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Board for Judicial Administration (BJA) Meeting 
Friday, April 19, 2013 (9:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.) 
AOC SeaTac Office, 18000 International Blvd., Suite 1106, SeaTac 
 

AGENDA 

1. Call to Order 
 

Chief Justice Barbara Madsen 
Judge Chris Wickham 

9:00 a.m. 

2. Welcome and Introductions Chief Justice Barbara Madsen 
Judge Chris Wickham 

9:00 a.m. 

3. County Fiscal Sustainability Mr. Eric Johnson 
Commissioner Todd Mielke 

9:05 a.m. 
 
Tab 1 (Page 6) 

4. Budget Update Mr. Ramsey Radwan 10:05 a.m. 
 
Tab 2 (Page 12) 

5. GR 31.1 Implementation 
Committee 

Mr. Ramsey Radwan 10:20 a.m. 
 
Tab 3 (Page 18) 

6. Legislative Update Ms. Mellani McAleenan 10:35 a.m. 
 
Tab 4 (Page 22) 

 Action Items 

7. March 15, 2013 Meeting Minutes 
Action:  Motion to approve the 
minutes of the March 15, 2013 
meeting 

Chief Justice Barbara Madsen 
Judge Chris Wickham 

10:45 a.m. 
 
Tab 5 (Page 37) 
 

8. Appointment to the Office of Civil 
Legal Aid Oversight Committee 
Action:  Motion to appoint a 
representative to the Office of Civil 
Legal Aid Oversight Committee 

Ms. Mellani McAleenan 10:50 a.m. 
 
Tab 6 (Page 46) 

9. Trial Court Operations Funding 
Committee Recommendations 
Action:  Motion to recommend 
funding proposals to forward to the 
Supreme Court 

Judge Harold Clarke 10:55 a.m. 
 
Tab 7 (Page 49) 
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 Reports and Information 

10. BJA Structure Workgroup 
Recommendations 

Chief Justice Barbara Madsen 
Judge Chris Wickham 

11:15 a.m. 
 
Tab 8 (Page 76) 

11. Other Business 
 
Next meeting:  May 17 
AOC SeaTac Office, SeaTac 

Chief Justice Barbara Madsen 
Judge Chris Wickham 

 

12. Adjourn  12:00 p.m. 

Persons with a disability, who require accommodation, should notify Beth Flynn at 360-357-2121 or 
beth.flynn@courts.wa.gov to request or discuss accommodations.  While notice five days prior to the 
event is preferred, every effort will be made to provide accommodations, when requested. 

 

mailto:beth.flynn@courts.wa.gov
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Fiscal Sustainability Initiative 

Our goal is to accomplish significant legislative successes in the next two years to contribute to 

the fiscal sustainability of county governments.  We will focus our efforts on county general 

government functions impacted by the fiscal health of our general fund budgets.    

Problem Statement 

Under Washington State's Constitution and numerous statutes, many Washington State 
programs are administered and carried out directly by Counties.  Most notably, the State's civil 
and criminal justice system is primarily the responsibility of Counties, and typically comprises 
more than 70 percent of a County's budget.  Elements of the civil and criminal justice system 
include law enforcement, jail, pretrial services, prosecution, public defense, both district and 
superior courts, county clerks, and the juvenile justice system. 
 
Additional state-mandated services provided on behalf of all residents include election 
administration and the assessment and collection of all property taxes where proceeds are 
distributed to the State, County, cities, school districts, fire districts, etc.  Counties collect 
property taxes on behalf of all levels of government and serve as the mandated "investment 
bankers" for all governmental entities within counties (school, fire, water, sewer, cemetery, 
park districts, etc.) except for cities.     
 
Counties process a number of licenses, record documents, maintain filings on real property, and 
collect funds for state low income housing programs.  Counties are mandated to develop a 
number of plans including regional solid waste plans, Growth Management Plans, and Shoreline 
Management Plans.  Other requirements include make counties the primary government to 
deliver public health services as well as programs for the mentally ill, developmentally disabled, 
chemical dependency, and low-income housing. 
 
Counties also provide primary government services to Washington citizens in the 
unincorporated portions of the state, including: law enforcement, transportation (roads and 
transit), land use and zoning, parks, animal control, stormwater control, and in some counties, 
water and sewer services. 
 
In attempting to control costs, Counties are challenged with a host of regulatory requirements 
that are increasingly complex and expensive, expanding liability costs, and rising employment 
costs under labor-management laws that favor certain classes of employees, regardless of a 
County's ability to pay.  In some cases, these challenges are exacerbated by additional 
measures passed by the legislature or by rulings of the courts. 



 

 

 
In providing these services, Counties are challenged with revenue sources that are not flexible, 
stagnant with regard to meeting inflationary pressures and less diversified compared to those 
revenue streams afforded both the State and cities.   
 
These factors ensure that the costs for providing services will continue to grow while the 
counties' primary revenue sources, in particular property tax, remain relatively flat. 
 
In order to mitigate the impact to their general fund, many counties are forced to divert or shift 
revenue from their road fund.  This ties the fiscal health of the county road fund to the health 
of the county general fund, and illustrates the complexity of achieving county fiscal 
sustainability.    
 

Cost Containment 

Long-term fiscal health cannot occur at the county level without the ability to control costs.  

Citizens deserve and are demanding a more efficient government; however, counties are often 

limited in their ability to pursue efficiencies due to laws and policies set forth by the Legislature.  

Excessive employment-related costs, exposure to liability, policies that favor labor, redundant 

regulations, and abuses of the Public Records Act, all lead to a higher cost of service.   

 

Counties spend the vast majority of their general fund on public safety, and labor costs are the 

single largest public safety expenditure.  A central responsibility of the budget authority is to 

weigh the needs of competing priorities against finite resources.  Binding interest arbitration 

without consideration of economic conditions is counter to sound budgeting practices and 

circumvents the ability of the budget authority to allocate resources.   

 

Furthermore, the ability to prolong contract settlements beyond the expiration date of a 

contract allows arbitration decisions with regard to salaries and benefits to be applied 

retroactively, which can significantly reduce a county’s ability to maintain funding for other 

mandated programs.  Additionally, significant annual fluctuations (versus adjustments made on 

an “annual rolling average” basis) by the state to annual pension contributions, unemployment 

insurance, and industrial insurance premiums further reduce a county’s financial sustainability. 

 

Exposure to legal liability is another significant driver of county costs.  According to a 2011 Joint 

Legislative Audit Review Committee Report, "Washington law provides much broader tort 



 

 

liability for the state than laws in other states."  Washington's tort laws drive higher payouts 

and significantly increase the cost of doing business.  The result means higher insurance 

premiums for counties, or in some cases, having some claims ineligible for insurance coverage.  

Simple, common sense liability changes could reduce payout in the short-run and allow for 

counties to adopt new approaches to providing services that create long-term efficiencies. 

 

The costs associated with numerous legislatively-imposed mandatory activities has strained 

county resources and diverted those resources away from those core programs demanded by 

local citizens.  Tremendous resources, such as staffing, consulting, and litigation costs, are 

needed to comply with required updates to a long list of state mandates – including but not 

limited to the Shoreline Management Act, Critical Area Ordinances, Comprehensive Plans, and 

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) reviews.  Complying with these required updates has not 

only exposed counties to the significant costs of the updates, but has also exposed them to 

numerous legal costs and challenges.  The legislature must look for ways to streamline these 

processes, and clarify ambiguity to reduce legal exposure. 

 

Similarly constraining, is the cost of complying with the state Public Records Act.  Counties 

believe that the majority of requesters are well-intentioned, engaged, citizens who want and 

deserve to know more about their government.  However, counties are increasingly being 

inundated with large or harassing requests.  Service cuts have been made to the mental health 

safety net; law enforcement, the civil and criminal justice system; community public health; 

planning and permitting; parks; and to other programs that have measurable benefits to the 

taxpayer.  All the while, more and more resources are being dedicated to public records 

requests.  Counties need the ability to protect themselves from harassing and overly 

burdensome requests. 

  

WSAC supports state funding and assistance in reviewing processes for continuous process 

improvement, LEAN, and other such programs that assist in counties drive to deliver efficient 

and effective programs and services.  Additionally though, the legislature must recognize its 

partnership with counties in providing state services at the local level.  This involves making 

changes in state statutes to bring the costs of providing these services to a fiscally sustainable 

level, as well as refraining from adding additional costs.  Short of accomplishing this, the 

legislature will have to eliminate mandates to provide certain programs at the local level.  The 

status quo is simply not an option.  



 

 

 

Revenue 

Counties face three primary challenges with the revenue sources available to fund essential 

state services at the local level:  lack of revenue diversity; lack of flexibility in how locally-

generated revenues and state funds can be utilized; and the fact that revenue streams are not 

sensitive to inflation (inelastic). 

 

Cities and state government have a diverse range of revenue sources that include property 

taxes, sales and use taxes, business taxes and fees, utility taxes, and shared revenues.  Counties’ 

revenue streams are primarily limited to property taxes, sales and use taxes, and state and 

federal shared revenues.  Counties do not have the authority to impose utility taxes nor any 

business taxes and fees. 

 

Since 2001, property tax revenue has been limited by statute to 1% per year growth, plus new 

construction associated with growth.  Because most services delivered by county government 

are unrelated, or inversely related, to economic growth (i.e. additional demands on the criminal 

justice system), and with inflation growth at more than 1% per year, county budgets must rely 

on other revenue sources for growth. 

 

Counties also receive sales tax revenue, but major sales tax revenue generators – big box 

retailers, home improvement stores, and auto dealerships – are located inside city incorporated 

areas, resulting in counties receiving a much smaller percentage of sales tax revenue than the 

state and cities.  Under the Growth Management Act, it is difficult for counties to create new 

commercial and retail areas to generate sales tax revenue, and significant sales tax generators 

often become targets for cities to annex, further reducing revenue streams to counties. 

