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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

During the 2020-2021 Legislative Session, legislators passed ESSB 5092, Section 115,
Section 3, which required the Washington Administrative Office of the Courts to provide: “all
courts with an electronic demographic survey for jurors who begin a jury term.” The aim was to
collect data on each juror's race, ethnicity, age, sex, employment status, educational attainment,
and income, as well as any other data approved by order of the Chief Justice of the Washington
State Supreme Court. The central question is whether summoned jurors are representative of the
counties from which they are selected. The makeup and representativeness of jury summons
respondents and eventually impaneled juries pertains to the trial provisions of the Sixth
Amendment and to the perceived legitimacy and fairness of and confidence in our courts.

While there have been prior versions of this survey over the last six years, this is the largest
and most comprehensive research effort to date. Although there is ongoing data collection across
the state of Washington, this interim report only presents findings from analysis of data from the
electronic juror surveys in Clark, King, Pierce, and Spokane Counties’ Superior Courts.

This Executive Summary provides highlights drawn from the two data analysis sections of
this report. Data were collected electronically, over a roughly 9-month period in 2022. Each county
had a different start and interim-end date for data collection, as the survey was embedded in each
county’s online juror registration webpage, requiring a tailored onboarding process. All data
represent only those people who responded to their summons by registering for jury duty online
and who also opted into the survey. Therefore, it does not include those who: did not receive their
summons in the mail, ignored their summons, declined to participate in the survey, and/or
responded to their summons through different modalities, such as in-person, over the telephone,
or via postal mail.

The first section covers key findings from across all four counties. Descriptive analyses
are included for each of the survey questions. For all race and ethnicity questions, U.S. Census
Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) data from the American Community Survey are used as
baseline comparison figures. Additional federal, state, and private sources of data are used as
baseline comparisons for additional demographic measures.

The second section provides more detailed findings for Pierce County alone, as they were
able to track juror progress from summons through seating, as well as completion of a trial or jury
service term. In summary, there are four unique stages of analysis for Pierce County: Stage
1) online check-in; Stage 2) those who report in person to the courthouse; Stage 3) those are
selected for voir dire (jury selection process); and Stage 4) those who are assigned to a case as a
sworn or alternate juror. Because Pierce County has this technical capability, we can observe
changes, for example, in the proportion of Black or White jurors through all the stages described
above.

v
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Highlights for All Counties

e Black, American Indian, and Alaskan Native survey respondents are underrepresented
amongst those reporting to jury summons. For example, in King, Pierce, and Spokane
counties, Black respondents were underrepresented by approximately 46% relative to the
population.

e On average, jurors reporting for jury service have annual household incomes above the
median income in their respective counties.

e Jurors reporting for jury service hold higher levels of education, on average, than the
general populations within their respective counties.

e A majority of survey respondents (64% on average) indicated experiencing a conflict or
hardship that worked as a barrier to participating in jury service.

o Work and dependent care related conflicts or hardships were the most commonly
selected categories.

o Women were substantially more likely to report dependent care barriers with
respect to children, aging family members, and other dependent care needs.

e Considering the interactions between race/ethnicity, gender, and income, for all counties,
as income categories increase from lowest to highest, the proportion of White survey
respondents increases.

e Opverall, trends in racial representation are similar when comparing prior survey efforts in
Washington State. For example, King County’s Black only ratio was the same in 2017 as
in 2022.

e We did not study the effect of remote video conferencing-based juror participation versus
in-person juror participation on representation. Therefore, we are unable to determine
whether the implementation of remote juror participation during the pandemic had
an effect on juror demographics.

e Multi-race categories continue to grow nationally and locally, and this trend is well
documented. While mixed-race and two-or-more race categories are overrepresented, that
does not account for the underrepresentation observed in the single-race categories.
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Highlights for Pierce County

e Black survey respondents are underrepresented at every stage. Notably, however, Black
jurors were more represented at stage 4 than at stage 1.

e Considering the interactions between race/ethnicity, gender, and income, findings for
Pierce County indicate that:

o As income categories increase from lowest to highest, the proportion of White
survey respondents increases.

o In terms of gender, women were overrepresented at stage 1, however men were
overrepresented at stage 4. This may indicate that women are more likely to be
excused for financial hardship or work/family conflicts than men.

e Intotal, 72.5% of survey respondents reported experiencing at least one conflict or hardship
that worked as a barrier to participating in jury service.

o There was a high degree of similarity across all racial and gender categories in
regard to reporting a work-related conflict or hardship.

o Women across all racial groups reported much higher levels of dependent care
conflict and hardships.

