsel for any party, or an employee or

agent of counsel’s office, may conduct witness interviews by openly using an audio recording 

device or other means of verbatim audio recording, including a court reporter. Such 

interviews are subject to the court’s regulation of discovery under CrRLJ 4.7(g). Any 

disputes about an interview or manner of recording shall be resolved in accordance with 

CrRLJ 4.6(b) and (c) and CrRLJ 4.7(g). This rule shall not affect any other legal rights of 

witnesses. 

(b) Providing Copies. Copies of recordings and transcripts, if made, shall be

provided to all other parties in accordance with the requirements of CrRLJ 4.7.  If an 

interview is recorded by a court reporter, and is discoverable under CrRLJ 4.7, any party or 

the witness may order a transcript thereof at the party’s or witness’s expense. Dissemination 

of audio recordings or transcripts of witness interviews obtained under this rule is prohibited 

except where required to satisfy the discovery obligations of CrRLJ 4.7, pursuant to court 

order after a showing of good cause relating solely to the criminal case at issue, or as 

reasonably necessary to conduct a party’s case. 

(c) Preliminary Statement. At the commencement of any recorded witness

interview, the person conducting the interview shall confirm on the audiotape or recording 

that the witness has been provided the following information: (1) the name, address, and 

telephone number of the person conducting the interview; (2) the identity of the party 

represented by the person conducting the interview; and (3) that the witness may obtain a 

copy of the recording and transcript, if made. 
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(d) Witness Consent. A witness may refuse to be recorded. In the event that a witness

refuses to be recorded, and there is a dispute regarding any statement made by the witness, 

the jury should be instructed to examine the statement carefully in the light of any reasons 

for the refusal and other circumstances relevant to that witness’s testimony, including, but 

not limited to, bias and motive.  
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TO: Judge Rebecca Robertson, President, DMCJA Board 

FROM: Judge Jeffrey Goodwin, Chair, DMCJA Rules Committee 

SUBJECT: Revision of Rules Committee Charges and Inclusion in DMCJA Bylaws 

DATE:  January 23, 2019 

In my new role Chair of the DMCJA Rules Committee, I have sought to familiarize 

myself with the guiding Charges of the Committee, which are contained in the Committee 

Roster. It appeared to me that the current Charges insufficiently capture the work of the Rules 

Committee, so I worked with the Committee to draft new language to better reflect the 

Committee’s duties. The Committee unanimously approved the revised Charges, contained in the 

attached Committee Roster, and respectfully requests that the DMCJA Board approve the new 

Charges.  

As part of my review, I also realized that unlike the other standing committees of the 

DMCJA, the Rules Committee does not have a section in the Bylaws describing its purpose. This 

seems like an oversight given the role of the Rules Committee and the inclusion of other Board 

committees. The Rules Committee agreed that it would be appropriate to have the Committee 

included in the Bylaws and unanimously approved the attached Bylaws amendment for the 

Board’s review.  

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please let me know if you have any 

questions. I can be reached through 425-744-6800 or jeffrey.goodwin@snoco.org. 

CC: DMCJA Rules Committee 

Attachments: 

Revised DMCJA Rules Committee Roster and Charges 

Proposed Bylaws Amendment re Court Rules Committee  
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2018-2019 District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association 
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Listserv Address:  DMCJA-Rules@listserv.courts.wa.gov 
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SCDC South Division 
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Lynnwood, WA  98036-7406 
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Pierce County District Court 
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Tacoma, WA  98402-2115 
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Pierce County District Court 
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Tacoma, WA  98402-2115 
253-798-6332
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206-477-2102
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DMCMA Liaison, Alternate 
Melanie Conn 
Training Coordinator 
KCDC, South Division – Burien 
601 SW 149th St  
Burien, WA 98166 
(206) 477-2023
melanie.conn@kingcounty.gov

AOC Staff 
J (Jennifer) Benway 
Admin. Office of the Courts 
PO Box 41174 
Olympia, WA  98504-1174 
360-357-2126
jennifer.benway@courts.wa.gov

 _________________________  Charges ___________________________ 

1. Review existing court rules and recommend changes.
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(a) published for comment by the Washington State Supreme Court;
(b) requested by DMCJA members; or
(c) originating from non-DMCJA entities and referred by the DMCJA Board.

3. Assist DMCJA members with development of Local Rules.
4. Submit written report to DMCJA President and Board monthly.
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Budget:  $500 

Updated JAB 1/03/2019 
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ARTICLE X – Committees 

Section 1. [unchanged] 

Section 2.  Committee Functions: 
[(a) – (i) unchanged] 

(j) Rules Committee:

(1) The Rules Committee will review existing court rules and
recommend changes. 

(2) The Rules Committee will evaluate and report on proposed
rules and amendments: 

(a) published for comment by the Washington State
Supreme Court; 

(b) requested by DMCJA members; or

(c) originating from non-DMCJA entities and referred by the
DMCJA Board  

(4) The Rules Committee will assist DMCJA members with
development of Local Rules. 

(5) The Rules Committee will submit a written report to the
DMCJA President and Board monthly. 
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From: Fred Gillings
To: Rebecca Robertson; Steiner, David
Cc: Harvey, Sharon
Subject: FW: DMCJA Board of Governors/ Request for Funding / Action Item
Date: Friday, November 16, 2018 11:56:38 AM

Judge Robertson – I am writing to you today in your capacity as President of the District and Municipal
Court Judges Association (DMCJA), with a CC to Judge Steiner as Chair of the Council for Independent
Courts (CIC). I am asking the DMCJA Board to provide Funding to the CIC, and thus more fully
empower the CIC to fulfill it’s mandate of working to ensure Judicial Independence.

By way of background, I have suggested (informally) in the past to former DMCJA President Scott Ahlf
that I believe the CIC should be funded. The work being done by the CIC is “highly dynamic”. By that I
mean that the CIC is faced with a wide variety of Scenarios, and often must respond on short notice to
issues of critical concern. I would hope that the CIC would utilize funding to access legal counsel as
needed, to address the issues that are at hand. The Volunteer Judges on the CIC are already busy
judges with long Court dockets. The CIC judges may find it invaluable to have legal resources available,
especially to respond to issues with little advance notice and Deadlines to respond.

As Judicial officers, we are used to hearing ourselves tell Court participants “you need to talk to a
Lawyer”. Well, I think the CIC needs to be able to “talk to a Lawyer” from time to time, to properly
address issues that are before the CIC. Funding from the DMCJA will give the CIC additional tools to
work with.

I am attaching this to a prior string Email, because I thought it would be helpful, but am not sure that
the other Judges on the string were aware of my intent, so apologies to them if they wanted their
comments “off the record”

Fred Gillings
Marysville Municipal Court

From: Fred Gillings 
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 3:13 PM
To: 'David A. Larson' <David.Larson@cityoffederalway.com>; Harvey, Sharon
<Sharon.Harvey@COURTS.WA.GOV>; Steiner, David <David.Steiner@KINGCOUNTY.GOV>
Cc: Scott Ahlf (sahlf@ci.olympia.wa.us) <sahlf@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Rebecca Robertson
<Rebecca.Robertson@cityoffederalway.com>; James Docter <James.Docter@ci.bremerton.wa.us>;
'Linda Portnoy' <lportnoy@CI.LAKE-FOREST-PARK.WA.US>
Subject: RE: DMCJA - Judicial Independence Committee/ Thank You

Thank you Judge Larson for the kindness of a quick reply. I appreciate the fact that the Committee
carefully considered the proposed Guidelines, and I accept that. Again, appreciate the hard work that
went into this – I consider my issue Closed - no further reply needed

Fred
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From: David A. Larson <David.Larson@cityoffederalway.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2018 12:45 PM
To: Fred Gillings <FGillings@marysvillewa.gov>; Harvey, Sharon <Sharon.Harvey@COURTS.WA.GOV>;
Steiner, David <David.Steiner@KINGCOUNTY.GOV>
Cc: Scott Ahlf (sahlf@ci.olympia.wa.us) <sahlf@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Rebecca Robertson
<Rebecca.Robertson@cityoffederalway.com>; James Docter <James.Docter@ci.bremerton.wa.us>
Subject: RE: DMCJA - Judicial Independence Committee

Judge Gillings:  None of this is “enforceable” in the strictest sense.  The paragraph in question is not
intended to stop endorsements; it is in the “course of their official duties” language that is the key
modifier.  It is the type of issue the PDC might also be interested in if it arose.  The abuse we are trying
to stop is the use of official power to influence the election, not fair campaign support or opposition
that is undertaken by someone that happens to hold office or a position.   I will not bore you with the
details, but it has happened before that someone used their position of power to undermine the
judge.

Thanks.

Dave

From: Fred Gillings [mailto:FGillings@marysvillewa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 3:42 PM
To: Harvey, Sharon; Steiner, David; David A. Larson
Cc: Scott Ahlf (sahlf@ci.olympia.wa.us); Rebecca Robertson; James Docter
Subject: RE: DMCJA - Judicial Independence Committee

Chairman Steiner and other participants of the Workgroup:

Thank you for the work that has been put into the Final Report.  When I started as a part-time,
appointed Municipal Judge 14 years ago, I was blissfully unaware about the concept of judicial
Independence and Integrity. Now, at this point of my career, I would have to say that Judicial
Independence and Integrity is probably the single most important issue that we face in DMCJA. It is
important that we, as an Association, be prepared to defend our colleagues who are facing
intimidation tactics from other branches. By that, I mean we should have a contingency plan that
involves funding legal responses to abrupt termination of Judges in our Association. It should become
an Association issue, not a personal issue confined to one Judge.

Upon first reading, all of the proposed guidelines (which I believe may have originated with Judge
Larson) are valid, substantive, and deserve to be adopted. I do have “Just One Question” though, on
this topic:

III. Guidelines for Action – 2 (b) “Local public officials from other branches should not attempt to
influence judicial elections in the course of their official duties”
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Would this be subject to a broad interpretation that a public official could not make an
“endorsement” in a contested judicial election? If that is the Workgroup’s intention, what, if any,
enforcement mechanism would exist to correct a violation? What about a Scenario where a sitting
Judge in a contested race purposely avoids seeking endorsements, because of the proscribed
behavior in your Guidelines, but his/her opponent is actively seeking endorsements from other
electeds? Wouldn’t the effect of this Guideline be to Punish the Observant, and Reward the Violator?
If you have thought of the ramifications, but still endorse the guideline, I can accept that fully.

Those are my thoughts, I appreciate you reading this all the way to the end, and no reply is requested.
It’s a Smoky Day here in Merrytown…….

From: District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association – subject to public disclosure
<PUBLICDMCJA@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV> On Behalf Of Harvey, Sharon
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 12:54 PM
To: PUBLICDMCJA@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV
Subject: [PUBLICDMCJA] DMCJA - Judicial Independence Committee

The following message is sent on behalf of Judge David A. Steiner, Council on Independent Courts
Chair.