 

The Legislature has historically provided counties with authority to impose local option sales 

taxes.  However, the challenge with these revenues is that they are often extremely limited in 

how they can be used and eliminate local decision-making authority.  Most of the 1/10th of a 

percent local option sales taxes are for specific uses (emergency communication systems, 

mental health, juvenile justice, etc.) and cannot be used generally for programs mandated 

under the state constitution or by statute.  Furthermore, many of the statutorily authorized 

revenues also lack local discretion in their application.  For example, the local portion of the real 



 

 

estate excise tax is divided into “REET 1” and “REET 2” with different definitions on how the 

money can be used.  A common definition with local discretion to harmonize uses is desirable. 

 

State shared revenues have become an increasingly important source of county funding.  State 

shared revenues include items such as: municipal criminal justice assistance, flexible funding for 

public health, streamlined sales tax mitigation, distressed city-county assistance funding, liquor 

profit and tax revenue, payment in lieu of taxes, rural economic development funding, an array 

of human service funds for mental health, chemical dependency and developmental disabilities 

and others.  In response to state budget problems, the legislature has recently reduced these 

funds or capped their growth.  It has taken the full energy of WSAC to minimize these impacts. 

 

County revenue is structurally unable to meet  current and future service demands.  The 

overdependence on property tax, coupled with a smaller share of sales and use tax and lack of 

flexibility in the use of other revenues, means that economic growth does not help counties as 

much as it helps the state and cities.  County revenue sources simply cannot keep pace with the 

increasing demands placed on county government. 

 

In 2007, a study requested by the Washington State Legislature found that “county revenue 

authority has been eroded from 2001 to 2007 to such an extent that in many counties, funding 

is not adequate to sustain equal access to basic services.”1  This situation has only been 

exacerbated by the Great Recession.  Without a change, counties will fail at delivering the 

services that are constitutionally and statutorily mandated by the state. 

 

In the past, WSAC has pursued ideas such as a utility tax for the unincorporated area; a mineral 

severance tax; removing the veterans levy from the 1% inflation limit; or broadening the use of 

dedicated revenue sources.  These ideas are controversial and contentious, and the Legislature 

has been unwilling to support them when faced with opposition by powerful interest groups.     

 

In order to efficiently and effectively deliver county services on behalf of the state and our 

residents, we must obtain adequate revenue sources and the ability to contain the cost of doing 

business. 

                                                 
1 Page 88, County Financial Health and Governance Alternatives, Department of Community, Trade, and 
Economic Development.  December 1, 2007.   
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2013-2015 Biennial Budget Comparisons 

Budget Request Description 
Amount 

Requested 
Senate 

Proposed 
House 

Proposed 
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Administrative Office of the Courts 

Administrative Reduction 
Senate Proposal: 5% of adjusted base.  

-0- ($3,620,000) -0- 
(LEAN in second year) 

Commission Efficiencies -0- ($300,000) -0- 

Reduce LFO Payments 
Senate Proposal: Reduce LFO payments by 25% 

-0- ($740,000) -0- 

Becca/Truancy Funding Shortfall 
Senate Proposal: Underfund budget proviso  House Proposal: Assumes passage of HB 
1477 

-0- ($2,682,000) ($12,000,000) 
HB 1477 

Office of Public Guardianship Funding Shortfall -0- ($532,000) ($822,000) 
Eliminate OPG 

Fund a portion of JSTA 
Senate Proposal: Assumes JSTA at 50% (2 years and a lower assessment) 

-0- ($5,982,000) SGF 
$5,982,000 JSTA 

($6,691,000) SGF 
$6,691,000 JSTA 

JIS SGF Fund Switch 
Senate Proposal: Cuts state general fund by $20 m and replaces with JIS funds. 

-0- ($20,022,000) SGF 
$20,022,000 JIS 

-0- 
Numerous proviso 

provisions 

Video Remote Interpretation State General Fund 
Funding is requested for a video remote interpretation (VRI) pilot project. 

$384,000 -0- $384,000 

Access to Justice State General fund 
Request partial restoration of funding previously eliminated. 

$50,000 -0- -0- 

Legal Financial Assistance Pass-Through State General Fund  
Increase funding distributed to the County Clerks for costs associated LFO collection. 

$179,000 -0- -0- 



 

2013-2015 Biennial Budget Comparisons 

Budget Request Description 
Amount 

Requested 
Senate 

Proposed 
House 

Proposed 
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Federal Grant Authority General Fund – Federal 
Request federal appropriation authority to allow expenditure of federal grants received. 

$1,075,000 
 

$1,075,000 $1,075,000 

Superior Court Case Management System JIS Account 
Funding for staff and resources to continue the implementation of the SC-CMS. 

$11,300,000 -0- $11,300,000 
Numerous proviso 

provisions 

JIS Multi-Project Funding JIS Account 
Funding to develop and implement small to medium information technology projects. 

$2,000,000 -0- -0- 

Information Networking Hub JIS Account 
Funding is requested to continue the development and implementation of the INH. 

$1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 
Numerous proviso 

provisions 
Internal and External Equipment Replacement JIS Account 
Funding to replace aged computer equipment housed at AOC and the courts. 
 

$3,337,000 $3,337,000 $3,337,000 
Numerous proviso 

provisions 

Electronic Content Management System JIS Account (amount revised to $1,426,000 
3/26/13) 
Funding is requested to begin implementation of an appellate electronic content 
management system (ECMS).     

$1,426,000 $333,000 $1,426,000 

AOC Totals $21,251,000 $1,629,000 $6,200,000 
 
 

Supreme Court – Policy Level 

Administrative Reduction 
Senate Proposal: 5% of adjusted base. 

-0- ($514,000) -0- 
(LEAN in second year) 

Operational Funding State General Fund 
Funding for costs associated with the most basic operating expenses including 
telecommunication costs, printing and copying costs, staff training, etc. 

$50,000 -0- -0- 

Supreme Court Totals $50,000 ($514,000) -0- 



 

2013-2015 Biennial Budget Comparisons 

Budget Request Description 
Amount 

Requested 
Senate 

Proposed 
House 

Proposed 
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Court of Appeals – Policy Level 

Administrative Reduction 
Senate Proposal: 5% of adjusted base. 

-0- ($1,139,000) -0- 
(LEAN in second year) 

Court Commissioner – Division I State General Fund 

Funding is requested for restoration of funding for a court commissioner. 
$288,000 -0- $288,000 

Perimeter Fence – Division III State General Fund 
The U.S. Marshals’ Office has recommended that perimeter security measures be 
implemented. 

$104,000 -0- $104,000 

COA Totals $392,000 ($1,139,000) $392,000 

 

Law Library 

Administrative Reduction -0- ($148,000) -0- 
(LEAN in second year) 

No requests at this time -0- -0- -0- 
 

Office of Public Defense – Policy Level 

Administrative Reduction -0- ($18,000) -0- 
(LEAN in second year) 

Caseload Maintenance State General Fund 

Increase contract attorney rates by 1.5%.  Rates have not been adjusted since 2007. 
$304,000 $304,000 -0- 



 

2013-2015 Biennial Budget Comparisons 

Budget Request Description 
Amount 

Requested 
Senate 

Proposed 
House 

Proposed 
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Immigration Consequences Advisement State General Fund 
Due to recent changes in case law, an expansion of the Washington Defender 
Association’s immigration consequences program is required.  

$200,000 -0- $200,000 

Capital Case Litigation Initiative State General Fund 

DOJ awarded OPD funding for a death penalty trial training program. 
$152,000 $152,000 -0- 

Parents Representation State General Fund -0- -0- $3,378,000 

OPD Totals $656,000 $438,000 
 

$3,578,000 

 

Office of Civil Legal Aid – Policy Level 

Administrative Reduction -0- ($2,000) -0- 
(LEAN in second year) 

Funding Reduction -0- ($3,000,000) -0- 

Adjustment for Personnel and Occupancy Expenses State General Fund 

Provide funding for increased personnel and occupancy expenses. 
$897,000 -0- -0- 

Mitigate Client Service Capacity Losses State General Fund (as originally 
submitted) 

Restore 6 of the 18.5 attorney positions lost to the combined federal and state budget 
reductions. 

$1,440,000 -0- -0- 

OCLA Totals $2,337,000 ($3,002,000) -0- 

 
 
 
 



 

2013-2015 Biennial Budget Comparisons 

Budget Request Description 
Amount 

Requested 
Senate 

Proposed 
House 

Proposed 
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Budget provisos in the House budget proposal: 
The House provisos both the INH ($1.5m) and a portion of the equipment replacement (internal $2.1m) by requiring “..until the office of 
the chief information officer approves a plan developed by the administrative office of the courts and the judicial information systems 
committee to move the judicial branch servers and data center equipment into the state data center…and the office of the chief 
information officer certifies that the administrative office of the courts and the judicial information systems committee have begun 
implementation of the plan.” 
 
The SC-CMS proviso ($11.3m) directly requires that the steering committee remain intact and that they operate under the current 
charter agreement.  The proviso further states that the chairs or designees of the senate ways & means and house approps be added 
as full voting members of the JISC. 
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PROPOSAL FOR THE GR31.1 IMPLEMENTATION WORK GROUP  
 

PURPOSE:  
To develop and communicate to the courts and affected judicial branch agencies the 
procedures, processes, and other best practices for implementing and administering 
Supreme Court Rule GR 31.1. 

 

Proposed Work Group Sponsor 
 

• Board for Judicial Administration (BJA).   
 