Recommendations

Considering the findings from this interim report, as well as the previous efforts, we offer some
recommendations for future research, in order of importance.

1. Continue monitoring juror demographics: We cannot emphasize enough how important it is
to continue to collect and report juror summons demographic data, especially as particular courts
weigh potential policy or service changes. These data will be integral to providing baseline
comparison data for any new or ongoing research.

2. Study the demographics of people who do not respond to summons: We still know virtually
nothing about those people who do not respond to their summons in the first place, which is a very
large gap in the data. Understanding the details surrounding summons non-response is a critical
piece to the representativeness question. Moreover, filling this gap in knowledge will aid in
empirically-driven policy.

3. Pilot increases in juror pay and monitor changes in demographics: Work and financial
hardships continue to play a significant role in preventing many, especially those with low-income,
from responding to and participating in jury duty. Targeted increases in juror pay may help to
encourage participation.

vi
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4. Fund data gathering on jury selection from summons to seating in multiple large
jurisdictions: Pierce County serves as a model for what is possible for tracking jurors through the
summons to seating process. Stage-based data and monitoring is key and will allow for more
targeted analysis and the ability to see where, in the process, certain jurors are being retained.
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INTRODUCTION

During the 2020-2021 Legislative Session, legislators passed ESSB 5092, Section 115,
Section 3, which required the Washington Administrative Office of the Courts to provide: “all
courts with an electronic demographic survey for jurors who begin a jury term.” The survey sought
to collect data on each juror's race, ethnicity, age, sex, employment status, educational attainment,
and income, as well as any other data approved by order of the chief justice of the Washington
State Supreme Court.? Though not the first effort to explore juror demographics in the state, it is
by far the most comprehensive, wide-reaching, in-depth, and inclusive empirical study to date.
While the final report will be published in June 2023, this interim report sheds light on the project
thus far and showcases the data of four superior courts in Clark, King, Pierce, and Spokane
Counties.

Jury Duty Qualifications

According to the RCW 2.36.070, in order to be competent to serve as a juror in the state of
Washington, a person needs to: 1) be at least 18 years old, 2) a United States citizen, 3) live in the
county that they are summoned from, and 4) possess the ability to communicate in English. Finally,
a person shall be competent to serve 5) unless they have a felony conviction and have not had their
civil rights restored yet. While these are the legal qualifications to serve on a jury, not everyone
who is eligible makes it to court for jury duty. Eligibility is further limited to those whose name
appears on a source list. In Washington State, two separate source lists are utilized: 1) registered
voters, and 2) those with a driver’s license or “identicard” holders (see RCW 2.36.054). After
merging these lists and removing duplicate names, the master jury list is produced. This master
list provides the foundation for all counties and courts, regardless of the level (i.e., municipal,
district, superior) and type of case (i.e., criminal or civil).

Prior Efforts

Beginning in October 2016, the Washington State Supreme Court Minority and Justice
Commission conducted a study in which jury pool data was collected from a diverse group of
courts across the state. With limited exception, results indicated that racial/ethnic minority
populations are underrepresented in most jurisdictions with some variation among the courts
concerning representation based on racial/ethnic category (Hickman & Collins, 2017). In 2020,
the Washington State Gender and Justice Commission sponsored subsequent analyses to determine
whether disparities exist in jury service pools for specific subpopulations. Disparities were found
among BIPOC, women of color, and people who identify as LGBTQ+ (Collins & Gialopsos,
2021a).