Greetings Colleagues:

On October 13, 2017, the DMCJA Board of Governors (Board) voted to create a Workgroup on Judicial
Independence (Workgroup) to develop ideas and create a system of responses for judicial
independence related matters.  The Workgroup has finished its work and submitted a Final Report to
the Board.  See attached Workgroup on Judicial Independence Final Report. 

On August 10, 2018, the Board approved the following recommendations from the Workgroup:

1. Approved the final report of the workgroup;
2. Approved the name change of the Committee from the Judicial Independence Fire
Brigade to the Council on Independent Courts (CIC);
3. Forwarded proposed GR 29 Amendments to the DMCJA Rules Committee for approval
and their eventual return to the Board for later consideration;
4. Approved the CIC Policy and Procedure Manual;
5. Forwarded proposed DMCJA Bylaws amendments to the Bylaws Committee for approval
and their eventual return to the Board for later consideration and possible consideration at
the DMCJA Spring Conference;
6. Disbanded the Workgroup on Judicial Independence and approved the Council on
Independent Courts as a special committee (pending the proposed Bylaws change, which
would designate the CIC as a standing committee).

For more information regarding the Council on Independent Courts, please contact me or Sharon
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Harvey at Sharon.Harvey@courts.wa.gov or 360-705-5282.  Thank you.

Sincerely,

Judge David A. Steiner
David.Steiner@kingcounty.gov

This e-mail has been sent to everyone in the
PUBLICDMCJA@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV mailing list. To reply to the sender, click
Reply. To reply to the sender and the mailing list, click Reply All.

You can remove yourself from this mailing list at any time by sending a "SIGNOFF
PUBLICDMCJA" command to LISTSERV@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV.
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DMCJA BOARD MEETING 
FRIDAY, MARCH 8, 2019 
12:30 PM – 3:30 PM 
AOC SEATAC OFFICE 
SEATAC, WA 

PRESIDENT REBECCA C. ROBERTSON 

            SUPPLEMENTAL AGENDA  PAGE 

Call to Order  

General Business 
A. Minutes – January 11, 2019 

B. Treasurer’s Report 
C. Special Fund Report 

D. Standing Committee Reports 

1. Legislative Committee – Judge Meyer 
2. Diversity Committee - The DMCJA Diversity Committee approved the sponsorship of 

the 2019 Judicial Institute Workshop 

3. Rules Committee  
a. Minutes for November 28, 2019 
b. Minutes for January 3, 2019 

E. Judicial Information System (JIS) Report – Ms. Cullinane 

 
 
 

X1-X18 

Liaison Reports 
A. Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) – Ms. Dawn Marie Rubio  
B. Board for Judicial Administration (BJA) – Judges Ringus, Jasprica, Logan, and Johnson  
C. District and Municipal Court Management Association (DMCMA) – Ms. Margaret Yetter 
D. Misdemeanant Probation Association (MPA) – Ms. Stacie Scarpaci 
E. Superior Court Judges’ Association (SCJA) – Judge Kitty-Ann van Doorninck 

1. Washington Judicial Workload Proposal – Superior Courts 
2. Washington Judicial Workload Proposal – All Courts 

F. Washington State Association for Justice (WSAJ) – Rachel Hamar, Esq. 
G. Washington State Bar Association (WSBA) – Kim E. Hunter, Esq.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

X19-X44 
X45-X70 

Discussion 
A. CCJ/COSCA Western Region Summit Invitation "Improving the Court and Community 

Response to those with Mental Illness" – Request for DMCJA to Sponsor Judge to Attend 

B. DMCJA Rules Committee Request for Board to Oppose WACDL Proposed Rules 

Amendments 
1. Suggested New Criminal Rule CrRLJ 3.7, Recording Interrogations 
2. Suggested New Criminal Rule CrRLJ 3.8, Recording Eyewitness Identification 

 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Procedure 
3. Suggested New Criminal Rule CrRLJ 3.9, In-Court Eyewitness Identification 
4. Suggested Amendment to CrRLJ 4.11, Recording Witness Interviews 

C. DMCJA Rules Committee Request for Revision of Rules Committee Charges and Inclusion 

in DMCJA Bylaws 
D. Council on Independent Courts (CIC) – Proposals Received 

1. Whether to Contribute to Legal Fees Related to Judicial Independence Matters 

2. Whether to Fund the CIC 

E. CLJ-CMS Project Status Update and White Paper – Judge Kimberly Walden 
F. Joint Judicial Legislative Reception: Whether it should occur immediately following State of 

the Judiciary Address 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
X71-X77 

Information  
A. 2019-2020 DMCJA Slate of Candidates  
B. Board members are encouraged to apply for DMCJA representative positions.  Available 

positions include: 

1. JIS CLJ “CLUG” User Group 

2. Presiding Judge & Administrator Education Committee  

C. DMCJA Board members are encouraged to submit Board agenda topics for monthly 

meetings. 

D. DMCJA Letter to DSHS regarding Moral Reconation Therapy 

E. Washington Citizens’ Commission on Salaries for Elected Officials will meet on February 4, 

2019, from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., at the Hotel Red Lion, in Olympia, WA. For more 

information, please select the following web link: 

https://salaries.wa.gov/sites/default/files/public/Agenda.pdf 

F. The DMCJA sent flowers to Chief Justice Mary Fairhurst after receiving news of her illness. 

G. The DMCJA Board voted to support the New Hope Act, House Bill 1041, with amended 

language that non-restitution legal financial obligations must be paid before a person may 

vacate a record or conviction. 

H. The Pretrial Reform Task Force has prepared a Final Report, Bench Card, and Press 

Release that include best practices and recommendations regarding pretrial practices in 

Washington State.  Please select respective web links to review the documents. 

 
 

X78-X79 

Other Business 

A. The next DMCJA Board Meeting is April 12, 2019, 12:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m., at the  
AOC SeaTac Office, SeaTac, WA.  

 

Adjourn  
  

https://salaries.wa.gov/sites/default/files/public/Agenda.pdf
http://www.courts.wa.gov/subsite/mjc/docs/PretrialReformTaskForceReport.pdf
http://www.courts.wa.gov/subsite/mjc/docs/PretrialReformTaskForceReport.pdf
http://www.courts.wa.gov/newsinfo/?fa=newsinfo.pressdetail&newsid=26504
http://www.courts.wa.gov/newsinfo/?fa=newsinfo.pressdetail&newsid=26504
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Washington State 
Judicial Workload Study 

 
PROPOSAL 

 
The National Center for State Courts (NCSC) is pleased to present this proposal to the 

Washington Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) to conduct a workload assessment for 
judges in the Superior Court Judges’ Association.  The NCSC proposes to assist the superior court 
in completing this statewide workload study by developing an empirically based workload model 
for judges using a comprehensive workload assessment strategy that incorporates a time study, 
employs a qualitative decision-making process to analyze all results, and recommends a final 
workload model for Washington superior court judges.   
 

1. Organizational Experience 
 

a) Relevant Experience 
 
National Center for State Courts Qualifications 

 
Widely recognized as the national and international leader in developing weighted caseload 

formulas for judges and court staff, the NCSC is uniquely suited to handle the challenges of 
establishing workload models for the Washington superior court. The NCSC pioneered the “what 
is/ what should be” approach to workload assessment that is based on an empirical time study in 
conjunction with the use of surveys and focus groups to obtain critical qualitative information 
regarding “what should be.” The NCSC’s workload assessment methodology and data collection 
instruments have been continuously refined over the course of more than 75 studies spanning over 
20 years. The NCSC project team is adept at balancing divergent stakeholder interests, securing 
cooperation and support for workload assessments, and facilitating advisory committee meetings. 
The NCSC’s transparent, empirically driven, and highly participatory workload assessment 
process helps to build a perception of ownership among study participants, as well as to establish 
strong credibility for the final workload model among judges, staff, and legislators. 

 
The NCSC’s proprietary Web-based timekeeping system is user-friendly, designed to 

minimize the burden of data collection on time study participants, and easily customized to suit 
the unique needs of each individual workload assessment. On average, time study participants 
typically spend less than ten minutes per day tracking and entering their time; in some studies, the 
daily average is as low as five minutes. Real-time participation monitoring enables project staff 
and advisory committees to encourage participation on a targeted basis. Statewide time studies 
conducted by the NCSC uniformly achieve participation rates in excess of 95 percent. These near-
universal participation rates are critical to the reliability and credibility of the final workload 
models. 
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National Center for State Courts Project Team Qualifications 
 
  The NCSC project team will consist of Suzanne Tallarico (project director), John Douglas 
(project team member), and Shannon Roth (project team member).  Brief biographical abstracts 
for NCSC project team members are provided below with resumes at the end of this section. 
 

Suzanne K. Tallarico, M.A., has been a Principal Court Management Consultant with the 
NCSC since 2005.  She focuses on criminal and juvenile justice entities in areas related to criminal 
justice system functioning, workload assessment, policy analysis, data analysis, program 
evaluation and performance, judicial performance, strategic planning and other court and criminal 
justice related projects. Areas of expertise include workload analysis and staffing needs, system 
performance assessment, judicial performance evaluation, criminal and juvenile justice system 
studies, adult and juvenile probation issues, and probation case processing, evidence-based 
practices and management. Ms. Tallarico has conducted well over 60 statewide or limited 
jurisdictional workload assessment studies since 2005.  She also serves as NCSC staff to the 
Conference of Chief Justices/ Conference of State Court Administrators Problem Solving Court 
Committee and the Midwest Regional Committee. 

 
Prior to joining the NCSC, Ms. Tallarico was the Director of Research and Evaluation for 

the Colorado State Court Administrator’s Office of Probation Services. Preceding her employment 
with the Colorado Judicial Branch, she served for twelve years as a senior research analyst for the 
Colorado Department of Public Safety, Division of Criminal Justice. In these positions, she has 
had extensive experience in program evaluation, policy analysis, judicial and probation staffing 
and workload assessment, correctional population forecasting, program and performance review, 
and collection and dissemination of statistics and statistical reports. 

 
John Douglas, Principal Court Management Consultant, joined the NCSC in 1997. Mr. 

Douglas has directed or participated in over fifty statewide staffing/workload assessment projects 
to determine the need for the appropriate number for judges, clerk staff, or probation personnel 
through the identification and analysis of specific case type metrics and activities. Included in 
those projects are limited and general jurisdiction courts, courts of appeal, and parole and 
probation officer workload assessments. 
 

Mr. Douglas’ previous employer was the National Treasury Employees Union (NTEU), 
where he was responsible for representing the interests of Federal Employees in federal arbitration 
cases in Los Angeles, Orange County, and San Diego. 