Proposed Implementation Work Group Composition 
 

• BJA GR 31.1 Implementation Oversight Group 
o Three members selected by the BJA 

 

• GR 31.1 Implementation Executive Oversight Committee (EOC):  
o Five judicial officers selected by SCJA (2), DMCJA (2) and one appellate court 

member 
o Chaired by a member of the Executive Oversight Committee; selected by EOC 

members. 
 

• Core Work Committee Composition 
o Twelve members: three superior court administrators, one from juvenile courts; 

three limited jurisdiction administrators; two appellate clerks (done); four judicial 
branch entity members (done). 

 

o Core Work Committee co-chaired by a superior court and a district court 
administrator.   

 

• Staff:  
o Charles Bates, AOC Public Records Officer / Risk Management Coordinator.  

Due to the AOC’s vested interest in this topic, Charley Bates would also serve 
as a voting member of the Core Work Committee.  
 

o Administrative support provided by AOC.  
 
Status as of April 15, 2013 

• Briefed Chief Justice Madsen, 
• Six (6) of the Core work committee members have been selected, 
• Draft charter for consideration is complete (see below), 
• Discussed the approach with the judicial association representatives and, 
• Reviewed other draft implementation documents. 
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DRAFT IMPLEMENTATION WORK GROUP CHARTER 
 
 
 
Purpose 

• Develop and communicate to the courts and effected judicial agencies the procedures, 
processes, and other best practices for implementing and administering the Supreme 
Court Rule GR 31.1 (Rule). 

• More specifically, ensure: 
1. A unified approach, 
2. Branch preparedness and commitment to transparency and openness in 

government, 
3. Ease of implementation, 
4. That a low level of mistakes occur, and  
5. Implementation and maintenance of the Rule is as efficient and effective as 

possible. 
 
Including development of 

• An overall implementation process plan, 
• A document addressing questions and issues for each segment of the Rule in which 

further clarity may be desirable, 
• Recommendations for training of appropriate personnel, 
• Model and/or template materials, as appropriate, and 
• Other materials, tools, and aids useful for the implementation and managing of the 

Rule. 
 
In addition, the Implementation Work Group will 

• Monitor the implementation of the Rule during the first year of implementation, 
• Upon completion of the first year after implementation, recommend any modifications 

to the Rule they deem appropriate, and 
• Recommend any further activities that should take place longer-term to assist the 

judicial branch in operating under the Rule. 
• Report progress to the GR 31.1 Implementation Oversight Group 
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Summary of Proposed Membership 
 

GR 31.1 IMPLEMENATION WORK GROUP STRUCTURE / COMPOSITION 
 

Appointee Group Number of Appointees Comments, notes, etc. 
BJA GR 31.1 Implementation Oversight Group 

Board for Judicial Admin. 3 N/A 
Total: 3 Selected and appointed by BJA 

EXECUTIVE OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 
Superior Court Judges 2 Recommended by Superior Court 

Judges Association (SCJA);   
appointed by BJA 

CLJ Judges 2 Recommended by District &     
Municipal  Court Judges’ 
Association (DMCJA); appointed 
by BJA 

Appellate Judge 1 Recommended by consensus of 
the Court of Appeals judges and 
Supreme Court justices;  appointed 
by BJA 

Total: 5  Chair chosen by committee 

CORE WORK COMMITTEE 
Superior Court Administrators Total of 3  Recommended by 

Association of Washington 
Superior Court Administrators 
(AWSCA); Washington 
Association of Juvenile Court 
Administrators (WAJCA) 

CLJ Administrators Total of 3 Recommended by District and 
Municipal Court Management 
Association (DMCMA) 

Appellate Court 
 

Supreme Court Clerk and COA 
Clerk- 2 

Recommended by consensus of 
the Appellate Court Administrators 
and department heads 

Administrative Office of the 
Courts 

AOC - 1 Charles Bates, will act as full 
member and subject matter expert 

Judicial Branch Agencies Total of 3 
     OCLA - 1 
     OPD - 1  
     State Law Library - 1 

Recommended by the three 
judicial agency leaders for their 
respective agencies 

Total: 12  
Grand Total: 20  
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BOARD FOR JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION 
Bills Reviewed/Positions Taken as of April 11, 2013 

2013 Legislative Session 
 

 strike  = Dead Bills 
Bill Description Date Position Hearings / Comments 

 

HB 1098  
 

Bail practices 
Addressing bail practices. 
H subst for - Leg Link 

 

01/22/2013  Support  
 
01/30/2013 at 13:30  
Bill is substantially similar to previous bills that BJA 
supported. Support but defer to associations for 
additional consideration as necessary. 

 

HB 1116  
 

Unif. collaborative law act 
Adopting the uniform collaborative 
law act. 
H subst for - Leg Link 

 

01/22/2013  Concerns  
 
H- Judiciary 01/22/2013 at 10:00  
Support position of WSBA regarding removal of those 
provisions of the bill that regulate the practice of law. 

 

HB 1159 
5052  

 

Superior crt 
judges/Whatcom 
Increasing the number of superior 
court judges in Whatcom county. 
S Law & Justice - Leg Link 

 

01/16/2013  Request  
 
H- Judiciary 01/29/2013 at 10:00  

 

 

HB 1175 
5069  

 

Judges/Benton & Franklin 
co. 
Increasing the number of superior 
court judges in Benton and 
Franklin counties jointly. 
S Rules 2 - Leg Link 

 

01/22/2013  Request  
 
H- Judiciary 01/29/2013 at 10:00  

 

 

HB 1211 
5637  

 

Voters' pamphlets, 
primaries 
Concerning primary election 
voters' pamphlets. 
H Approps - Leg Link 

 

03/01/2013  Support  
 
01/29/2013 at 08:00  

 

01/28/2013  Support  Bill requires SOS to publish a primary election voters' 
pamphlet in even numbered years. Would include 
Supreme Court and COA elections (per fiscal note). 
Hearing scheduled for 1/29. Est cost $1 M. Mellani will 
sign in pro 

 

HB 1236 
5821  

 

Agency decision making 
Establishing consistent standards 
for agency decision making. 
H Govt Acct & Ov - Leg Link 

 

03/01/2013  Watch   

01/22/2013  Watch  Watch based on workload concerns, specifically 
Thurston County. Send to associations for review. Other 
than impact, it's a policy decision that BJA would 
probably not take a position on. 

 

HB 1266 
5046  

 

District judges, 
retirement 
Modifying the mandatory 
retirement provision for district 
judges. 
S Rules 2 - Leg Link 

 

03/01/2013  Support  
 
H- Judiciary 01/29/2013 at 10:00  

 

 

HB 1335  
 

State bar association 
Repealing unnecessary provisions 
concerning the Washington State 
Bar Association. 
H Judiciary - Leg Link 

 

01/28/2013  Watch  Repeals state bar act 

 

HB 1365 
5240  

 

Court security 
Requiring cities and counties to 
provide security for their courts. 
H Local Govt - Leg Link 

 

01/26/2013  Support  
 
H- Local Government 02/12/2013 at 13:30  
BJA voted to support this bill at the 12/14/12 BJA 
meeting. 

 

HB 1386  
 

Superior court judges 
Requiring a superior court judge to 
be a qualified voter in a county 
served by the superior court he or 
she is elected or appointed to. 
H Judiciary - Leg Link 

 

01/28/2013  Watch  Limits qualification for superior court judge to those 
eligible to vote in that county. Allows those currently 
sitting to finish their terms. Watch, but leaning NP as a 
policy matter. 

  

 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=1098&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=1116&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=1159&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=1175&year=2013
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo1/dspBillSummary.cfm?billnumber=1211
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo1/dspBillSummary.cfm?billnumber=1236
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=1266&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=1335&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=1365&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=1386&year=2013
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HB 1389  Crime victims' rights 
Addressing the rights of crime 
victims. 
H Judiciary - Leg Link 

01/28/2013  Oppose  Court must inquire whether a victim is present and even 
if not must read a victims' rights statement. Opposed 
bill in last two biennia - more appropriate role for 
prosecutor, court should not be seen in advocacy role. 
Will impact court time. Creates appearance problem. 
Legislature should not dictate how courts are run. Focus 
on fiscal impact. 

 

HB 1474  
 

Top 2 nonpartisan 
candidates 
Giving general election voters the 
power to choose between the top 
two candidates for nonpartisan 
offices. 
S Rules 2 - Leg Link 

 

01/28/2013  Oppose  
 
02/13/2013 at 13:30  
Having to campaign for general election will 
unnecessarily add to judges' time away from court. Yet 
another impediment to recruiting good candidates to 
bench. Would ask judge to testify if there is a hearing - 
Justice Owens volunteers. Research history of statute. A 
constitutional amendment would be necessary, at least 
for superior courts. 

 

HB 1497  
 

Nonconviction records 
Concerning the use of 
nonconviction records for 
employment and housing 
opportunities. 
H Judiciary - Leg Link 

 

02/11/2013  No Position  
 
H- Judiciary 02/14/2013 at 13:30  
No position. Supportive of goals of legislation to reduce 
disproportionality but concerned about removing 
records from the index entirely. Mellani will testify. 

02/04/2013  Refer to 
Com.  

Possible companion to 5341. Refer to SCJA and DMCJA. 

 

HB 1542 
SHB 1542 

5398  

 

Court interpreter services 
Concerning the provision of and 
reimbursement for certain court 
interpreter services. 
H subst for - Leg Link 

 

02/19/2013  Request  
 
H- Judiciary 02/12/2013 at 10:00  
BJA does not want to amend to add indigency 
calculation. 

02/11/2013  Request  BJA ok with ODHH technical amendment 

02/04/2013  Request  Referred by SCJA.SCJA has two amendments - cost 
recovery, which is in existing language, and "at any 
stage in the legal proceeding." Judge Matheson will 
provide Mellani language and Mellani will talk to the bill 
sponsor 

03/04/2013  Request  BJA continues to support bill, though amended. 
 