2 $150,000 of the general fund—state appropriation for fiscal year 2022 and $150,000 of the general fund—state
appropriation for fiscal year 2023 are provided solely for providing all courts with an electronic demographic survey
for jurors who begin a jury term. The survey must collect data on each juror's race, ethnicity, age, sex, employment
status, educational attainment, and income, as well as any other data approved by order of the chief justice of the
Washington state supreme court. This electronic data gathering must be conducted and reported in a manner that
preserves juror anonymity. The administrative office of the courts shall provide this demographic data in a report to
the governor and the appropriate committees of the legislature and publish a copy of the report on a publicly available
internet address by June 30, 2023.


https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=2.36.070
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=2.36.054
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During this time, the COVID-19 pandemic emerged, which forced courts to temporarily halt
jury proceedings and become innovative in terms of their operations. While trying to protect the
health and safety of all persons involved, some courts shifted to remote jury selection processes
that allowed them to minimize case backlogs and delays and preserve fundamental rights of
defendants. Courts also moved locations and revamped existing protocols in order to meet the
social distance requirements placed on Washington State at that time. The impact of the pandemic,
coupled with the prior jury demographic findings, provided a unique opportunity to examine the
demographic makeup of potential jurors during an unprecedented period of change. During four
months in 2021, a brief digital survey was administered to potential jurors in King, Pierce, and
Snohomish Counties (Collins & Gialopsos, 2021b). The bulk of the responses came from King
County Superior Court. Similar to the 2016-2017 survey findings, White respondents were
overrepresented compared to Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) baseline data.

In addition to gauging any potential demographic shifts, this research also captured self-
reported barriers to jury service and possible solutions to overcome them. The data revealed the
most frequently reported barriers were work/employer issues, lack of childcare, and financial
hardships (Collins & Gialopsos, 2021b). This empirical finding fits anecdotal accounts observed
by court personnel and supports trends in jury excusals and deferrals.

Unlike the 2016-2017 research project, which utilized paper surveys, the 2021 data collection
effort relied on electronic surveys. This is key for several reasons. First, it allowed us to pilot this
technology when measuring demographics of prospective jurors and determine more successful
strategies for advertising and soliciting survey responses. Early attempts to use QR codes, for
instance, were largely unsuccessful. Inserting survey links directly into the online juror registration
portals and/or utilizing juror management systems to provide a digital link to the survey proved to
yield higher response rates (Collins & Gialopsos, 2021b). Second, it captured data from a couple
courts utilizing virtual jury selection and/or trials for the first time in the state’s history. This
allowed us to gather some data points for this major change to our jury system and court operations.
Third, in order to create more inclusive variables that better capture the identities of potential
jurors, revised questions and closed-ended answer choices were used for several measures,
including gender identity and sexual orientation.

Collectively, these prior efforts allowed us to refine the conceptualization of key variables,
methodology, and data collection processes. These methodological developments are now present
within embedded and seamless electronic survey tool that has minimal impact on survey
respondents in terms of time and effort and has significantly increased the number of survey
responses from participating courts. Next, we provide an overview of the research process and
basic outline of the analytical approach.
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METHODOLOGY

There were several stages of development for this current project. Figure 1 summarizes the
research process beginning with the passing of ESSB 5092 in May 2021 (as discussed above). This
interim report reflects data collected to date, which occurred over the 2022 calendar year. As
detailed below, each county/court had a different survey launch date. This phased rollout of our
project was necessary due to time and resource constraints along with court capacity. Specifically,
while all courts were invited to participate, we initially targeted those who had electronic
capabilities, were located in large, populated areas, and/or had frequent jury trials. The four
counties selected for analysis here were “early joiners” to the project due to existing electronic
capabilities that allowed them to collect information from potential jurors who respond to a
summons through an online juror registration portal.

Figure 1. Survey Process

Court
Experience &
Bill Outreach & Follow-Up & Feedback Final Report
(5/18/2021) Scheduling Implementation Survey (6/30/2023)

Development Onboarding Data Data Analysis &
Process Collection Interim Report

Survey Development Process

Building on prior survey efforts, we first worked on refining the survey questions and
answer choices provided for respondents. A key question was whether to rely on what has been
done before for comparison purposes (i.e., the 2016-2017 question wording) or whether to include,
replicate and/or refine survey questions from the four-month survey in 2021, and use these more
inclusive measures to establish a new baseline for future survey iterations. As mentioned in the
introduction, we opted to move the needle forward. This stage of the development process
coincided with a year-long racial reckoning in the United States that cast light on systemic racial
bias and discrimination in our criminal justice system. Further, the COVID-19 pandemic
spotlighted economic and employment precarity in our society. For these reasons and many more,
we utilized survey measures that were more inclusive, a better reflection of respondents’ individual
identities, and captured more demographic nuance and shifts in the U.S. population. This decision
and focus also align with the mission and research endeavors of the Washington State Minority
and Justice Commission and Gender and Justice Commission.