 
Mr. Douglas earned a B.B.A. from Texas State University in Economics and has received 

additional training in employment issues from the National Labor College, George Meany Center 
for Labor Studies. He is also a Fellow of the Institute for Court Management’s Court Executive 
Development Program (CEDP). Most recently, in 2015, Mr. Douglas completed the certification 
program by the International Institute of Business Analysis (IIBA) and has become a Certified 
Business Analysis Professional (CBAP). 
 
 

X22



Shannon Roth is Business Analyst with Court Consulting Services at the NCSC. Her 
experience ranges from court performance and culture to staffing/workload assessment. Some 
recently completed projects include the Georgia Judicial Workload Assessment, Virginia Judicial 
Workload Assessment, Maryland Court Culture, Effective Criminal Caseflow Processing, and 
Examining the Effectiveness of Indigent Defense Team Services: A Multisite Evaluation of 
Holistic Defense in Practice, and supporting and providing technical support for the High 
Performance Courts Framework (www.ncsc.org/hpcf), CourTools and Appellate CourTools 
(www.courtools.org). Ms. Roth is currently serving as staff for several workload assessments. In 
addition, she creates and maintains multiple surveys using the survey software Confirmit for Court 
Consulting Services. 
 

 
Resumes follow on the next page 
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b) Number of Workload Studies 
 

The NCSC has played a preeminent role in judicial and staff workload assessment studies 
and has pioneered the methodologies used in these studies to help states develop meaningful and 
easily-understood criteria for determining overall resource needs, taking into account both case-
specific and non-case-specific needs. These studies have involved judges, quasi-judicial officers, 
administrative and clerical staff, court clerks, and parole and probation officers. All studies are 
anchored by a “weighted caseload” model that directly measures the variations in time required to 
manage different case types within the appropriate context. The methodology employed by the 
NCSC has been honed over the years and has been enhanced by Web-based technologies that 
permit direct entry of time study data. These improvements have enhanced the level of 
participation. Weighted caseload studies, an NCSC specialty, are now deemed a “best practice.” 
 

The NCSC has performed approximately 23 workload studies in the last two years: 
 

• Iowa Judicial and Court Staff Workload Study, 2018 
• Maine Title IV-D Caseload Study, 2018 
• South Dakota Court Services Workload Assessment, 2018 
• Booz Allen, Executive Office for Immigration Review, Case Processing Study, 

2017 
• Colorado Court Staff Weighted Caseload Study, 2017 
• Delaware Family Court Workload Study, 2017 
• Iowa Judicial Officer Workload, 2017 
• Iowa Court Staff Workload, 2017 
• Kosovo Judicial Workload Assessment, 2017 
• Maryland Judiciary Workload Assessment, 2017 
• Maryland Clerical Workload Assessment, 2017 
• Missouri Clerical Weighted Caseload Study, 2017 
• Texas Family Court Workload Assessment, 2017 
• Virginia Judicial Workload Assessment, 2017 
• Florida Judicial Workload Assessment, 2016 
• Gwinnett County, Georgia, Workload Study, 2016 
• Indiana Judicial Workload Study, 2016 
• Kentucky Judicial Workload Assessment Boundary Realignment, 2016 
• Montana Juvenile Probation Workload Study, 2016 
• Oregon Juvenile Judges and Staff Workload Study, 2016 
• South Dakota Judicial Workload Assessment, 2016 
• Vermont Judicial and Clerical Weighted Caseload Study, 2016 
• Wisconsin Judicial Needs Assessment, 2016 
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2. Organizational References 
 

a) Client name: Iowa Administrative Office of the Courts 
b) Project description: The Iowa Administrative Office of the Courts 

contracted with the NCSC to perform workload assessment studies of the 
district court judges, and court clerk and support staff. 

c) Project dates (starting and ending): July 2016 – March 2017 
d) Technical environment (i.e., software applications, internet capabilities, 

data communications, network, hardware): The primary means of data 
collection during the time study phase of this project was a web-based data 
entry tool designed by the NCSC. Additionally, a series of web-based 
trainings recorded by NCSC staff was used for training time study 
participants. A series of webinars conducted by NCSC staff were used to 
train time study participants for project references that used webinars.  

e) Staff assigned to reference engagement that will be designated for work per 
this RFP: Suzanne Tallarico, John Douglas 

f) Client project manager name, telephone number, fax number, and email 
address: John Goerdt, (551) 348-4880 (telephone), (515) 242-0014 (fax), 
john.goerdt@iowacourts.gov 

 
a) Client name: Kentucky Administrative Office of the Courts 
b) Project description: The Kentucky Administrative Office of the Courts 

contracted with the NCSC to developing a weighted caseload system to 
measure the workload of judges in Kentucky’s trial courts. 

c) Project dates (starting and ending): September 1, 2015 – December 31, 2015 
d) Technical environment (i.e., software applications, internet capabilities, 

data communications, network, hardware): The primary means of data 
collection during the time study phase of this project was a web-based data 
entry tool designed by the NCSC. Additionally, a series of web-based 
trainings recorded by NCSC staff was used for training time study 
participants. A series of webinars conducted by NCSC staff were used to 
train time study participants for project references that used webinars. 

e) Staff assigned to reference engagement that will be designated for work per 
this RFP: Shannon Roth 

f) Client project manager name, telephone number, fax number, and email 
address: Laurie Dudgeon, (502) 573-2350 (telephone), (502) 782-8707 
(fax), LaurieDudgeon@kycourts.net 
 

a) Client name: Missouri Office of State Courts Administrator 
b) Project description: The Missouri Office of State Courts Administrator 

contracted with the NCSC to provide a clerical weighted workload study in 
the state’s circuit courts. 

c) Project dates (starting and ending): July 2016 – May 2017 
d) Technical environment (i.e., software applications, internet capabilities, 

data communications, network, hardware): The primary means of data 
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collection during the time study phase of this project was a web-based data 
entry tool designed by the NCSC. Additionally, a series of web-based 
trainings recorded by NCSC staff was used for training time study 
participants. A series of webinars conducted by NCSC staff were used to 
train time study participants for project references that used webinars.  

e) Staff assigned to reference engagement that will be designated for work per 
this RFP: Suzanne Tallarico, John Douglas 

f) Client project manager name, telephone number, fax number, and email 
address: Paul Buckley, (573) 526-8807 (telephone), (573) 751-5540 (fax), 
Paul.Buckley@courts.mo.gov 

 
a) Client name: South Dakota Unified Judicial System 
b) Project description: The South Dakota Unified Judicial System contracted 

with the NCSC to conduct a judicial workload assessment for the state and 
to perform an update to the existing court clerk weighted caseload system. 

c) Project dates (starting and ending): September 2013 – July 2015 (court 
clerks); August 2015 – November 2016 (judges) 

d) Technical environment (i.e., software applications, internet capabilities, 
data communications, network, hardware): The primary means of data 
collection during the time study phase of this project was a web-based data 
entry tool designed by the NCSC. Additionally, a series of web-based 
trainings recorded by NCSC staff was used for training time study 
participants. A series of webinars conducted by NCSC staff were used to 
train time study participants for project references that used webinars.  

e) Staff assigned to reference engagement that will be designated for work per 
this RFP: Suzanne Tallarico, John Douglas 

f) Client project manager name, telephone number, fax number, and email 
address: Jill Gusso, (605) 773-3474 (telephone), (605) 773-8437 (fax), 
jill.gusso@ujs.state.sd.us 
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3. Specifications 
 

Concern with financial and resource accountability at all levels of government is a strong 
stimulus to develop systematic methods for assessing the need for judges. The best approach for 
assessing judicial need is weighted caseload. Simply stated, weighted caseload is used to translate 
court caseload into workload. Cases vary in complexity, and different types of cases require 
different amounts of time and attention from judges and court. A weighted caseload study requires 
two basic sets of information: (1) statistical data that describe the type and volume of cases handled 
by judges, and (2) time data needed to generate the case weights. As discussed below, the NCSC 
proposes to use a time study to assemble the time data. However, prior to the time study, the first 
step is to determine what data is available statewide that describes the type and volume of work 
being handled by judges. Accurate and consistent counts of case filings by case type category and 
by every court location supplemented by key case event data (e.g., trial rates) are primary drivers 
of the weighted caseload models. The NCSC will work closely with the Advisory Committees to 
assess current data collection practices within and among the trial courts. The primary goal will 
be to determine the case type categories for which case weights will be developed and to evaluate 
the accuracy and validity of the data that is collected statewide and within each court. 

 
The foundation of the workload assessment will be a time study of four weeks in duration, 

during which judges will record all their working hours by case and functional area, or by non-
case administrative matters. The time study will provide an empirical foundation for the case 
weights. Time study data will be collected using the NCSC’s customizable on-line timekeeping 
system. Prior to the time study, participants will receive on-line training in how to track and record 
their time. The workload assessment further will incorporate a multi-step quality adjustment 
process incorporating quality adjustment meetings with the advisory committee, and if desired by 
the AOC, an adequacy of time survey and site visits. The adequacy of time survey will provide an 
opportunity for judges to rate how often they have sufficient time to perform specific case-related 
tasks and functions. During the site visits, the NCSC project team will hold focus groups with 
judicial officers in representative regions to identify challenges to the effective handling of 
different types of cases. The final project deliverables will include a set of tools for determining 
existing judicial need and for projecting future judicial using the workload model, as well as a 
written report (or reports) summarizing the project methodology and results. 

 
The project timeline that follows is based on best information at this time and represents a 

reasonable estimate of time sequences that the NCSC will follow. The NCSC proposes a project 
start date in May 2019 (assuming a contract is executed by that time) to run for a 12-month 
timeframe but understands that the Washington AOC, Superior Court Judges’ Association (may 
have an estimated timeline in mind and has some flexibility in adjusting task completion dates. 
The NCSC will do its best to accommodate the AOC’s needs. 
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 Months from Project Start 
Task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1.1. Project Scope Planning Meetings X            
1.2. Formation of JNAC X                       
1.3. Initial Project Meeting  X X                     
2.1. Design Data Collection Tools     X                  
2.2. On-site Training       X X               
2.3. Data Collection and Support     X X       
3. Data Analysis      X X           
4. Second Meeting of JNAC             X        
5. Focus Group Site Visits               X X      
6. AOT Survey               X X    
7. Final Meeting of JNAC                    X   
8.1. Draft Report                     X X 
8.2. Final Report                     X X 

 
 

4. Judicial Workload Study Task Plan 
 

a) Project Planning and Advisory Committee 
 

Task 1.  Project Preparation and Planning with Advisory Committee 
 
1.1.  Project Scope Planning Meetings 

 
The NCSC project team (including Suzanne Tallarico, John Douglas, and Shannon Roth) 

will meet with Washington Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Superior Court Judges’ 
Association within the first month of the project to finalize the scope and design of the project.  
Deliverables that will be considered are: 

 
• Determining the availability of accurate and consistent caseload data for all 

participating study courts 
• Inclusion focus groups site visits for each of the included study groups. 
• Inclusion of the Adequacy of Time Survey for each of the included study groups. 