HB 1651  
 

Juvenile records access 
Concerning access to juvenile 
records. 
H subst for - Leg Link 

 

02/19/2013  No Position  
 
H- Early Learning & Human Services 02/12/2013 at 
13:30  

 

02/11/2013  No Position  Mellani will testify to address fiscal note as needed. 

02/04/2013  No Position  NP but refer to SCJA and JCA. Mellani should testify 
regarding cost if it has a fiscal note like the last version 
and goes to Appropriations. 

 

HB 1653 
5484  

 

Assault in 3rd 
degree/court 
Concerning assault in the third 
degree occurring in areas used in 
connection with court proceedings. 
H Apps Gen Govt - Leg Link 

 

02/11/2013  Support  
 
02/12/2013 at 08:00  
Support in principle regarding increasing courthouse 
security. Mellani will sign in pro. 

02/04/2013  Support  Generally supportive of courthouse safety. DMCJA 
needs to review for language concerns and SCJA needs 
to review generally. 

 

HB 1771  
 

Unmanned aerial vehicles 
Establishing standards for the use 
of public unmanned aircraft 
systems. 
H Rules C - Leg Link 

 

02/19/2013  Watch  
 
02/21/2013 at 10:00  
Bill, as amended in committee, removes concerning 
sections about PRA and felony. Reporting requirements 
are similar to the wiretap reporting requirements. 

 

HB 2024  
 

Attorney 
general/proceedings 
Concerning legal proceedings by 
the attorney general on behalf of 
state officers. 
H Exec Action - Leg Link 

 

04/08/2013  Oppose  
 
04/04/2013 at 13:30  
Assume BJA is opposed due to opposition to 5860 

 

HJR 4205  
 

Supreme court 
Requiring that all mandatory, 
regulatory, licensing, and 
disciplinary functions regarding the 
practice of law and administration 
of justice reside exclusively in the 
supreme court. 

 

01/28/2013  Watch  Amends constitution to move all attorney regulation to 
the supreme court, prohibits mandatory bar association, 
defines what "administration of justice" issues the court 
may be involved in. 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=1389&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=1474&year=2013
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo1/dspBillSummary.cfm?billnumber=1497
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo1/dspBillSummary.cfm?billnumber=1542
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo1/dspBillSummary.cfm?billnumber=1651
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo1/dspBillSummary.cfm?billnumber=1653
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=1771&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=2024&year=2013
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H Judiciary - Leg Link 
 

HJR 4207  
 

Superior court judges 
Amending the state Constitution to 
modify eligibility requirements for 
superior court judges. 
H Judiciary - Leg Link 

 

01/28/2013  Watch  Amends constitution to limit those qualified for superior 
court judge to those who are eligible to vote in that 
county. Watch, but leaning NP as a policy matter. 

 

HJR 4209 
8203  

 

Searches of students 
Amending the state Constitution to 
allow a reasonable suspicion 
standard in certain searches of 
students on school grounds. 
H Judiciary - Leg Link 

 

03/01/2013  No Position   

 

HR 4619  
 

Justice Vernon R. Pearson 
Honoring the life work of Justice 
Vernon R. Pearson. 
H Adopted - Leg Link 

 

03/11/2013  ------   

 

SB 5005  
 

City & county fiscal relief 
Concerning fiscal relief for cities 
and counties in times of declining 
revenues. 
S Govt Ops - Leg Link 

 

01/14/2013  Watch  Referred by DMCJA. Refer to SCJA. Concerns about 
impact to problem solving courts; drug court assn 
opposed. Review impact to Trial Court Improvement 
funds. 

 

SB 5020  
 

Indigent defense 
Modifying indigent defense 
provisions. 
S Law & Justice - Leg Link 

 

01/22/2013  Watch  
 
01/21/2013 at 13:30  

 

01/14/2013  Under 
Review  

Referred by DMCJA. Refer to SCJA.BJA review on 1/22. 
Questions about execution and enforcement of 
promissory notes, existing law. By removing 
presumptive eligibility based on receiving assistance, 
there is no longer a bright line standard. This may lead 
to more individualized reviews or determinations of 
indigency by judicial officers, which is a work load 
concern. Judges prefer to require reimbursement of 
defense costs post-adjudication, when appropriate. 

 

SB 5023  
 

College DUI courts 
Providing for college DUI courts. 
S Law & Justice - Leg Link 

 

01/14/2013  Concerns  
 
01/18/2013 at 08:00  
DMCJA has concerns because independent muni courts 
can't offer the service and may testify on that issue. 
BJA does not necessarily support or oppose but does 
not concede that courts need the authority to create 
specialty courts. 

 

SB 5046 
1266  

 

District judges, 
retirement 
Modifying the mandatory 
retirement provision for district 
judges. 
H Passed 3rd - Leg Link 

 

03/01/2013  Support  
 
01/16/2013 at 13:30  

 

01/14/2013  Support  Hearing: Law & Justice Committee, 1.16.13 @ 1:30 
p.m. 

 

SB 5052 
1159  

 

Superior crt 
judges/Whatcom 
Increasing the number of superior 
court judges in Whatcom county. 
H Rules R - Leg Link 

 

01/16/2013  Request  
 
01/23/2013 at 13:30  

 

 

SB 5069 
1175  

 

Judges/Benton & Franklin 
co. 
Increasing the number of superior 
court judges in Benton and 
Franklin counties jointly. 
H Rules R - Leg Link 

 

01/22/2013  Request  
 
01/23/2013 at 13:30  

 

 

SB 5156  
 

Abortion/notifying parent 
Requiring notification to parents or 
guardians in cases of abortion. 
S Law & Justice - Leg Link 

 

01/28/2013  Watch  
 
02/06/2013 at 13:30  
Directs the supreme court to establish rules. "Court 
must..." 

  

 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=4205&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=4207&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=4209&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=4619&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5005&year=2013
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo1/dspBillSummary.cfm?billnumber=5020
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5023&year=2013
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo1/dspBillSummary.cfm?billnumber=5046
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5052&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5069&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5156&year=2013
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SB 5165  Superior court 
commissioners 
Increasing the authority of 
superior court commissioners to 
hear and determine certain 
matters. 
S subst for - Leg Link 

01/22/2013  Support  
 
02/01/2013 at 08:00  
BJA will support unless otherwise advised from the 
associations. SCJA will take the lead on this bill. Pierce 
and King County judges have indicated support. 

 

SB 5240 
1365  

 

Court security 
Requiring cities and counties to 
provide security for their courts. 
S Law & Justice - Leg Link 

 

01/26/2013  Support  BJA voted to support this bill at the 12/14/12 BJA 
meeting. 

 

SB 5277  
 

Elections 
Reducing costs and inefficiencies in 
elections. 
S Govt Ops - Leg Link 

 

02/04/2013  Oppose  
 
02/05/2013 at 10:00  
Oppose section 6. Increased time away from bench and 
increased cost to candidates. How does this change 
square with the constitution and RCW 29A.36.171? 
Someone will testify. 

 

SB 5308  
 

Sexually exploited 
children 
Establishing the commercially 
sexually exploited children 
statewide coordinating committee. 
S subst for - Leg Link 

 

01/26/2013  Reviewed  
 
S - Human Services & Corrections 02/04/2013 at 10:00  
Creates a task force on which an AOC rep is included 

 

SB 5341  
 

Nonconviction records 
Concerning the use of 
nonconviction records for 
employment and housing 
opportunities. 
S Law & Justice - Leg Link 

 

02/11/2013  No Position  No position - see note for 1497. 

02/04/2013  Refer to 
Com.  

DMCJA and SCJA need to review. 

01/28/2013  Refer to 
Com.  

Refer to DD Committee. Additional BJA review on 2/4. 

 

SB 5398 
1542  

 

Court interpreter services 
Concerning the provision of and 
reimbursement for certain court 
interpreter services. 
S Law & Justice - Leg Link 

 

03/04/2013  Request  
 
02/04/2013 at 13:30  
BJA continues to support bill, though amended. 

02/19/2013  Request  BJA does not want to amend to add indigency 
calculation. 

02/11/2013  Request  BJA ok with ODHH technical amendment 

02/04/2013  Request  Referred by SCJA.SCJA has two amendments - cost 
recovery, which is in existing language, and "at any 
stage in the legal proceeding." Judge Matheson will 
provide Mellani language and Mellani will talk to the bill 
sponsor 

01/28/2013  Request   
 

SB 5484 
1653  

 

Assault in 3rd 
degree/court 
Concerning assault in the third 
degree occurring in areas used in 
connection with court proceedings. 
S 2nd Reading - Leg Link 

 

02/11/2013  Support  
 
02/15/2013 at 08:00  
Support in principle regarding increasing courthouse 
security. Mellani will sign in pro. 

02/04/2013  Support  Generally supportive of courthouse safety. DMCJA 
needs to review for language concerns and SCJA needs 
to review generally. 

 

SSB 5637 
1211  

 

Voters' pamphlets, 
primaries 
Concerning primary election 
voters' pamphlets. 
S 2nd Reading - Leg Link 

 

03/01/2013  Support  
 
02/19/2013 at 10:00  

 

 

SB 5689  
 

Juvenile records access 
Concerning access to juvenile 
records. 
S 2nd Reading - Leg Link 

 

02/19/2013  No Position  
 
S - Human Services & Corrections 02/19/2013 at 10:00  

 

02/11/2013  No Position  Mellani will testify regarding fiscal note as needed. 