Changes with Selected Survey Questions
The legislative mandate outlined seven demographic variables to be collected: age, current
employment status, combined household income, highest level of education, ethnicity, race, and

gender identity. An eighth demographic variable, sexual orientation, was not specifically outlined

3
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by the bill but was included based on the “other data approved by order of the Chief Justice of the
Washington State Supreme Court” clause of the bill. As already mentioned, both gender identity
and sexual orientation were operationalized in a more inclusive manner than in the 2016-2017
efforts when they were captured with a singular question. Adopting more inclusive gender identity
and sexual orientation questions and answers was first a methodological concern regarding
question accuracy, as there is a large and growing understanding of the nuances in how people
self-identify. This approach is also consistent with the work of the Washington State Gender and
Justice Commission, as well as the previous 2021 jury summons study. In addition, we reflected
best practices and, to the best of our ability, avoided alienating certain groups of people.
Specifically, we used phrases like “an identity not listed” or “a category not listed.”

In terms of the ethnicity and race variables, we tried to mimic the U.S. Census question
format and categories as much as possible in order to make CVAP (Census Voting Age Population)
comparisons straightforward and easy to interpret. Nevertheless, there are a few noteworthy
modifications. First, for ethnicity, we allowed respondents to select all categories that applied
whereas the U.S. Census has them select a singular response category. Also, we used the more
gender-conscious and inclusive terminology of “Latino/a/x” rather than their use of “Latino.”

Second, in terms of race, our question and responses were directly comparable to those
used by the U.S. Census in 2020. We did, however, include a few additional response categories.
Specifically, we provided the option of “Cambodian” whereas the U.S. Census did not provide a
standalone category for this but rather had it as a write-in option for “Other Asian.” Furthermore,
we included a category that was publicly discussed but ultimately not included in the 2020 iteration
of the U.S. Census - “Middle Eastern or North African - Print, for example, Lebanese, Egyptian,
etc." (Wang, 2020 & 2022). To avoid generalizing this group and in anticipation of future changes
within the U.S. Census to this group, we recognized it as a freestanding option. Although the next
modification is slight, we included “Hispanic, Latino/a/x” as a listed example of an origin in the
“Some other race” response category while the U.S. Census strictly considers it to be ethnicity
and, thus, not included within their race question. Finally, we also utilized “Guamanian or
Chamorro” whereas they narrowed this category to be “Chamorro” only (Marks & Rios-Vargas,
2021). It 1s also important to emphasize that the U.S. Census question and response options had
been revised since the 2010 version in order to better reflect changes to the population and
information gathered from research and outreach with various entities (e.g., stakeholders, advisers)
(Marks & Rios-Vargas, 2021).

Each demographic question also had a “prefer not to answer” option. Since these questions
are quite personal and seek to capture various identities and demographic factors, providing this
option allowed respondents to answer questions depending on their comfort level. While this does
contribute to missing data, it is nonetheless important to avoid coercing subjects to respond to
questions that they would rather not answer.

Likewise, courts had the opportunity to include an optional question on barriers to jury
service. To streamline the process for courts wanting this option, the question utilized the most
common responses from the 2021 research effort (Collins & Gialopsos, 2021b). The six responses
provided were: 1) work-related conflicts or hardship, 2) financial hardship, 3) dependent care
(prenatal, nursing/infant, child, adult, etc.), 4) transportation (accessibility, parking, safety), 5)
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disability or health/mental health related hardship, and 6) COVID-related issues or hardship.
Respondents were able to select all that applied and could also write in or add additional comments.
Among the four counties highlighted in this interim report, three chose to include the barrier
question (Clark, King, and Pierce Counties). Spokane County Superior Court followed only the
legislatively mandated questions and chose not to include the optional barrier question.

Before we launch into the data and results, it is critical to note that we understand and are
conscious of the nuances surrounding identity constructs (i.e., racial, ethnic, sexual, gender
identity, etc.) and related harms that marginalized groups face due to racism, bias, and
discrimination within society as a whole and the criminal justice system specifically. Despite our
attempts to be as inclusive as possible, the subcategorizations used in this research are still
imperfect and may not capture all combinations of self-reported identity or orientation. As a result,
the analysis in this interim report may not properly reflect the true nature of personal identity
within these populations.