 
1.2.  Formation of the Judicial Needs Advisory Committee  

 
The NCSC will work with the AOC to form a Judicial Needs Advisory Committee (JNAC) 

to provide project oversight and guidance, and review project plans and materials. The size and 
composition of the JNAC will be determined by the AOC. The AOC will be responsible for 
arranging and coordinating the participation of all JNAC members. JNAC sessions will be jointly 
facilitated by the NCSC and AOC. 
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1.3.  Initial Project Meeting  

 
The NCSC project team (including Suzanne Tallarico, John Douglas, and Shannon Roth) 

will meet with the JNAC within the first or second month of the project to review the overall study 
design and discuss specific aspects of the design, including: 
 

• Case types for which workload standards are sought. 
• Judge-day and judge-year values. 
• Design of the time study, including: 

 
 The scope of data to be collected. 
 The method of time study data collection instruments and instructional materials. 
 The participants in the time study. 
 The data collection timeline (anticipated to be one to two months). 
 The availability of automated data on filings and dispositions, and the consistency 

of statewide counting practices. 
 

• Schedule for conducting the focus groups. 
 
  The AOC’s collection and delivery of several key pieces of information to the NCSC 
project team is critical to the initial phases of the project: 
 

• First, an essential component in every workload study is the complete compilation of a 
set of accurate, reliable, and consistent counts of the number of cases that are filed 
and/or disposed of in each type of court by case type category, for every superior 
court jurisdiction. 
 

• Second, the AOC will need to provide an accurate census of the number of full-time 
equivalent (FTE) judges in each jurisdiction, including email addresses, physical 
address and phone number, if possible, and court location. Data collected during the 
study will be analyzed in the aggregate and will not identify specific judges, except to 
indicate which courts and judges participated in the study. 
 

• Finally, the NCSC will assign a unique identifier (e.g., e-mail user name) to each 
individual included in the census in order to permit the NCSC to assess participation 
levels during the study period and ultimately accommodate for any missing data. The 
results of this phase will serve as a framework for the overall workload assessment in 
terms of the key case types handled by judges, the current level of resources and 
caseloads, and the key functions performed by judges. 
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b) Data Collection 
 
  Task 2.  Time Study  
 
 The NCSC will conduct an event-based time study of judicial workload over the course of 
a four-week period in order to obtain a reliable and valid snapshot of judicial activity (including 
all pre-trial, disposition, post-disposition, and non-case-related activities). Leading up to the time 
study, the NCSC project team will work with the JNAC and AOC to finalize statewide practices 
of counting filings, test all data collection instruments, and ensure that the research design has been 
reviewed and approved. 
 

Basic features of the time study strategy include: 
 

(1) Collecting the data from all judicial officers statewide, unless deemed logistically 
unreasonable, in which case a representative sample of officers will be asked to provide 
data. 

(2) Sending the data directly to the NCSC for analysis. 
(3) Reporting weekly participation rates in the time study to the AOC. 

 
 Specific responsibilities for the time study tasks include: 
 

2.1.  Design of Data Collection Instruments/Preparation of Training Materials 
 
The NCSC project team will work in collaboration with the JNAC and AOC to design the 

most effective and efficient way to collect time study information. Typically, data collection 
involves the use of a paper time tracking form and a web-based data entry system, both of which 
are designed by the NCSC. 
 

The NCSC project team will also prepare a PowerPoint presentation and written training 
materials that clearly explain the data collection process for all participants engaged in the study 
in order to assure that all time is recorded comprehensively, accurately, and consistently according 
to an established set of rules. The JNAC and/or AOC will review and approve the final design of 
the data collection instruments and the instruction materials. 
 

2.2.  On-site Training and Dissemination of Data Collection Materials  
 
The NCSC project team will provide training either via on-site sessions at various locations 

across the state or via webinar (or via a combination of both) in order to acquaint participants with 
the workload concept, the proposed project design, and the data collection requirements, and 
answer any questions related to the study and its implications. Possible additional training 
locations will be determined with the assistance of the JNAC. NCSC trainers will use their best 
efforts to personally train all judicial officers who will participate in the study; if needed, training 
will be provided by alternate methods, including recorded training sessions. Written instructions 
will also be provided to all study participants. 
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2.3.  Data Collection and Support 
 
  An AOC-designated staff person will work with the NCSC project team to support the 
collection of time study data. Throughout the data collection process, the AOC-designated staff 
person and the NCSC project team will remain available to answer questions from time study 
participants, e.g., login questions, questions about revisions to submitted time, and general 
questions regarding the reporting and entry of data. Such support is invaluable because it ensures 
reliability in the time study data collection as well as its timely completion. 
 
  At the very early stages of the time study period, the NCSC will begin monitoring the 
submitted data on a weekly basis in order to ascertain the levels of participation by court and 
individual. Each week, the NCSC will prepare a report showing the participation rates of individual 
judicial officers by court location. 
 

c) Data Analysis 
 

Task 3.  Data Analysis  
 

After the NCSC cleans, verifies, and compiles the data, the NCSC project team will analyze 
and synthesize all of the data received during the data collection period. From this information, 
the analysis will focus on: 

 
• Time required to process each case type studied, including average times for each case 

event measured. 
• Time required for non-case-related work (e.g., administration, travel, committee 

attendance, general legal research). 
• Average travel time required by judicial officers in each jurisdiction. 

 
The JNAC may identify specific analytical issues that it would like the NCSC to glean 

from the data. Any special analyses requested will be conducted during this phase. 
 
  The time study results documenting the current work practices of judges across the state 
will be a springboard to discuss the linkage between workload and measured court performance 
and enable the Washington State Judiciary and the AOC to evaluate qualitative considerations that 
affect the effective resolution of cases. 
 

Task 4.  Second Meeting of the JNAC 
  
  The NCSC project team will meet with the JNAC after the time study and before the focus 
groups to report the initial findings from the time study to determine whether additional 
information needs to be collected. 
 

X41



   
Task 5.  Focus Group Site Visits 
 
  After the time study concludes, if the AOC desires and for appropriate additional cost, the 
NCSC project team (possibly along with AOC staff) will conduct a series of focus groups at 
representative superior court locations with judicial officers who handle different types of cases. 
The NCSC will participate in three one-day site visits during which multiple focus groups will be 
held at different court locations.   
 
  The focus groups will help identify challenges to the effective handling of different types 
of cases as well as proven efficient and effective case processing policies and strategies. The 
narratives produced from the focus group site visits will complement the results of the Adequacy 
of Time survey to be administered under Task 6. 
 

Task 6.  Adequacy of Time Survey 
 
 Following the time study, if the AOC desires and for appropriate additional cost, the NCSC 
will develop a web-based Adequacy of Time survey for use statewide to measure opinions on 
whether judges believe they have sufficient time to reasonably complete all their judicial 
responsibilities within current resource levels.  All judicial officers in the participating study 
groups will be invited to participate in the survey. 
 
 This forum provides the opportunity for all judges across the state to give their views on 
current case processing practices and identify where the preliminary case weights may need to be 
modified to take into account areas where additional time is required to enhance the quality of the 
justice delivered. 
 
 Generally, there are three parts to this assessment:   
 

(1) Whether judges need more or less time in the identified phases of case resolution to 
complete the job (the JNAC may also identify specific tasks they wish to have 
addressed in this survey). 

(2) Whether there is sufficient time available for judges to perform the non-case-related 
aspects of the work of the court. 

(3) Whether there are other areas where more or less judicial time is needed to complete 
the job. 

 
Task 7.  Final Meeting of the JNAC  

 
The JNAC will reconvene for a meeting to examine and reconcile results from all phases 

of the study, including results from the focus groups and site visits, the time study, and the 
Adequacy of Time survey. The goal of the meeting will be to reach consensus on a set of final 
case weights. 
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d) Draft Initial Report(s) 
 
  Task 8.  Final Report  
  
  8.1.  Draft Report 
 
  The NCSC project team will draft a preliminary report that includes the project 
methodology and the workload standards for case-related and non-case-related activities. The 
report will also include the analysis and derivation of case weights and average time needed for 
specific functions, the results of the weighted caseload study, focus groups, site visits and 
adequacy of time survey, and an executive summary and will present the draft report to the JNAC 
for review and comment.  The AOC will be responsible for coordinating the review process with 
the JNAC and other stakeholders.   
 

e) Final Report 
 

Task 8.2.  Final Report 
 

Following the final meeting of the JNAC, the NCSC project team will incorporate any 
corrections, comments, and suggestions, as appropriate, and finalize the report in an electronic 
format. The NCSC will submit bound copies, if requested, in a number to be determined in 
consultation with the AOC. 
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5. Cost Proposal 
 
The NCSC is pleased to present this cost proposal to the AOC for “Washington State 

Judicial Workload Study.”  
 
The cost for this project as proposed in the tasks above will be a firm fixed price of 

$150,000. This cost includes professional and administrative time, travel, and indirect costs. An 
example of some of the costs included in the NCSC’s indirect cost rates are equipment, supplies, 
telephone, printing/photocopying, postage, audits, and other items. The indirect costs are based on 
federal government (GSA) approved rates used for all contracts. 
 

 

Judicial Workload Study Tasks 

Total 
Estimated 

Cost 

Total Estimated 
Consulting 

Hours 
Estimated 

Travel 

1.1. Project Scope Planning Meetings $21,692  96 3 Consultants 
4 days 

1.2. Formation of JNAC $2,332  13   

1.3. Initial Project Meeting $11,459  48 3 Consultants 
2 days 

2.1. Design Data Collection Tools $8,528  48   

2.2. On-site Training $11,075  48 1 Consultant 
5 days 

2.3. Data Collection and Support $9,592  56   
3. Data Analysis $11,192  64   

4. Second Meeting of JNAC $11,459  48 3 Consultants 
2 days 

5. Focus Group Site Visits $26,808  120 3 Consultants 
5 days 

6. AOT Survey $4,528  28   

7. Final Meeting of JNAC $11,459  48 3 Consultants 
2 days 

8.1. Draft Report $14,331  80   
8.2. Final Report $5,545  30   

TOTAL COST $150,000 727 50 days 
 
 

X44



 
 

 
WASHINGTON STATE 

 
 

JUDICAL WORKLOAD STUDY 
 
 
 
 
 

PROPOSAL 
 
 

FEBRUARY 2019 
 
 
 

SUBMITTED BY 
NATIONAL CENTER FOR STATE COURTS 

COURT CONSULTING SERVICES 
Daniel J. Hall, Vice President 

Laura Klaversma, Court Services Director 
 

707 SEVENTEENTH STREET, SUITE 2900 
DENVER, COLORADO 80202-3429 

PHONE: (303) 293-3063 
FAX: (303) 308-4329 

X45



TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 

1. Organizational Experience ...................................................................................... 1 

2. Organizational References .................................................................................... 15 

3. Mandatory Specifications ..................................................................................... 17 

4. Judicial Workload Study Task Plan ...................................................................... 18 

5. Cost Proposal ........................................................................................................ 24 

 
 

X46



Washington State 
Judicial Workload Study 

PROPOSAL 

The National Center for State Courts (NCSC) is pleased to present this proposal to the 
Washington Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) to conduct a workload assessment for 
judges in the Washington trial courts, which include the superior courts, district courts and 
magistrate courts. The NCSC proposes to assist the trial courts in completing this statewide 
workload study by developing an empirically based workload model for judges using a 
comprehensive workload assessment strategy that incorporates a time study, employs a qualitative 
decision-making process to analyze all results, and recommends a final workload model for 
Washington trial court judges.   