 

SB 5782  
 

Unmanned aerial vehicles 
Establishing standards for the use 
of public unmanned aircraft 
systems. 
S Law & Justice - Leg Link 

 

02/19/2013  Watch  
 
02/20/2013 at 13:30  
Concerns re section 13 (felony) and 19 (PRA). Amended 
House bill addresses those concerns (HB 1771) 

  

 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5165&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5240&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5277&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5308&year=2013
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo1/dspBillSummary.cfm?billnumber=5341
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo1/dspBillSummary.cfm?billnumber=5398
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo1/dspBillSummary.cfm?billnumber=5484
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5637&year=2013
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo1/dspBillSummary.cfm?billnumber=5689
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5782&year=2013
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SB 5797  Specialty courts 
Encouraging the establishment of 
effective specialty courts. 
H 2nd Reading - Leg Link 

02/19/2013  Support  
 
02/20/2013 at 13:30  
Judge Snyder to testify in support. Will note definitional 
concern. 

 

SB 5821 
1236  

 

Agency decision making 
Establishing consistent standards 
for agency decision making. 
S Govt Ops - Leg Link 

 

03/01/2013  Watch   

 

SB 5860  
 

Attorney general 
Addressing legal proceedings by 
the attorney general on behalf of 
superior court judges. 
S 2nd Reading - Leg Link 

 

03/04/2013  Oppose  
 
S - Ways & Means 02/28/2013 at 13:30  

 

 

SB 5867  
 

State supreme court 
judges 
Modifying the number of judges on 
the state supreme court. 
S Law & Justice - Leg Link 

 

03/11/2013  ------   

 

SJR 8203 
4209  

 

Searches of students 
Amending the state Constitution to 
allow a reasonable suspicion 
standard in certain searches of 
students on school grounds. 
S Law & Justice - Leg Link 

 

03/01/2013  No Position  
 
01/25/2013 at 08:00  

 

01/22/2013  No Position  Referred by DMCJA as an FYI. 

    

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5797&year=2013
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=5821&year=2013
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Board for Judicial Administration 
Opposite House Policy Committee Cutoff Report 
Current as of Wednesday, April 10th, 2013 
 
 
Today is the 87th day of the 105-day legislative session.  Tuesday marked the 5th 

major cutoff of the session, when bills were required to pass out of the fiscal 
committees in the opposite chamber.  Committee work is largely complete for the 
remainder of the legislative session.  With few exceptions, those that bills that did 
not pass should be considered dead unless they are deemed “necessary to 
implement the budget” (NTIB).   
 
Bills, other than budget bills, need to pass the opposite house completely by 5 
pm on April 17th.  Bills amended in the opposite house returned to their house of 
origin to determine whether the originating house will concur with the 
amendments.   
 
Here are the highlights regarding bills BJA is tracking: 
 
BJA Request Legislation 
 
HB 1159 - Increases the number of superior court judges in Whatcom County. 
Position - Request 
Status – Passed House 89-8.  Died in Senate Law & Justice. 
 
HB 1175 - Increases the number of superior court judges in Benton and Franklin 
Counties jointly. 
Position – Request 
Status – Passed House 87-9.  Heard in Senate Law & Justice.  Referred to 
Senate Rules. 
 
SHB 1542 - Requires courts to appoint a certified or registered interpreter at 
public expense in all legal proceedings in which a non-English-speaking person 
is a party or is compelled to appear. Requires the state to pay 50 percent of the 
cost of interpreters beginning in January 2017. Requires courts to track and 
provide interpreter cost and usage data annually to the Administrative Office of 
the Courts. (Amended in House Appropriations to remove the 2017 deadline for 
state funding.)   
Position – BJA Request 
Status – Passed House 54-42.  Died in Senate Law & Justice.   
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SHB 1961 – Extending the expiration date for judicial stabilization trust account 
surcharges. Amended in House Appropriations to extend sunset date by 4 years 
rather than 2 due to new budget outlook requirements.  The Senate budget 
assumes a 2-year extension at one-half the amount, but does not have a bill. 
Position – BJA Request 
Status – House Rules Review.  Bill should be considered “necessary to 
implement the budget” and should not be considered dead, despite its failure to 
pass the House before cutoff. 
 
SB 5052 - Increases the number of superior court judges in Whatcom County. 
Position - Request 
Status – Passed Senate 48-1.  Heard in House Judiciary and Appropriations 
Committee on General Government.  Referred to House Rules. 
 
SB 5069 - Increases the number of superior court judges in Benton and Franklin 
Counties jointly. 
Position – Request 
Status – Passed Senate 49-0.  Heard in House Judiciary and Appropriations 
Committee on General Government.  Referred to House Rules. 
 
SB 5398 - Requires courts to appoint a certified or registered interpreter at public 
expense in all legal proceedings in which a non-English-speaking person is a 
party or is compelled to appear. Requires the state to pay 50 percent of the cost 
of interpreters beginning in January 2017. Requires courts to track and provide 
interpreter cost and usage data annually to the Administrative Office of the 
Courts.  
Position – BJA Request 
Status – Died in Senate Law & Justice 
 
Data Dissemination/Access to Court Records  
 
HB 1497 - Requests the Washington State Supreme Court to adopt court rules 
redacting or sealing nonconviction court records and, when technologically and 
economically feasible, providing a process for removing nonconviction 
information from public court indices.  Prohibits employers and landlords from 
inquiring into, or receiving information through a criminal history background 
check, about nonconviction records and rejecting an applicant on the basis of 
nonconviction records.  This bill has significant JIS impact, resulting in 8,400 to 
12,000 hours of programming time and a fiscal note ranging from $1,010,400 to 
$1,459,200. 
Position – No position 
Status – Died in House Judiciary 
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SHB 1651 - Provides that juvenile offender records are confidential unless the 
juvenile has been adjudicated for a sex offense or a serious violent offense.  The 
court may release juvenile records for inspection upon good cause shown. 
Provides that juvenile offender records may not be published, distributed, or 
sold. This bill has significant JIS impact resulting in 4,300 hours of programming 
time and one-time costs of $518,400 and an annual loss of $19,500 in revenue.  
Amended in House to increase the number of crimes that must remain open.  
Amended in Senate Human Services to mirror SB 5689.  Court records and 
public court indices containing nonadjudication or nonconviction information 
relating to the commission of juvenile offenses are restricted from public access. 
Nonadjudication or nonconviction information means information contained in 
records collected by the courts relating to arrest, probable cause hearings, 
citation, and charges that did not lead to an adjudication; charges resulting in a 
dismissal or acquittal; and charges dismissed pursuant to a diversion or deferred 
sentence.  Access by agencies for research purposes, as provided elsewhere in 
statute and expressly permitted for sealed juvenile records is allowed. This bill 
requires significant changes to JIS, resulting 8,400 to 12,000 hours of 
programming time and one-time costs ranging from $1.1 million to $1.4 million.  A 
“null and void” clause was added by Senate Ways & Means.  $518,000 of JIS 
Account funding is provided in the House budget. 
Position – No position. Concerns regarding JIS impact and costs.   
Status – Passed House 97-0.  On Senate Floor calendar.   
 
SB 5341 - Requests the Washington State Supreme Court to adopt court rules 
redacting or sealing nonconviction court records and, when technologically and 
economically feasible, providing a process for removing nonconviction 
information from public court indices.  Prohibits employers and landlords from 
inquiring into, or receiving information through a criminal history background 
check, about nonconviction records and rejecting an applicant on the basis of 
nonconviction records.  This bill has significant JIS impact, resulting in 8,400 to 
12,000 hours of programming time and a fiscal note ranging from $1,010,400 to 
$1,459,200. 
Position – No position 
Status – Died in Senate Law & Justice 
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2SSB 5689 - Court records and public court indices containing nonadjudication 
or nonconviction information relating to the commission of juvenile offenses are 
restricted from public access. Nonadjudication or nonconviction information 
means information contained in records collected by the courts relating to arrest, 
probable cause hearings, citation, and charges that did not lead to an 
adjudication; charges resulting in a dismissal or acquittal; and charges dismissed 
pursuant to a diversion or deferred sentence.  Access by agencies for research 
purposes, as provided elsewhere in statute and expressly permitted for sealed 
juvenile records is allowed. This bill requires significant changes to JIS, resulting 
8,400 to 12,000 hours of programming time and one-time costs ranging from 
$1.1 million to $1.4 million. 
Position – No position 
Status – Died in Senate Rules 
 
Bills Affecting AOC Employees and/or Judges  
 
SHB 1005 - Assesses a $150-$200 yearly fee to political committees, lobbyists, 
lobbyist employers, government entities, and elected officials that receive a 
salary and file personal financial disclosure statements. 
Position - Not reviewed 
Status – Died in House Rules  
 
SHB 1093 - Imposes personal liability, in the form of a civil penalty of $100 per 
statement, on a state agency director who knowingly fails to file lobbying 
disclosure statements, in addition to any other civil remedy or sanction imposed 
on the agency. Establishes a civil penalty on any state agency official, officer, or 
employee who is responsible for or knowingly directs or expends public funds in 
violation of lobbying restrictions, and specifies that this penalty must be at least 
equivalent to the amount of public funds expended in the violation.  
Position - Not reviewed 
Status – Passed House 97-1.  Heard in Senate Governmental Operations and 
referred to Senate Rules. 
 
HB 1266 - Instead of requiring that a district court judge must retire from office at 
the end of the calendar year in which the judge reaches the age of 75, the judge 
is allowed to serve until the expiration of the judge's term of office. 
Position – Support. DMCJA request 
Status – Passed House 98-0.  Heard in Senate Law & Justice and referred to 
Senate Rules.     
 