IRB Process

Since this project involves human subjects, we submitted an application through Seattle
University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) in July of 2021. The IRB determined the study to
be exempt from IRB review in accordance with federal regulation criteria. Consistent with the
protections afforded to human subjects, the landing page of the survey explicitly states that the
survey is completely voluntary and that all responses are confidential. Further, it informed
individuals that no personally identifying information (i.e., names and IP addresses) would be
collected, and that all analyses would be presented in the aggregate to protect the identities of the
respondents.

It is important to mention that there was an administrative question on the electronic survey
that asked for juror id/badge number. As indicated on the informed consent statement on the first
page of the electronic survey, juror id/badge number is requested to track a respondent’s progress
through the jury selection process. However, confidentiality of responses is maintained, as the
researchers/administrators of the survey will never have access to any information that allows us
to identify a respondent and the courts will never have access to a respondent’s individual survey
responses that include jury badge number. While most courts do not have the capacity to utilize
this to its full data analysis potential, Pierce County (as discussed in Section Two Results) used
this data point to more fully understand the demographic makeup of potential jurors as they travel
through the entire jury selection process.

Court Outreach & Scheduling

An initial step in the process was to identify how potential jurors respond to their summons
in different counties and across different levels of courts. To do so, we launched a Statewide Jury
Survey Capacity Test in October 2021 that was sent to court representatives for whom we had
contact information (e.g., email addresses were gathered from public-facing court websites,
internal connections, or provided by AOC at our request). This brief online survey identified a
point person for future communication and took stock of which courts had web-based juror
registration and management systems, were utilizing video-conferencing software for virtual
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proceedings, as well as the various methods for jurors to register and check-in for jury service. In
all, 62 responses were collected, though many responses were only partially completed. From these
responses, we learned that under 20 courts had existing web-based jury registration systems and/or
had plans to get one at some point in the future. For the purposes of this interim report, all four
county superior courts utilized some form of electronic capability. However, it is important to note
that a paper version of this survey was necessary to accommodate more counties and courts.
Because this modality is not relevant to the data analyzed in this interim report, a discussion of the
methodology, process, and limitations will be included only in the final report in June 2023.

Onboarding

Following the Statewide Jury Survey Capacity Test, we made contact via email with courts
with electronic capabilities — including the four county superior courts highlighted in this interim
report — and set up a time to meet with them individually. Dubbed “onboarding meetings” these
individual appointments held over Zoom (and occasionally over the phone) typically lasted
between 15 and 45 minutes. During these meetings, we asked follow-up questions to the
information they provided in the survey capacity test, had them walk us through their jury
summons process, and addressed other questions or issues they raised (these often dealt with staff
time, resources, capacity, COVID-related modifications, etc.). We also reviewed the survey
questions together, discussed the contract agreement and any next steps required on their end (e.g.,
seeking approval from other court personnel and/or the presiding judge, acquiring signatures for
the court order, etc.), collected contact information for their IT person/department, and identified
potential launch dates for the survey to be published (i.e., go live date). These individual
onboarding meetings proved to be incredibly useful for all parties involved and allowed us to
identify and proactively respond to minor issues, answer questions, and provide clarification as
needed.

Follow-up & Implementation

For most courts, there was a period of weeks to months where we kept in regular contact,
addressed questions or concerns raised by other court personnel via email, met with IT people, and
pretested the process with their staff. Once the survey was officially live and embedded in their
electronic jury management systems, we stayed in contact with their court point person to provide
updates on the response rates we were receiving to determine whether the amount seemed
appropriate given the number of trials and summoned jurors. We also wanted to ensure that jurors
were not mistakenly thinking the survey was the equivalent of completing the juror
registration/check-in and, therefore, failing to properly respond to their jury summons. After
careful review, it was determined that failure to complete registration was not an issue.
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INTERIM RESULTS

Interim results from the juror demographic survey are presented in two main sections. The
first section includes interim results from superior courts/court systems within the following four
counties: Clark, King, Pierce, and Spokane. These courts were selected for the interim report based
on whether their respective court management systems allowed for digital survey collection
(survey links embedded in the reporting process) and the total number of usable surveys completed
to date.