1. Organizational Experience

a) Relevant Experience

National Center for State Courts Qualifications 

Widely recognized as the national and international leader in developing weighted caseload 
formulas for judges and court staff, the NCSC is uniquely suited to handle the challenges of 
establishing workload models for the Washington trial courts. The NCSC pioneered the “what is/ 
what should be” approach to workload assessment that is based on an empirical time study in 
conjunction with the use of surveys and focus groups to obtain critical qualitative information 
regarding “what should be.” The NCSC’s workload assessment methodology and data collection 
instruments have been continuously refined over the course of more than 75 studies spanning over 
20 years. The NCSC project team is adept at balancing divergent stakeholder interests, securing 
cooperation and support for workload assessments, and facilitating advisory committee meetings. 
The NCSC’s transparent, empirically driven, and highly participatory workload assessment 
process helps to build a perception of ownership among study participants, as well as to establish 
strong credibility for the final workload model among judges, staff, and legislators. 

The NCSC’s proprietary Web-based timekeeping system is user-friendly, designed to 
minimize the burden of data collection on time study participants, and easily customized to suit 
the unique needs of each individual workload assessment. On average, time study participants 
typically spend less than ten minutes per day tracking and entering their time; in some studies, the 
daily average is as low as five minutes. Real-time participation monitoring enables project staff 
and advisory committees to encourage participation on a targeted basis. Statewide time studies 
conducted by the NCSC uniformly achieve participation rates in excess of 95 percent. These near-
universal participation rates are critical to the reliability and credibility of the final workload 
models. 
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National Center for State Courts Project Team Qualifications 
 
  The NCSC project team will consist of Suzanne Tallarico (project director), John Douglas 
(project team member), and Shannon Roth (project team member). Brief biographical abstracts for 
NCSC project team members are provided below with resumes at the end of this section. 
 

Suzanne K. Tallarico, M.A., has been a Principal Court Management Consultant with the 
NCSC since 2005.  She focuses on criminal and juvenile justice entities in areas related to criminal 
justice system functioning, workload assessment, policy analysis, data analysis, program 
evaluation and performance, judicial performance, strategic planning and other court and criminal 
justice related projects. Areas of expertise include workload analysis and staffing needs, system 
performance assessment, judicial performance evaluation, criminal and juvenile justice system 
studies, adult and juvenile probation issues, and probation case processing, evidence-based 
practices and management. She also serves as NCSC staff to the Conference of Chief Justices/ 
Conference of State Court Administrators Problem Solving Court Committee and the Midwest 
Regional Committee. 

 
Prior to joining the NCSC, Ms. Tallarico was the Director of Research and Evaluation for 

the Colorado State Court Administrator’s Office of Probation Services. Preceding her employment 
with the Colorado Judicial Branch, she served for twelve years as a senior research analyst for the 
Colorado Department of Public Safety, Division of Criminal Justice. In these positions, she has 
had extensive experience in program evaluation, policy analysis, judicial and probation staffing 
and workload assessment, correctional population forecasting, program and performance review, 
and collection and dissemination of statistics and statistical reports. 

 
John Douglas, Principal Court Management Consultant, joined the NCSC in 1997. Mr. 

Douglas has directed or participated in over fifty statewide staffing/workload assessment projects 
to determine the need for the appropriate number for judges, clerk staff, or probation personnel 
through the identification and analysis of specific case type metrics and activities. Included in 
those projects are limited and general jurisdiction courts, courts of appeal, and parole and 
probation officer workload assessments. 
 

Mr. Douglas’ previous employer was the National Treasury Employees Union (NTEU), 
where he was responsible for representing the interests of Federal Employees in federal arbitration 
cases in Los Angeles, Orange County, and San Diego. 

 
Mr. Douglas earned a B.B.A. from Texas State University in Economics and has received 

additional training in employment issues from the National Labor College, George Meany Center 
for Labor Studies. He is also a Fellow of the Institute for Court Management’s Court Executive 
Development Program (CEDP). Most recently, in 2015, Mr. Douglas completed the certification 
program by the International Institute of Business Analysis (IIBA) and has become a Certified 
Business Analysis Professional (CBAP). 
 

Shannon Roth is Business Analyst with Court Consulting Services at the NCSC. Her 
experience ranges from court performance and culture to staffing/workload assessment. Some 
recently completed projects include the Georgia Judicial Workload Assessment, Virginia Judicial 
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Workload Assessment, Maryland Court Culture, Effective Criminal Caseflow Processing, and 
Examining the Effectiveness of Indigent Defense Team Services: A Multisite Evaluation of 
Holistic Defense in Practice, and supporting and providing technical support for the High 
Performance Courts Framework (www.ncsc.org/hpcf), CourTools and Appellate CourTools 
(www.courtools.org). Ms. Roth is currently serving as staff for several workload assessments. In 
addition, she creates and maintains multiple surveys using the survey software Confirmit for Court 
Consulting Services. 
 

 
Resumes follow on the next page 
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b) Number of Workload Studies 
 

The NCSC has played a preeminent role in judicial and staff workload assessment studies 
and has pioneered the methodologies used in these studies to help states develop meaningful and 
easily-understood criteria for determining overall resource needs, taking into account both case-
specific and non-case-specific needs. These studies have involved judges, quasi-judicial officers, 
administrative and clerical staff, court clerks, and parole and probation officers. All studies are 
anchored by a “weighted caseload” model that directly measures the variations in time required to 
manage different case types within the appropriate context. The methodology employed by the 
NCSC has been honed over the years and has been enhanced by Web-based technologies that 
permit direct entry of time study data. These improvements have enhanced the level of 
participation. Weighted caseload studies, an NCSC specialty, are now deemed a “best practice.” 
 

The NCSC has performed approximately 23 workload studies in the last two years: 
 

• Iowa Judicial and Court Staff Workload Study, 2018 
• Maine Title IV-D Caseload Study, 2018 
• South Dakota Court Services Workload Assessment, 2018 
• Booz Allen, Executive Office for Immigration Review, Case Processing Study, 

2017 
• Colorado Court Staff Weighted Caseload Study, 2017 
• Delaware Family Court Workload Study, 2017 
• Iowa Judicial Officer Workload, 2017 
• Iowa Court Staff Workload, 2017 
• Kosovo Judicial Workload Assessment, 2017 
• Maryland Judiciary Workload Assessment, 2017 
• Maryland Clerical Workload Assessment, 2017 
• Missouri Clerical Weighted Caseload Study, 2017 
• Texas Family Court Workload Assessment, 2017 
• Virginia Judicial Workload Assessment, 2017 
• Florida Judicial Workload Assessment, 2016 
• Gwinnett County, Georgia, Workload Study, 2016 
• Indiana Judicial Workload Study, 2016 
• Kentucky Judicial Workload Assessment Boundary Realignment, 2016 
• Montana Juvenile Probation Workload Study, 2016 
• Oregon Juvenile Judges and Staff Workload Study, 2016 
• South Dakota Judicial Workload Assessment, 2016 
• Vermont Judicial and Clerical Weighted Caseload Study, 2016 
• Wisconsin Judicial Needs Assessment, 2016 
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2. Organizational References 
 

a) Client name: Iowa Administrative Office of the Courts 
b) Project description: The Iowa Administrative Office of the Courts 

contracted with the NCSC to perform workload assessment studies of the 
district court judges, and court clerk and support staff. 

c) Project dates (starting and ending): July 2016 – March 2017 
d) Technical environment (i.e., software applications, internet capabilities, 

data communications, network, hardware): The primary means of data 
collection during the time study phase of this project was a web-based data 
entry tool designed by the NCSC. Additionally, a series of web-based 
trainings recorded by NCSC staff was used for training time study 
participants. A series of webinars conducted by NCSC staff were used to 
train time study participants for project references that used webinars.  

e) Staff assigned to reference engagement that will be designated for work per 
this RFP: Suzanne Tallarico, John Douglas 

f) Client project manager name, telephone number, fax number, and email 
address: John Goerdt, (551) 348-4880 (telephone), (515) 242-0014 (fax), 
john.goerdt@iowacourts.gov 

 
a) Client name: Kentucky Administrative Office of the Courts 
b) Project description: The Kentucky Administrative Office of the Courts 

contracted with the NCSC to developing a weighted caseload system to 
measure the workload of judges in Kentucky’s trial courts. 

c) Project dates (starting and ending): September 1, 2015 – December 31, 2015 
d) Technical environment (i.e., software applications, internet capabilities, 

data communications, network, hardware): The primary means of data 
collection during the time study phase of this project was a web-based data 
entry tool designed by the NCSC. Additionally, a series of web-based 
trainings recorded by NCSC staff was used for training time study 
participants. A series of webinars conducted by NCSC staff were used to 
train time study participants for project references that used webinars. 

e) Staff assigned to reference engagement that will be designated for work per 
this RFP: Shannon Roth 

f) Client project manager name, telephone number, fax number, and email 
address: Laurie Dudgeon, (502) 573-2350 (telephone), (502) 782-8707 
(fax), LaurieDudgeon@kycourts.net 
 

a) Client name: Missouri Office of State Courts Administrator 
b) Project description: The Missouri Office of State Courts Administrator 

contracted with the NCSC to provide a clerical weighted workload study in 
the state’s circuit courts. 

c) Project dates (starting and ending): July 2016 – May 2017 
d) Technical environment (i.e., software applications, internet capabilities, 

data communications, network, hardware): The primary means of data 
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collection during the time study phase of this project was a web-based data 
entry tool designed by the NCSC. Additionally, a series of web-based 
trainings recorded by NCSC staff was used for training time study 
participants. A series of webinars conducted by NCSC staff were used to 
train time study participants for project references that used webinars.  