SB 5046 - Instead of requiring that a district court judge must retire from office at 
the end of the calendar year in which the judge reaches the age of 75, the judge 
is allowed to serve until the expiration of the judge's term of office. 
Position – Support. DMCJA request 
Status – Passed Senate 48-0-1. Passed House 92-0.   
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SSB 5577 - Knowing acquiescence by a supervisor in the ethics violation of an 
employee is made an ethics violation. A state employee who files an ethics 
complaint must be afforded whistleblower protection and receive protection from 
retaliation. Every state officer and employee must attend an approved ethics 
training within 60 days of employment and at least every three years thereafter. 
Amended in committee to apply to executive branch employees. 
Position – Not Reviewed 
Status – Passed Senate 47-0.  Heard in House Government Operations & 
Elections and referred to Rules. 
 
ESB 5860 - The Attorney General is not required to institute legal actions on 
behalf of Superior Court judges unless requested to do so by the Administrator 
for the Courts.  Amended by the Senate to require AOC to bear half the legal 
costs and to institute a 90-day notice requirement and a 120-day period for 
alternative dispute resolution.  Amended by House Judiciary to provide that the 
Attorney General is not required to institute actions over funding on behalf of 
superior court judges.  HB 2024 applies the same restrictions to all state officers.   
Position – Oppose 
Status – ESB 5860 passed the Senate 47-2 and was heard in House Judiciary 
and Appropriations General Government.  HB 2024 was heard in Appropriations 
General Government.  Both bills referred to House Rules.   
 
SB 5867 – Reduces the size of the Supreme Court from 9 to 5 by lottery (drawing 
straws.) 
Position – Not currently reviewed.  Presumably opposed. 
Status – Died in Senate Law & Justice. 
 
Elections 
 
HB 1195 – The provisions that prohibit a primary election in an odd-numbered 
year to fill a vacancy in any office that is scheduled to be voted upon for a full 
term in an even-number year are repealed.  Amended in the House to expand 
the requirement that no primary be held when there are no more than two 
candidates filing for office to include all nonpartisan offices.  Amended in Senate 
Governmental Operations to include a requirement of prepaid postage for ballots.  
Amended in Senate Ways & Means to remove the Governmental Operations’ 
amendment. 
Position – Oppose 
Status – Passed House 96-1.  Referred to Senate Rules.   
 
HB 1211 - Requires the Secretary of State to print and distribute a voters' 
pamphlet for the primary in even-numbered years and for the general election 
each year. 
Position – Support 
Status – Died in House Appropriations 
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HB 1386 - Requires a superior court judge to be a qualified voter in a county 
served by the superior court he or she is elected or appointed to. 
Position – Watch 
Status – Died in House Judiciary  
 
HB 1474 - Requires that the names of the two candidates who receive the most 
votes in races for the office of justice of the Washington Supreme Court, judge of 
the court of appeals, judge of the superior court, and the Superintendent of 
Public Instruction appear on the general election ballot.  Amended by Senate 
Government Operations to require voters’ pamphlets. Amended by Senate Ways 
& Means to remove the Government Operations’ amendment. 
Position – Oppose 
Status – Passed House 97-0.  Referred to Senate Rules. 
 
HB 1966 - No primary may be held for any single position in any nonpartisan 
office if there are no more than two candidates filed for the position. 
Position – Not reviewed but similar to other bills opposed by BJA 
Status – Died in House Government Operations and Elections  
 
HJR 4207 - Amends the state Constitution to modify eligibility requirements for 
superior court judges in accord with HB 1386. 
Position – Watch 
Status – Died in House Judiciary 
 
SB 5277 - Several changes eliminate or modify election administration 
requirements including requiring that primaries not be held for any nonpartisan 
position, including judicial positions, if only two candidates filed for the position. 
Position – Oppose 
Status – Died in Senate Governmental Operations 
 
SSB 5637 - Requires the Secretary of State to print and distribute a voters' 
pamphlet for the primary in even-numbered years and for the general election 
each year. Amended in Senate Ways & Means to be subject to appropriation. 
Position – Support 
Status – Died in Senate Rules.   
 
Court Security 
 
HB 1365 - Requires counties, cities, and towns to provide security to district and 
municipal courts, and to pay the costs associated with courthouse security. 
Position – Support.  DMCJA Request 
Status – Died in House Local Government 
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SHB 1653 - Makes an assault offense that is committed in any area used in 
connection with court proceedings an assault in the third degree offense. Adds a 
felony "crime against persons" to the list of aggravating circumstances when it 
occurs in any building that is used in connection with court proceedings.  
Amended to require courts to develop procedures for notifying the public that an 
assault offense occurring on the grounds of a court proceeding is a class C 
felony. (AG request legislation) 
Position – Support.  
Status – Died in House Appropriations Subcommittee on General Government  
 
SB 5240 - Requires counties, cities, and towns to provide security to district and 
municipal courts, and to pay the costs associated with courthouse security. 
Position – Support.  DMCJA Request. 
Status – Died in Senate Law & Justice 
 
ESB 5484 - Makes an assault offense that is committed in any area used in 
connection with court proceedings an assault in the third degree offense. Adds a 
felony "crime against persons" to the list of aggravating circumstances when it 
occurs in any building that is used in connection with court proceedings.  
Amended in the Senate to clarify that when the building/area is not in use for 
judicial purposes, the bill does not apply. Further amended in House Public 
Safety to require notifying signage.  (AG request legislation) 
Position – Support 
Status – Passed Senate 40-9.  Passed House 83-10 as amended.  Returns to 
Senate for further action.   
 
Problem Solving Courts 
 
SB 5023 - Providing for college DUI courts. 
Position – Concerns    
Status – Died in Senate Law & Justice 
 
SB 5797 - The Legislature respectfully encourages the Supreme Court to adopt 
any administrative orders and court rules of practice and procedure it deems 
necessary to support the establishment of effective specialty courts. Any 
jurisdiction that establishes a specialty court may seek state or federal funding as 
it becomes available for the establishment, maintenance, and expansion of the 
specialty courts and for the provision by participating agencies of treatment to 
participating defendants.  Amended in House Judiciary to remove certain 
provisions, add therapeutic courts, municipal jurisdictions, and a study. 
Position – Support 
Status – Passed Senate 49-0.  Heard in House Judiciary and referred to Rules. 
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Other 
 
SHB 1098 – Amends professional conduct requirements of bail bond agents.  
Requires a court to notify the Administrative Office of Courts when the court 
revokes or reinstates the justification or certification of a bail bond agent to post 
bonds in the court. 
Position - Support 
Status - Passed House 92-0-6.  Died in Senate Law & Justice.     
 
SHB 1116 - Adopts the Uniform Collaborative Law Act.  
Position – Concerns. Support WSBA position of removing sections relating to the 
regulation of the practice of law. (Issue not corrected in substitute bill.) 
Status – Passed House 97-0.  Heard in Senate Law & Justice and referred to 
Rules.   
 
HB 1335 – Repeals “unnecessary” provisions concerning the Washington State 
Bar Association. 
Position - Watch 
Status – Died in House Judiciary.  Received a work session in Senate Law & 
Justice. 
 
SHB 1771 - Requires approval before public agencies can obtain a public 
unmanned aircraft system. Allows a public unmanned aircraft system to be 
operated, or information gained therefrom, to be disclosed pursuant to a judicial 
search warrant, if the use is not regulatory enforcement and is reasonably 
determined to be unlikely to collect personal information, or in an emergency.  
Includes reporting requirements similar to those for wiretaps. 
Position – Watch 
Status – Died in House Rules. 
HJR 4205 – Requires that all mandatory, regulatory, licensing, and disciplinary 
functions regarding the practice of law and administration of justice reside 
exclusively in the Supreme Court. 
Position – Watch 
Status – Died in House Judiciary.  Received a work session in Senate Law & 
Justice.    
 
HR 4619 – Honoring the life work of Justice Vernon R. Pearson.   
Position – Not Reviewed 
Status – Adopted by House on February 19th   
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SSB 5165 - Court commissioners may hear applications and petitions filed in 
superior court for the purpose of administering antipsychotic medication 
without consent to a person who has been committed pursuant to the Involuntary 
Treatment Act. Criminal court commissioners may authorize and issue search 
warrants and orders to intercept, monitor, or record wired or wireless 
telecommunications, or for the installation of electronic taps or other devices to 
include, but not limited to, vehicle global positioning system or other mobile 
tracking devices, with all the powers conferred upon the judge of the superior 
court in such matters. 
Position – Support 
Status – Passed Senate 46-2.  Heard in House Judiciary and referred to Rules.   
 
SB 5782 - Establishing standards for the use of public unmanned aircraft 
systems. 
Position – Concerns/Watch 
Status – Died in Senate Law & Justice 
 
Budget 
 
ESSB 5034 – Senate budget reduces Office of Civil Legal Aid by $3 million, 
Supreme Court by $500,000, Court of Appeals by $1.1 million, and 
Administrative Office of the Courts by $7.8 million plus $20 million in transfers 
from the JIS Account.  The Superior Court Case Management System upgrade is 
not funded. The Office of Public Defense is funded and includes a rate increase 
for contract attorneys.  State Law Library and Commission on Judicial Conduct 
sustain reductions for “administrative efficiencies.”  Restores state employees’ 
3% wage reduction.   
Position – Oppose 
Status – Passed Senate 30-18-1 
 
The House striking amendment on the budget funds the Office of Civil Legal Aid, 
funds the Office of Public Defense and expands the parents’ representation 
program, and funds the Court of Appeals, Supreme Court, Law Library, and 
Judicial Conduct Commission.  In the AOC budget, funding for BECCA/truancy 
and the Office of Public Guardianship is curtailed.  Funding is provided for a 
video remote interpretation pilot.  Funding is also provided for Judicial 
Information Systems projects including the SC-CMS, but some conditions are 
required.  State employees’ wage reduction is restored. 
Position – Support, with some changes  
Status – Heard in House Appropriations. 
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Board for Judicial Administration (BJA) Meeting 
Friday, March 15, 2013 (9:00 a.m. – 12:30 p.m.) 
AOC SeaTac Office, 18000 International Blvd., Suite 1106, SeaTac 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 
BJA Members Present: 
Chief Justice Barbara Madsen, Chair 
Judge Chris Wickham, Member Chair 
Judge Sara Derr (by phone) 
Ms. Callie Dietz 
Judge Deborah Fleck 
Judge Janet Garrow 
Judge Jill Johanson  
Judge Kevin Korsmo 
Judge Linda Krese 
Judge Michael Lambo 
Judge Craig Matheson 
Justice Susan Owens 
Judge Christine Quinn-Brintnall 
Ms. Michele Radosevich 
Judge James Riehl 
Judge Kevin Ringus 
Judge Ann Schindler 
Judge Charles Snyder 
Judge Scott Sparks 
Judge David Svaren 
 

Guests Present: 
Mr. Jim Bamberger 
Ms. Ishbel Dickens 
Judge Stephen Dwyer 
Mr. Pat Escamilla 
Ms. LaTricia Kinlow 
Mr. Paul Sherfey 
 
Public Present: 
Ms. Milena Calderari-Waldron 
Mr. Tom Goldsmith 
 
AOC Staff Present: 
Ms. Beth Flynn 
Mr. Dirk Marler 
Ms. Mellani McAleenan 

Judge Wickham called the meeting to order. 
 