Importantly, interim results for these four counties in the first section reflect data collected
at the summons reporting stage. Data collected at the reporting stage represent those survey
participants who:

1) responded to their summons through a digital/online portal,
2) agreed to take the digital survey, and
3) successfully completed the survey.

These data do not capture those summoned individuals who choose not to complete the
survey, as well as those individuals who check in for jury service either over the phone or in-person
at their respective courthouses. Additionally, these data do not capture information on people who
do not respond to a summons.

The second section focuses on interim results that originate from Pierce County only.
Importantly, Pierce County’s information management system allows for the matching and
tracking of jurors at four distinct stages in the jury process: online check-in, those who report in
person to the courthouse, those are selected for voir dire (means “to speak the truth” refers to the
process where potential jurors are questioned by legal counsel or judges as part of the process of
being selected as a juror), and finally, those who are assigned to a case as a sworn juror or alternate.
In this section of the analysis, we provide a deeper dive into how juror demographics change from
the summons response stage to seating a jury. Below, we provide detailed information on the
“stages” of the jury process.

Overview of Jury Process Stages for Pierce County

There are four distinct stages that data are organized within the Pierce County analyses that
appear later in this report. The first stage is referred to as stage 1 (S1) “online check-in” and can
be considered as nearing the “top of the funnel” for those who respond to a summons. This
represents the stage at which participants complete the demographic survey. This is the largest
stage in terms of N and is also the stage at which we collected data for participants in all other
jurisdictions. A total of 37,995 survey responses were linked at this stage for Pierce County.

Next, stage 2 (S2) is defined as all potential jurors who physically showed up or “came in
the door” and checked in at the courthouse. Jurors first respond to a summons and are given a date
and time to report. Once at the courthouse, these jurors check in at a computer kiosk or with staff.
At stage 2, all potential jurors who checked in to the system have a chance to be selected to be
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assigned to a case/courtroom. This selection process is automated and random. The total number
of linked survey responses at stage 2 is 5,632.

Stage 3 (S3) is defined as all potential jurors who are selected and “sent to a courtroom”
for voir dire. Once selected in the main juror waiting area, selected jurors are given a second ID
badge that indicates their selected group and courtroom assignment. When called, the group then
proceeds to the assigned courtroom to begin the selection process. There are a total of 4,555
surveys included at this stage.

Stage 4 (S4) is defined as those jurors who are selected and “sworn” onto a jury or selected
as an alternate. This is the final stage that is captured and represents all those jurors who were
selected to serve on a jury, who also completed a survey. There was a total of 928 respondents
represented at this final stage for Pierce County.

Figure 2. Illustration of the Number of Linked Survey Respondents at each Stage
of Data Analysis for Pierce County.

Stage 1: N= 37,995

Stage 2: N= 5,632

Stage 3: N=4,555

Stage 4: N= 928

1\

Data

The survey data presented here are unique to each court or county court system. The
onboarding process, which includes embedding a digital survey link within each court’s respective
jury summons reporting website, was slightly different for each participating court, from the
survey approval process, to working with IT staff who maintain each court’s website. Generally
speaking, the process to embed the live survey link was simple and required very little time for
staff to complete. Due to the aforementioned differences, each court went “live” on different dates
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(represented below under the “Begin” column in Table 1), and therefore, each court’s data
collection period is different. While data collection is still ongoing in these counties, the column
labeled “Interim End” is the date on which the data were downloaded for analysis purposes. The
following are the data collection dates for the participating courts:

Table 1. Survey Runtime to Interim Report Data Drawdown.
County Begin Interim End  Days Total N

Clark 03/08/2022 11/10/2022 247 9,354
King 02/09/2022  09/01/2022 204 68,515
Pierce 12/16/2021 09/21/2022 279 37,995

Spokane 02/03/2022  10/24/2022 263 6,427

Notes: Total N represents final completed survey counts for each county
over the study period.

Additionally, each court, court system, and jurisdiction in Washington State is unique. The
total number of surveys (N) completed within each jurisdiction is reflective of the population and
related needs. Some larger counties and courts hold hundreds of jury trials every year, therefore
requiring more jurors, while other smaller jurisdictions or courts may hold only a few to no trials
at all, annually. The court systems included in this interim report represent the most populated
counties in the state. However, we are currently involved in ongoing data collection in some
addi