e) Staff assigned to reference engagement that will be designated for work per 
this RFP: Suzanne Tallarico, John Douglas 

f) Client project manager name, telephone number, fax number, and email 
address: Paul Buckley, (573) 526-8807 (telephone), (573) 751-5540 (fax), 
Paul.Buckley@courts.mo.gov 

 
a) Client name: South Dakota Unified Judicial System 
b) Project description: The South Dakota Unified Judicial System contracted 

with the NCSC to conduct a judicial workload assessment for the state and 
to perform an update to the existing court clerk weighted caseload system. 

c) Project dates (starting and ending): September 2013 – July 2015 (court 
clerks); August 2015 – November 2016 (judges) 

d) Technical environment (i.e., software applications, internet capabilities, 
data communications, network, hardware): The primary means of data 
collection during the time study phase of this project was a web-based data 
entry tool designed by the NCSC. Additionally, a series of web-based 
trainings recorded by NCSC staff was used for training time study 
participants. A series of webinars conducted by NCSC staff were used to 
train time study participants for project references that used webinars.  

e) Staff assigned to reference engagement that will be designated for work per 
this RFP: Suzanne Tallarico, John Douglas 

f) Client project manager name, telephone number, fax number, and email 
address: Jill Gusso, (605) 773-3474 (telephone), (605) 773-8437 (fax), 
jill.gusso@ujs.state.sd.us 
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3. Mandatory Specifications 
 

Concern with financial and resource accountability at all levels of government is a strong 
stimulus to develop systematic methods for assessing the need for judges. The best approach for 
assessing judicial need is weighted caseload. Simply stated, weighted caseload is used to translate 
court caseload into workload. Cases vary in complexity, and different types of cases require 
different amounts of time and attention from judges and court. A weighted caseload study requires 
two basic sets of information: (1) statistical data that describe the type and volume of cases handled 
by judges, and (2) time data needed to generate the case weights. As discussed below, the NCSC 
proposes to use a time study to assemble the time data. However, prior to the time study, the first 
step is to determine what data is available statewide that describes the type and volume of work 
being handled by judges. Accurate and consistent counts of case filings by case type category and 
by every court location supplemented by key case event data (e.g., trial rates) are primary drivers 
of the weighted caseload models. The NCSC will work closely with the Advisory Committees to 
assess current data collection practices within and among the trial courts. The primary goal will 
be to determine the case type categories for which case weights will be developed and to evaluate 
the accuracy and validity of the data that is collected statewide and within each court. 

 
The foundation of the workload assessment will be a time study of four weeks in duration, 

during which judges will record all their working hours by case and functional area, or by non-
case administrative matters. The time study will provide an empirical foundation for the case 
weights. Time study data will be collected using the NCSC’s customizable on-line timekeeping 
system. Prior to the time study, participants will receive on-line training in how to track and record 
their time. The workload assessment further will incorporate a multi-step quality adjustment 
process incorporating quality adjustment meetings with the advisory committee, and if desired by 
the AOC, an adequacy of time survey and site visits. The adequacy of time survey will provide an 
opportunity for judges to rate how often they have sufficient time to perform specific case-related 
tasks and functions. During the site visits, the NCSC project team will hold focus groups with 
judicial officers in representative regions to identify challenges to the effective handling of 
different types of cases. The final project deliverables will include a set of tools for determining 
existing judicial need and for projecting future judicial using the workload model, as well as a 
written report (or reports) summarizing the project methodology and results. 

 
The project timeline that follows is based on best information at this time and represents a 

reasonable estimate of time sequences that the NCSC will follow. The NCSC proposes a project 
start date in May 2019 (assuming a contract is executed by that time) to run for a 12-month 
timeframe, but understands that the Washington AOC may have an estimated timeline in mind and 
has some flexibility in adjusting task completion dates. The NCSC will do its best to accommodate 
the AOC’s needs. 
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 Months from Project Start 
Task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1.1. Project Scope Planning Meetings X            
1.2. Formation of JNAC X                       
1.3. Initial Project Meeting  X X                     
2.1. Design Data Collection Tools     X                  
2.2. On-site Training       X X               
2.3. Data Collection and Support     X X       
3. Data Analysis      X X           
4. Second Meeting of JNAC             X        
5. Focus Group Site Visits               X X      
6. AOT Survey               X X    
7. Final Meeting of JNAC                    X   
8.1. Draft Report(s)                     X X 
8.2. Final Report(s)                     X X 

 
 

4. Judicial Workload Study Task Plan 
 

a) Project Planning and Advisory Committee 
 

Task 1.  Project Preparation and Planning with Advisory Committee 
 
1.1.  Project Scope Planning Meetings 

 
The NCSC project team (including Suzanne Tallarico, John Douglas, and Shannon Roth) 

will meet with Washington Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) within the first month of 
the project to finalize the scope and design of the project.  Deliverables that will be considered are: 

 
• Determining the availability of accurate and consistent caseload data for all 

participating study courts 
• In addition to superior court, the inclusion of development of workload models for 

judges in districts and municipal courts. 
• Inclusion focus groups site visits for each of the included study groups. 
• Inclusion of the Adequacy of Time Survey for each of the included study groups. 

 
1.2.  Formation of the Judicial Needs Advisory Committee  

 
The NCSC will work with the AOC to form a Judicial Needs Advisory Committee (JNAC) 

to provide project oversight and guidance, and review project plans and materials. The size and 
composition of the JNAC will be determined by the AOC. The AOC will be responsible for 
arranging and coordinating the participation of all JNAC members. JNAC sessions will be jointly 
facilitated by the NCSC and AOC. 
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1.3.  Initial Project Meeting  

 
The NCSC project team (including Suzanne Tallarico, John Douglas, and Shannon Roth) 

will meet with the JNAC within the first or second month of the project to review the overall study 
design and discuss specific aspects of the design, including: 
 

• Case types for which workload standards are sought. 
• Judge-day and judge-year values. 
• Design of the time study, including: 

 
 The scope of data to be collected. 
 The method of time study data collection instruments and instructional materials. 
 The participants in the time study. 
 The data collection timeline (anticipated to be one to two months). 
 The availability of automated data on filings and dispositions, and the consistency 

of statewide counting practices. 
 

• Schedule for conducting the focus groups. 
 
  The AOC’s collection and delivery of several key pieces of information to the NCSC 
project team is critical to the initial phases of the project: 
 

• First, an essential component in every workload study is the complete compilation of a 
set of accurate, reliable, and consistent counts of the number of cases that are filed 
and/or disposed of in each type of court by case type category, for every jurisdiction in 
each of the participating study groups. 
 

• Second, the AOC will need to provide an accurate census of the number of full-time 
equivalent (FTE) judges in each jurisdiction, including email addresses, physical 
address and phone number, if possible, and court location. Data collected during the 
study will be analyzed in the aggregate and will not identify specific judges, except to 
indicate which courts and judges participated in the study. 
 

• Finally, the NCSC will assign a unique identifier (e.g., e-mail user name) to each 
individual included in the census in order to permit the NCSC to assess participation 
levels during the study period and ultimately accommodate for any missing data. The 
results of this phase will serve as a framework for the overall workload assessment in 
terms of the key case types handled by judges, the current level of resources and 
caseloads, and the key functions performed by judges. 
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b) Data Collection 

 
  Task 2.  Time Study  
 
 The NCSC will conduct an event-based time study of judicial workload over the course of 
a four-week period in order to obtain a reliable and valid snapshot of judicial activity (including 
all pre-trial, disposition, post-disposition, and non-case-related activities). Leading up to the time 
study, the NCSC project team will work with the JNAC and AOC to finalize statewide practices 
of counting filings, test all data collection instruments, and ensure that the research design has been 
reviewed and approved. 
 

Basic features of the time study strategy include: 
 

(1) Collecting the data from all judicial officers statewide, unless deemed logistically 
unreasonable, in which case a representative sample of officers will be asked to provide 
data. 

(2) Sending the data directly to the NCSC for analysis. 
(3) Reporting weekly participation rates in the time study to the AOC. 

 
 Specific responsibilities for the time study tasks include: 
 

2.1.  Design of Data Collection Instruments/Preparation of Training Materials 
 
The NCSC project team will work in collaboration with the JNAC and AOC to design the 

most effective and efficient way to collect time study information. Typically, data collection 
involves the use of a paper time tracking form and a web-based data entry system, both of which 
are designed by the NCSC. 
 

The NCSC project team will also prepare a PowerPoint presentation and written training 
materials that clearly explain the data collection process for all participants engaged in the study 
in order to assure that all time is recorded comprehensively, accurately, and consistently according 
to an established set of rules. The JNAC and/or AOC will review and approve the final design of 
the data collection instruments and the instruction materials. 
 

2.2.  On-site Training and Dissemination of Data Collection Materials  
 
The NCSC project team will provide training either via on-site sessions at various locations 

across the state or via webinar (or via a combination of both) in order to acquaint participants with 
the workload concept, the proposed project design, and the data collection requirements, and 
answer any questions related to the study and its implications. Possible additional training 
locations will be determined with the assistance of the JNAC. NCSC trainers will use their best 
efforts to personally train all judicial officers who will participate in the study; if needed, training 
will be provided by alternate methods, including recorded training sessions. Written instructions 
will also be provided to all study participants. 
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2.3.  Data Collection and Support 
 
  An AOC-designated staff person will work with the NCSC project team to support the 
collection of time study data. Throughout the data collection process, the AOC-designated staff 
person and the NCSC project team will remain available to answer questions from time study 
participants, e.g., login questions, questions about revisions to submitted time, and general 
questions regarding the reporting and entry of data. Such support is invaluable because it ensures 
reliability in the time study data collection as well as its timely completion. 
 
  At the very early stages of the time study period, the NCSC will begin monitoring the 
submitted data on a weekly basis in order to ascertain the levels of participation by court and 
individual. Each week, the NCSC will prepare a report showing the participation rates of individual 
judicial officers by court location. 
 

c) Data Analysis 
 

Task 3.  Data Analysis  
 

After the NCSC cleans, verifies, and compiles the data, the NCSC project team will analyze 
and synthesize all of the data received during the data collection period. From this information, 
the analysis will focus on: 

 
• Time required to process each case type studied, including average times for each case 

event measured. 
• Time required for non-case-related work (e.g., administration, travel, committee 

attendance, general legal research). 
• Average travel time required by judicial officers in each jurisdiction. 

 
The JNAC may identify specific analytical issues that it would like the NCSC to glean 

from the data. Any special analyses requested will be conducted during this phase. 
 