January 23, 2013 Meeting Minutes 
 

It was moved by Judge Sparks and seconded by Judge Ringus to approve the 
January 23, 2013 BJA meeting minutes.  The motion carried. 

 
Trial Court Operations Funding Committee Recommendations 
 
Mr. Sherfey reported that the Trial Court Operations Funding Committee (TCOFC) relied upon 
the previous work of the Justice in Jeopardy (JIJ) Committee and the Board for Judicial 
Administration (BJA) to determine which programs to recommend for funding.  Ultimately, the 
Committee categorized the funding requests into three groups:  Access to Justice, Children and 
Families, and Support for Local Jurisdictions. 
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Access to Justice: 
 
In the Access to Justice category, the following was requested: 
 
• Centralized Interpreter Scheduling:  $34,300.  If funded, this would allow local courts to use 

currently available software to enter criteria for interpreters and the system would provide 
information regarding available interpreters such as rate of pay and distance to the 
courthouse.  The court staff then chooses an interpreter and the system notifies the 
interpreter and requests confirmation.  The system also sends a reminder to the interpreter.  
Using the software allows the court staff to be more efficient in obtaining an interpreter and 
allows staff to see what the costs will be for each interpreter. 

• Telephonic Interpreting for Language Access to Courts:  $991,800.  This request allows for 
telephonic interpreting for people who come into the courthouse without notice and need an 
interpreter.  The request is for 50% funding from the state. 

 
Children and Families 
 
In the Children and Families category, the following was requested: 
 
• Restoration of CASA Funding:  $752,771.  This replaces funding that was lost due to budget 

reductions in 2009.  The funding supports volunteer CASA programs by funding court staff 
and/or program managers to provide supervision of volunteers and fund recruiting efforts. 

• Restore Family and Juvenile Court Improvement Plan (FJCIP) Funding:  $154,500.  This 
replaces funding that was lost due to budget reductions in 2009.  The amount requested in 
this funding package restores the initial level of funding to the existing FJCIP sites for 
thirteen programs.  For courts to manage their local reform efforts, they need court 
leadership and staff to provide analysis, program design, and implementation of the 
improvement practices.  The request will provide adequate funding for staff to continue a full 
time effort on FJCIP projects. 

• Guardians ad Litem for Indigent Litigants:  $360,000.  This would provide guardians ad litem 
in adoption, parentage, parenting plan modifications, nonparental custody, and dissolution 
cases where children are involved and the litigants have been determined to be indigent 
under RCW 10.101.020. 

 
Support for Local Jurisdictions 
 
• Increase State’s Contribution to CLJ Judge Salaries:  $2,089,500.  This increment amount, if 

implemented over a period of three years, would get to the state funding 50% of district and 
qualifying municipal court judges’ salaries. 

• Courthouse Facilitator Training:  $25,000.  This package will provide adequate funding for 
the education requirements set forth in GR 27.  Trainings will be held twice a year with 
faculty drawn from AOC staff, judicial officers, court administrators, courthouse facilitators, 
and, as appropriate, representatives from other stakeholder groups such as prosecuting 
attorneys and the Division of Child Support.  The trainings will be at the AOC’s SeaTac 
office, eliminating the need to pay for space in a private venue.  
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There was a sense by the TCOFC that the Access to Justice needs were at the highest level but 
they also recognized that there might be interest by certain legislators in children and family 
issues.  Support for local jurisdictions is also critical. 
 
These funding proposals will be on the April BJA meeting agenda for action. 
 
BJA Structure Workgroup 
 
Judge Wickham explained that the BJA restructure process began in early 2012.  At the 
February meeting, the BJA voted to hold a retreat to discuss possible restructuring of the BJA.  
After attempts to hold it in the spring failed, the retreat was ultimately held in September and 
three judges facilitated along with Ms. Dietz.  Mr. Dan Becker and Justice Christine Durham 
attended and discussed the Utah Judicial Council and positive results of using governance 
principles.  The retreat attendees voted to approve the Utah governance principles with minor 
changes and then broke up into small groups and looked at three questions:  Why do we need a 
BJA?  Who is the BJA?  How will the BJA function?  After each small group session there was a 
report back by each facilitator, followed by discussion.  The retreat planners had expected to 
have a session on Saturday to adopt a consensus document but Judge LaSalata’s memorial 
service was held that day and approximately half of the retreat attendees left early to attend the 
service.  In the report-back discussions, it did appear that there was wide-spread agreement on 
many issues.  There was no document adopted at the retreat but there is a report from the 
retreat which was created by Ms. McAleenan and presented to the BJA in October. 
 
The retreat report contains many areas of agreement.  At the BJA meeting in October, the BJA 
approved creation of a Workgroup to develop a proposal for restructuring the BJA starting with 
the areas of agreement from the retreat.  The Workgroup met three times.  There was no 
agenda and no chair.  The group just started talking.  Out of that conversation there was 
ultimately an agreement on all issues.  A draft proposal was developed and all members agreed 
to it.  The proposal was distributed to the BJA members and the associations to review and 
comment. 
 
The proposal suggests having a smaller BJA:  Nine members with three from appellate courts, 
plus the Chief Justice who would only vote in a tie; three from the SCJA; and three from the 
DMCJA.  They would serve four-year terms and only be allowed to serve two consecutive 
terms.  The thinking behind that is that the current BJA is not as effective as it could be.  It 
would be better if the group were smaller and if the individuals were not spread so thin.  The 
proposal suggested a smaller group with their primary focus being the BJA. 
 
It is proposed that the BJA would be responsible for statewide policy development, oversight of 
the AOC budget, providing general direction to the AOC, providing leadership for long-range 
planning for the judicial branch and being the authoritative voice of the judiciary in legislative 
relations.  The proposed BJA would work on issues that are related to all court levels and 
association presidents could request that items be placed on the agenda and serve as liaisons 
between the association and the BJA.  The goal is to improve upon the structure going forward.  
The BJA would set policy to be as effective and as strong as possible for judges in the state. 
 
The reconstituted BJA would not be responsible for rule-making. 
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There would be three standing committees:  Legislative, Budget, and Policy and Planning.  
These committees would consist of BJA members only, but the standing committees could 
create workgroups to include non-BJA members.  The BJA would be authorized to create 
additional committees in the future.  The additional committees would have a life of only two 
years, unless renewed.  The Committee Unification Workgroup being led by Judge Sparks will 
look at all the committees currently in place and identify opportunities to improve efficiency and 
effectiveness through merging or restructuring some groups. 
 
Trial court associations could make their own requests to the Supreme Court regarding budget 
requests.  They could also address the Legislature, but if they were addressing the Legislature 
on issues for which the BJA had taken a position, they would be expected to give the BJA 
advance notice of the Legislative contact. 
 
Judge Derr stated that the Workgroup tried to come up with a process and a structure.  The 
DMCJA has never had BJA representatives hold other offices because they recognize the work 
that needs to go into the BJA.  She is very supportive of that piece of the recommendation.  She 
knows the proposal is not perfect, but it is a good document. 
 
Judge Dwyer is not on the BJA and does not have a vote on the proposal.  The purpose of the 
Workgroup was to try to take the thoughts from the retreat and come up with a plan.  There are 
a lot more name tents now at the BJA than there were when he left the BJA nine years ago.  
Through the years the BJA has become very successful as a means to share ideas but less 
successful to bring the ideas to fruition.  If there is a desire for a more efficient means of 
decision-making, it makes sense to have a smaller group and it should consist only of judges.  
They would have to devote more time to make the decisions intelligently.  They should not be 
on the BJA because they do something else but because they choose to be a member of the 
BJA, not something else. 
 
Judge Matheson said that the Superior Court Judges’ Association (SCJA) Board opposes the 
reduction of BJA members and opposes the fact that officers cannot serve.  The SCJA also 
opposes any rules that prohibit talking directly with legislators, which he understood from Judge 
Wickham’s presentation is not prohibited in the Workgroup’s proposal.  His responsibility as 
SCJA President is to point out the opposition although he personally does not agree with his 
Board, and told them that, but as President he needs to present the position of his association. 
 