  The time study results documenting the current work practices of judges across the state 
will be a springboard to discuss the linkage between workload and measured court performance 
and enable the Washington State Judiciary and the AOC to evaluate qualitative considerations that 
affect the effective resolution of cases. 
 

Task 4.  Second Meeting of the JNAC 
  
  The NCSC project team will meet with the JNAC after the time study and before the focus 
groups to report the initial findings from the time study to determine whether additional 
information needs to be collected. 
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Task 5.  Focus Group Site Visits 
 
  After the time study concludes, if the AOC desires and for appropriate additional cost, the 
NCSC project team (possibly along with AOC staff) will conduct a series of focus groups at 
representative superior, district, and municipal courts with judicial officers who handle different 
types of cases. The NCSC will participate in nine one-day site visits during which multiple focus 
groups will be held at different court locations.   
 
  The focus groups will help identify challenges to the effective handling of different types 
of cases as well as proven efficient and effective case processing policies and strategies. The 
narratives produced from the focus group site visits will complement the results of the Adequacy 
of Time survey to be administered under Task 6. 
 

Task 6.  Adequacy of Time Survey 
 
 Following the time study, if the AOC desires and for appropriate additional cost, the NCSC 
will develop a web-based Adequacy of Time survey for use statewide to measure opinions on 
whether judges believe they have sufficient time to reasonably complete all their judicial 
responsibilities within current resource levels.  All judicial officers in the participating study 
groups will be invited to participate in the survey. 
 
 This forum provides the opportunity for all judges across the state to give their views on 
current case processing practices and identify where the preliminary case weights may need to be 
modified to take into account areas where additional time is required to enhance the quality of the 
justice delivered. 
 
 Generally, there are three parts to this assessment:   
 

(1) Whether judges need more or less time in the identified phases of case resolution to 
complete the job (the JNAC may also identify specific tasks they wish to have 
addressed in this survey). 

(2) Whether there is sufficient time available for judges to perform the non-case-related 
aspects of the work of the court. 

(3) Whether there are other areas where more or less judicial time is needed to complete 
the job. 

 
Task 7.  Final Meeting of the JNAC  

 
The JNAC will reconvene for a meeting to examine and reconcile results from all phases 

of the study, including results from the focus groups and site visits, the time study, and the 
Adequacy of Time survey. The goal of the meeting will be to reach consensus on a set of final 
case weights. 
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d) Draft Initial Report(s) 
 
  Task 8.  Final Report  
  
  8.1.  Draft Report(s) 
 
  The NCSC project team will draft a preliminary report that includes the project 
methodology and the workload standards for case-related and non-case-related activities. The 
report will also include the analysis and derivation of case weights and average time needed for 
specific functions, the results of the weighted caseload study, focus groups, site visits and 
adequacy of time survey, and an executive summary and will present the draft report to the JNAC 
for review and comment.  The AOC will be responsible for coordinating the review process with 
the JNAC and other stakeholders.  If requested and at additional appropriate cost, the NCSC 
project team will draft three separate reports, for each of the participating court levels – superior, 
district, and municipal. 
 

e) Final Report(s) 
 

Task 8.2.  Final Report(s) 
 

Following the final meeting of the JNAC, the NCSC project team will incorporate any 
corrections, comments, and suggestions, as appropriate, and finalize the report (or reports) in an 
electronic format. The NCSC will submit bound copies, if requested, in a number to be determined 
in consultation with the AOC. 
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5. Cost Proposal 
 
The NCSC is pleased to present this cost proposal to the AOC for “Washington State 

Judicial Workload Study.”  
 
The cost for this project as proposed in the tasks above will be a firm fixed price of 

$200,000. This cost includes professional and administrative time, travel, and indirect costs. An 
example of some of the costs included in the NCSC’s indirect cost rates are equipment, supplies, 
telephone, printing/photocopying, postage, audits, and other items. The indirect costs are based on 
federal government (GSA) approved rates used for all contracts. 
 

 

Judicial Workload Study Tasks 

Total 
Estimated 

Cost 

Total Estimated 
Consulting 

Hours 
Estimated 

Travel 

1.1. Project Scope Planning Meetings $26,808  120 3 Consultants 
5 days 

1.2. Formation of JNAC $2,332  13   

1.3. Initial Project Meeting $11,459  48 3 Consultants 
2 days 

2.1. Design Data Collection Tools $8,528  48   

2.2. On-site Training $11,075  48 1 Consultant 
5 days 

2.3. Data Collection and Support $14,920  88   
3. Data Analysis $13,856  80   

4. Second Meeting of JNAC $11,459  48 3 Consultants 
2 days 

5. Focus Group Site Visits $57,506  264 3 Consultants 
11 days 

6. AOT Survey $4,528  28   

7. Final Meeting of JNAC $11,459  48 3 Consultants 
2 days 

8.1. Draft Report(s) $20,524  112   
8.2. Final Report(s) $5,545  30   

TOTAL COST $200,000 975 71 days 
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Introduction 

As District and Municipal courts look for ways to make their court processes more efficient, some 

have acquired or are considering acquiring their own court case management solutions (CMS). 

This document describes the court’s regulatory obligations for data sharing and other business 

obligations that a court should consider prior to deciding to implement a local case management 

system.  

We have learned from experiences over the past several years that the complexity of 

implementing local CMS projects and the level of collaboration required between AOC, state, and 

local entities is very significant and woefully underestimated by the courts.   

Jurisdictions considering implementing local case management solutions should plan for a 

significant investment in both business and technical resources over a long period of time to be 

successful in the implementation of their local system as well as the required data exchange.  It 

has been challenging for even large court jurisdictions to commit the needed resources to do the 

work that is required for statewide data sharing.  

Background 

The Judicial Information System Committee (JISC) directs the operation of the statewide Judicial 

Information System (JIS).1  Under its authority, the JISC has established minimum standards for 

statewide data that courts with independent automated court record systems must share with the 

JIS.2 Local courts must satisfy these minimum standards through an electronic data exchange 

between the local system and the JIS or by duplicate data entry at the local court level.3

The JISC adopted these standards to ensure the integrity and availability of statewide data and 

information for the open, just and timely resolution of all court matters in the state.

Counties or cities that wish to implement their own automated systems must notify the JISC and 

AOC of the proposed purchase or development at least 90 days prior to commencement and seek 

their “review and approval.”4

In early 2015, AOC began building the infrastructure and framework to establish an Enterprise 

Data Repository (EDR) for sharing the statewide data defined in the JIS Data Standards.  Funding 

was allocated for the Expedited Data Exchange (EDE) Project to accelerate development of the 

EDR to accommodate case management implementation projects for King County District Court 

(KCDC) and the King County Clerk’s Office (KCCO).  AOC has developed the EDR and it is 

operational with JIS data.  However, as of February, 2019, the pilot jurisdiction (KCCO) is 

continuing to work on critical integration issues with their data exchanges to the EDR.  As a result, 

AOC has not been able to complete the end-to-end testing of the data exchange to validate that 

1 JISC Rule (JISCR) 1; RCW 2.68.010, RCW 2.68.050 
2 JIS Data Standards for Alternative Electronic Court Record Systems, 
https://inside.courts.wa.gov/utilities/fileVendor.cfm?fileReq=/content/policies/pdf/AlternativeElectronicCourtRec
ordSystems.pdf 
3 Ibid., p. 8 
4 JISCR 13 
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the exchange is working correctly.  The exchanges between KCDC and KCCO and the EDR are 

not yet operational.   

As explained in more detail below, connecting to the EDR is not a simple “plug and play” exercise.  

It requires a substantial commitment of business and technical resources at both the state and 

local level at the outset and over time to sustain the data exchange.  

Local CMS Implementation Responsibilities and Considerations 

Integrations with the Enterprise Data Repository (EDR) 

The primary means of sending data to, or retrieving data from, the EDR is through a set of web 

services.  It is the responsibility of the court implementing its own case management system to 

do the work necessary to send the required statewide data from its system to the EDR.  AOC has 

adapted the JIS applications to read data from the EDR so that data can be shared statewide.  

Technical Requirements 

A local court planning to implement its own CMS must plan for the local resources with high 

technical expertise in order to send the required statewide data from its case management system 

to the EDR.  Those resources must be capable of both developing the web services and providing 

ongoing support for them.  

Data Extraction:  Extracting data from a court’s independent CMS and sending the data to the 

EDR requires advanced technical skills at the local court.  The method to extract data from the 

CMS will be dependent on the architecture of the court’s case management system, unique 

business decisions made by that court about its data, and the policies of that court’s vendor(s).  

Once extracted, the data will need to be sent to the EDR through web services.  The court should 

also be aware that due to differences between CMS’s, or differences between implementations 

of the same CMS in different locations, the data integration may require significant logic to 

transform the data from the court’s independent case management system to a form that can be 

received by the EDR. 

Testing:  The court integrating to the EDR is responsible for testing their integration to the EDR, 
with the help of AOC.  The testing is to ensure the local court data, as integrated into the EDR, 
represents the same information as the data presented in the local CMS.  The primary method 
for this testing will involve sending data to the EDR via the court’s integration, and then comparing 
that data in the EDR to the original data and similar data from other case management systems 
in the EDR.   

As part of AOC’s Readiness Assessment of the court’s data integration: 

• AOC provides an EDR Quality Assurance/Integration region where courts can conduct 
integration testing 

• AOC and the court review integrated data with all JIS applications and data exchanges to 
ensure the data continues to represent the correct business intent. 

 

Initial implementation and ongoing support for the integration between the local CMS and the 

EDR, as well as support for the court’s local CMS, will require high-level technical skills which 

exceed those for typical desktop and system support staff.  Even in jurisdictions that may have IT 
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staff with such skills, their time may be spread among multiple organizations within the county or 

city.  The county/city should also have one or more additional individuals with high technical skills 

to back up the primary EDR integrations staff.   

The court’s new CMS and its integration to the EDR (data exchange) will become mission critical 

services for local IT.  Service interruptions and errors from local CMS implementations and data 

exchange will affect the local court’s operation and jeopardize the accuracy and availability of the 

court’s data that is used for decision making throughout the state. Courts sometimes struggle to 

get their technical support needs met when in competition for limited IT resources with other parts 

of the county or city government. If technical staff are not dedicated solely to the court’s needs, 

the court should have a clearly established protocol for prioritizing the court’s needs for technical 

services to support their local CMS as well as the EDR integrations. 

Capacity and Performance 

The JIS Data Standards establish the minimum acceptable timeframes for sending data to the 

EDR.  Courts must be able to extract data from their system, process the data, and then send it 

to the EDR within the mandatory timeframes.  Extracting data at a time with high usage will 

negatively impact the performance of the entire system.  In addition, AOC has established 

windows when key processes are executed.  Any court sending data must have their data upload 

completed before the scheduled time for the execution of these processes.  Finally, courts must 

carefully design their integration so that it is robust enough to handle their average volume as well 

as peak volumes which can easily be many times the average daily volume.  

Data Conversion 

Data conversion is the responsibility of the local court implementing its own CMS.  It involves 

significant court-centric business analysis and business-based decisions.  Successful integration 

to the EDR is based on two things:  

1. Mapping court business data elements from the court’s new CMS to the elements in the 

Data Standards (a local responsibility);  

2. Mapping the business data elements from the Data Standards to the EDR (AOC has 

accomplished this through the EDR web services). 

Reference data, which is unique to each local CMS implementation, must be established in the 

new system.  Each court integrating from their local system to the EDR must map their reference 

data in their system, also called Source Reference data, to the Standard Reference Data used in 

the EDR.  This allows all the applications that are consuming data from the EDR to understand 

the reference data provided by multiple CMS’s in a unified format with a standard meaning.  For 

example, the local case management system’s source reference data may represent an eye color 

of blue as “BL” and it would be mapped to the standard JIS reference data of “BLU” contained in 

the EDR.  This prevents the potential for data consumers to misinterpret the data sent from the 

local CMS.   

The mapping of both the JIS Data Standards and reference data should occur concurrently with 

the development and configuration of the court’s new CMS, as this activity can be a lengthy 

process requiring in-depth knowledge of JIS data, data structures in the court’s CMS, and the 

structure of data in the EDR. 
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Integrations with Other Agencies 

AOC has numerous integrations with partner agencies, including the Washington State Patrol, 

the Department of Licensing (DOL), the Secretary of State, and the Department of Social and 

Health Services, in order to comply with statutes and court rules requiring data sharing.5  A court 

with its own CMS will have to send the required information through its integration with the EDR.  

Partner agencies will not accept this data directly from local courts. 

DOL Driver’s Data Services 

DOL offers three data services providing data about driver’s licenses and driving records to AOC:  

License Search, Driver Status, and Abstract of Driver’s Record.  AOC has integrated these 

services into several JIS applications.  For courts not using JIS applications, AOC makes these 

services available to the courts to integrate with their own case management systems via web 

services.  The court would need to integrate with these web services to have access to this data 

outside the JIS applications.  DOL will not provide these services directly to a local court. 

Post Production and On-Going Support Considerations 

Technical integration with JIS applications, considered as an on-going maintenance operation, is 
the responsibility of the court.  Any update to the court’s local case management system by its 
vendor, change in configuration by the court, changes to the Data Standards, or legislatively 
mandated changes could result in changes to the data integration processes.   

Law Changes 

AOC reasonably expects that every legislative session will necessitate changes to one or more 

of the following items:  local case management systems, the EDR, the Data Standards, Standard 

Reference Data, or data mappings.  Changes to court rules or case law will often require similar 

changes. AOC will communicate to the courts any changes it is making to the EDR, Data 

Standards, or Standard Reference Data from legislation. Each local jurisdiction is responsible for 

making corresponding changes to its own local system. 

Each court integrated with the EDR must be capable of understanding how law changes affect its 

local court case management system and then updating its system and its EDR integration within 

the timelines established by law.  This can often be an extremely short timeframe, with 

implementation deadlines of 90 days being common.  The staff responsible for integration at each 

court should be part of the court’s team that analyzes the impact of proposed and passed 

legislation on the court’s CMS and the court’s EDR integration. 

Even though a court may contract with the same case management system vendor used in 

another court, each court will have unique implementations, configurations, vendor contract 

terms, local information technology expertise or capacity.  Court processes will differ among 

jurisdictions, and judges in one court may choose to interpret the law in a different way than those 

in another court using the same product.  Courts may be on different versions of the same product 

because they implemented at different times or due to cost or other priorities they may not have 

upgraded to a more recent version.  As a result, each court that chooses to implement a local 

5 Including, but not limited to: IRLJ 4.1, CrRLJ 8.12, RCW 46.63.070, RCW 46.64.025, RCW 46.20.270, RCW 9.41.040, 
RCW 9.41.047, RC W 43.20B.080, RCW 10.97.050, RCW 10.98.090, RCW 10.98.100, RCW 43.43.540, RCW 
43.43.700, RCW 43.43.735, RCW 43.43.740, RCW 43.43.760, RCW 43.43.770, RCW 43.43.815, RCW 43.43.830-845 
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court case management system will be responsible for analyzing the impact of legislation on that 

court and on that court’s integration with the EDR.   

A team of lawyers and subject matter experts at AOC analyzes legislation for potential impact to 

the JIS systems.  The volume can be staggering.  In just the first two weeks of the 2019 session, 

AOC reviewed over 1700 bills and began actively monitoring nearly 500 of them.  

AOC also prepares Judicial Impact Notes (“fiscal notes”) for the legislature each session that 

estimate the impact of proposed legislation on the JIS applications.  In the first two weeks of the 

2019 legislative session, AOC submitted 111 judicial impact notes.  Generally those estimates 

must be produced within 72 hours. Estimates for JIS system impact can range from trivial to 

millions of dollars.   

AOC will not have the knowledge of local court case management systems to be able to analyze 

the impact of law changes on local systems.  Each court with a local case management system 

will have its own support and maintenance arrangement with a product vendor which may impact 

cost and the timeliness of the vendor response.   AOC is sometimes able to explain that a 

particular approach is not feasible and suggest changes that could mitigate the JIS impact.  AOC 

will not know whether a change it suggests to mitigate an impact in JIS might have the opposite 

effect on a local court case management system. 

Links to bills that AOC is tracking and Judicial Impact Notes are available on Inside Courts.  AOC 

does not have the staffing capacity or knowledge of local case management systems and 

implementations to assist local courts with analyzing impacts to their systems.  For the same 

reasons, Judicial Impact Notes will not estimate the impact of changes to local case management 

systems. 

When law changes become effective, AOC’s legal, court business, training, and technical staff 

begin implementation activities, including charge table or configuration changes, new product 

development projects, code changes, documentation, and training materials.  Several weeks after 

the conclusion of each legislative session, AOC also provides a high-level summary of legislation 

and eService answers that describe how legislation will be implemented in the JIS systems.  

Although these summaries may be helpful for courts that have chosen to implement local court 

case management systems, they will be focused on impacts to the JIS applications, and they may 

arrive too late for a local court to begin analysis or implementation activities for its own system.   

Each court will also be responsible for revising its documentation and training materials to reflect 

changes to the local court case management system. 

   

Infrastructure 

Information Security:  AOC employs full-time IT security experts and follows a comprehensive 

JIS Information Technology Security Policy.6  Each county/city implementing a local CMS will be 

responsible for maintaining system security, data integrity and privacy by preventing unauthorized 

access to court data and preventing misuse of, damage to, or loss of court data.      

6 https://inside.courts.wa.gov/index.cfm?fa=controller.showPage&folder=policies&file=Security 
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Disaster Recovery:  Disaster recovery and business resumption planning are critical to ensure 

the court can save data, hardware, software and facilities so that it can recover from an 

interruption or service outage.  AOC operates a rigorous disaster recovery/business resumption 

plan including annual testing and certification under the direction of the JISC. 7  Cities and counties 

should follow similar standards to ensure continuity of local court operations.  

For JIS systems, AOC provides these services, along with scheduled backups, programs patches, 

bug fixes, security alerts and testing.  Courts planning local CMS implementations should plan to 

allocate resources locally for these critical roles and responsibilities. 

Business Functions 

Court users will require continual education and training to support refresher courses and court 

personnel in transition to new or added responsibilities.  Courts considering a local CMS need to 

consider providing these services for their local user community.  Vendor-supplied training and 

documentation is often generic and may not adequately describe local product configuration.  

Creation and continuous maintenance of local training and support materials should be included 

in the implementation and support plan.     

In addition, call centers that track problem tickets from inception to resolution with carefully 

scripted escalation pathways and clearly defined roles and responsibilities should be added to 

the on-going local support organization. 

AOC training and customer service support is available for statewide systems but will not be 

available for jurisdictions choosing to implement their own local systems.  

Summary  

The members of the CLJ-CMS Steering Committee strongly encourage courts to carefully study 

the long-term impacts on the local court and local technical resources before deciding not to use 

the statewide JIS systems.  Implementing a local CMS is a long term commitment to perform at 

the local level and at local expense many business and technical services that AOC provides 

without cost through support of the statewide JIS systems. 

The lifecycle for a case management system has many significant impacts beyond simply 

implementing a local CMS.   As has been presented throughout this document, there are many 

other factors that must be considered before making a long-term commitment of this nature.  If 

you have further questions or would like to discuss any of these topics in more detail, we 

encourage you to contact any of the CLJ-CMS Steering Committee members.  Our goal is to 

ensure that courts that are considering implementation of a local CMS have all the facts necessary 

to make a fully informed decision. 

7 https://inside.courts.wa.gov/index.cfm?fa=controller.showPage&folder=policies&file=Disaster 
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DISTRICT AND MUNICIPAL COURT JUDGES’ ASSOCIATION
SLATE FOR ELECTION

June 2019
Simple majority vote wins. 

OFFICERS:  2019-2020 (1-YEAR TERM)

POSITION NOMINATION WRITE-IN CANDIDATE

President X Judge Samuel Meyer 

Thurston District Court

Write-in candidates for President 
are not allowed according to 
Bylaws. 

President - Elect  Judge Michelle Gehlsen
Bothell Municipal Court



Vice - President  Judge Charles Short
Okanogan District Court



Secretary/Treasurer  Judge Jennifer Fassbender
Spokane District Court



 Commissioner Rick Leo
Snohomish District Court

Past - President X Judge Rebecca Robertson
Federal Way Municipal Court

Automatic succession according to 
Bylaws. 

BOARD OF GOVERNORS:  2019-2022 (3-YEAR TERM)

POSITION NOMINATION WRITE-IN CANDIDATE

#2 Full-Time District Ct  Judge Tyson Hill
Grant District Court



#3 Part-Time District Ct  Judge Thomas Cox
Garfield District Court



 Judge Heidi Heywood
Wahkiakum District Court

#4 Full-Time Municipal Ct  Judge Matthew Antush
Spokane Municipal Court



 Judge Drew Ann Henke
Tacoma Municipal Court

BJA REPRESENTATIVE:  2019-2023 (4-YEAR TERM)

NOMINATION WRITE-IN CANDIDATE

District Court Position  Judge Debra Hayes
Spokane District Court



 Judge Dan Johnson
Lincoln District Court
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BJA REPRESENTATIVE:  2019-2023 (4-YEAR TERM) 

  NOMINATION  WRITE-IN CANDIDATE 

Open Position #1 
 

 Judge Debra Burchett 
Cowlitz District Court 

  
 

  Judge David Steiner 
King District Court 
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