Chief Justice Madsen stated that there continues to be talk about the BJA being the policy-
setting body for the courts but every day we see that the BJA is not.  One example is the 
juvenile records bill which would require juvenile records not to be publicly available.  The SCJA 
supports the bill, the Data Dissemination Committee opposes the bill, and the BJA is neutral.  Is 
the BJA the policy-setting body?  Another example is the Salary Commission.  The BJA sets the 
policy for this issue but a judge will go to the Salary Commission meeting and present an 
entirely different view.  The BJA should be the policy-setting group.  The BJA is not doing that 
as effectively and robustly as it could be doing if it were restructured.  Is this proposal the best 
way to do it?  Maybe not, but that is why the BJA is discussing the proposal.  This is the best 
first crack at this, assuming the BJA does not want to stand still.  Today is a chance to do better.  
The BJA needs to govern itself and not be governed by outside sources like the Legislature. 
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Judge Quinn-Brintnall has been a member of various court improvement groups before 
becoming a judge and she has been a member of the BJA since 2004 in one way or another.  
Approximately 20% of the appellate judges of this state attend the monthly BJA meetings.  In 
the last few years the BJA has been unproductive and accomplished bupkis.  In recent years 
the BJA has been a body that has done very little that is particularly helpful 90% of the time.  
The BJA talks a lot about speaking with one voice to benefit the long-term but that does not 
happen.  When the money dried up it got worse.  If the BJA really wants to speak with one 
voice, it cannot be a representative body in the sense that its members vote in their own 
associations’ interest.  Members need to focus only on the overall statewide good.  Some of the 
committees have outlived their usefulness and are trying to morph into something else to 
continue, this is wasteful.  The BJA needs to consolidate committees and work on relevant 
issues affecting the entire judiciary and to as great an extent as possible the Supreme Court 
needs to get out of the budget business. 
 
Judge Snyder is looking at this from the perspective of someone who will be stepping into this in 
the future and he is well aware of the strong feelings of his judicial association board members.  
The changes are not going to be acceptable and will not work if there is no buy-in.  The 
restructure needs to be acceptable to everyone.  His personal thinking about this whole process 
is that the smaller membership is not a problem.  It is not going to result in a lack of diversity or 
disenfranchisement.  If the associations are concerned about input, that will be done at the 
committee level.  The BJA is a decision-making body not information-gathering.  It is a different 
model.  It requires thinking differently about how the model works.  He would like to see more 
discussion about the AOC budget which he thinks needs to be more formally set forth and 
defined.  It is easier to have focus and leadership with a small group.  
 
Judge Svaren stated that the size of the BJA needs to be addressed.  A large group is less 
effective.  In a smaller group, a veto poser disrupts the process and that is the reason the 
workgroup eliminated it.  Similarly, having association presidents who are bound to vote the 
association’s position is an ineffective practice in a small group.  The proposal would keep the 
same ratio of members.  Judge Svaren believes the most controversial part of the proposal was 
the plan to make decisions in an afternoon executive session following an open meeting in the 
morning. 
 
Ms. Dietz agreed with everything the Workgroup members said.  She stated that it all boils down 
to trust and communication.  The communication and discussion process is easier with a 
smaller board that is very focused.  The communication is in the standing committees.  All of the 
BJA’s decisions fit in one of those committees.  The presidents have the greatest voice in being 
a liaison at the meetings and being able to set the agenda items.  It is a better way to 
communicate what associations need.  The goal is to have effective meetings, have everyone 
heard, and make decisions. 
 
Judge Riehl said he is very supportive of much of what he sees in the proposal.  His concern is 
on the membership and the structure of the membership.  This is the third decade he has 
participated as a member of the BJA.  When it was reconstituted with Justice Guy, he asked 
what to do to get buy-in from the trial court level.  At the time the BJA was basically an arm of 
the Supreme Court and basically shaped by the Chief Justice.  1. It is necessary to have a co-
chair from the trial court level.  2. The BJA needs individuals and members that speak on behalf 
of the entire judiciary.  3. The restructure is not going to sell unless there is a representative 
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body from the trial court associations on the BJA.  It is offensive to hear that there is a 
perception that the association president is not on the BJA because he/she will not be able to 
vote for the good of the judiciary.  It will be incredibly difficult for trial court membership to buy 
into that.  4. One level of court needs to be able to veto something.  That was a very big point 
when it was added in the past.  The BJA should recognize by way of their bylaws that at least 
one member of each level of court must concur with each of the other levels for an issue to go 
forward.  The restructured BJA of 2000 would never have happened if the bylaws had not 
included that provision and Judge Riehl believes that issue is just as important to trial court 
members today as it was 13 years ago.  Judge Riehl said he cannot recall ever having a veto 
vote but the BJA never had to get to that point because everyone came together in good faith.  
He wants to see this BJA succeed and have it streamlined and be a voice of the judiciary.  He 
thinks that can be done and still recognize the different trial levels.  He suggests that this is an 
important enough topic that the association needs to be able to provide input.  This issue needs 
more time for discussion and there is a need for association membership to vote on this.  If 
legislators do not believe the BJA is speaking with one voice, the BJA is not going anywhere. 
 
Judge Schindler asked if the proposal meant that any association officer would not be allowed 
to serve on the BJA?  Judge Wickham responded that the proposal restricts any association 
officer from serving.  He stated that if the BJA is going to have people who are focused on this 
work, it is very challenging for people to go back and forth all the time.  Can the BJA member 
really be making decisions for the entire judiciary while wearing this other hat?   
 
Judge Fleck said the focus of the suggested changes do not flow from the retreat.  She does not 
believe that the problem with the make-up of the BJA has been identified.  There is some sort of 
implication that the members from each level of court will not be thinking about the greater 
judiciary when decisions are made.  With the current number of BJA members, five from each 
court level, it allows greater diversity geographically.  It is important to have four members 
elected and only one as the association president.  It is distressing to her that people have put 
in so much effort and so many hours to essentially imply that the BJA has not been effective or 
efficient.  There are large, complex issues that have been undertaken and the BJA has done 
them well.  Over the past years, the BJA has moved to a much more collaborative effort.  This 
proposal is creating mistrust and fractioning relationships that have been rebuilt.  Reducing the 
number of trial court representatives on the BJA will make the BJA less relevant.  Reducing the 
size does not flow from the retreat.  In a smaller group trial court judges will feel even less able 
to speak up to the contrary viewpoint.  Sometimes it is hard to say, “Chief I disagree” and a 
smaller group will make it even harder to speak up.  The reference to not doing much in the last 
several years is not exactly true.  The BJA drafted GR 31.1 but it is also reflective of the 
worldwide fiscal problem.  The best that can be hoped for is continued comity and continued 
effort to speak with one voice.  Judge Fleck is very concerned about the distrust this proposal 
has created and that the BJA will be viewed as less than relevant. 
 
Judge Garrow thinks the key focus of the BJA is developing strategic initiatives for the judicial 
branch.  Over the past several years the BJA has done that, e.g., the work on the proposed rule 
regarding Access to Court Records and interpreter funding items.  BJA initiatives currently seem 
to be on a bit of a plateau and over the past several months interpreter funding discussions 
seem less strategic and somewhat ad hoc.  The BJA needs to develop a work plan for future 
years and determine how it will focus its time.  It is clear the members of BJA are committed to 
making the BJA more effective.  While some members express concern about the proposed 
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BJA restructure, the primary concerns seem to be voting rights and the size of BJA.  A larger 
BJA membership than what is proposed would help create greater diversity.  The association 
presidents and presidents-elect have important information to provide the BJA and are the 
primary communication link to the associations.  Their inclusion in the BJA is important.  
Whether the presidents should be voting members is an issue because some feel they are duty-
bound to represent the position of their associations, positions which may not be in the broader 
interest of the judicial branch.  If the issue came down to whether or not the presidents should 
be voting members, it would be better to allow them to vote rather than create divisiveness and 
lack of support for the BJA.  Unfortunately, many judges do not think about the BJA or pay much 
attention to what it does.  Therefore, it is important that members be careful with their 
statements about the proposed restructure so as to not to create fear and mistrust among the 
associations.  Transparency for the BJA is critical and any proposal to have closed meetings is 
contrary to the work the BJA has done and sends the wrong message.  If there were a need for 
an executive session while developing a proposal, that would still be an option. 
 
Ms. Dickens said she is not sure if a nine member board will get the BJA where it wants to go. 
As the director of a national non-profit she is always looking for ways to expand the number of 
board members, given all that is asked of them. Having only three members on each committee 
(assuming a board of nine people) is asking a lot.  As to the association presidents and others 
not being eligible to serve on the BJA, she does not understand how an individual not having 
ties to the association board would have a good big picture and could indeed be less 
accountable to the association.  She thinks the BJA should adopt the committee structure and 
keep the board size at 15. 
 

It was moved by Judge Riehl and seconded by Judge Krese to postpone any vote 
on the restructuring of the BJA until after the judicial associations are able to 
present this information to their members at their spring conferences.  The motion 
carried. 

 
Discussion on the motion included concerns about the speed in which the proposal was to be 
adopted.  The Workgroup members explained that the initial expectations regarding ratification 
and implementation were no longer realistic and there was no date set for either at this time.  
Other BJA members expressed concern about the timing of presenting this to association 
membership during spring conferences.  It would need to be added somewhere in the existing 
programming and the agendas have been set.  Also, the associations should be looking at a 
proposal from the BJA after it is finalized, not the proposal from the BJA Restructure 
Workgroup.  Everyone agreed the process would need to be slowed down. 
 
The BJA Restructure Workgroup will consider all of the concerns and suggestions from today’s 
BJA meeting during their meeting later this afternoon.  This issue will be discussed again during 
the April BJA meeting. 
 
Other Business 
 
Chief Justice Madsen thanked Judge Quinn-Brintnall for her service on the BJA and for always 
being willing to share her views which are unique and helpful. 
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 
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Recap of Motions from March 15, 2013 meeting 
Motion Summary Status 
Approve the January 23, 2013 BJA meeting minutes. Passed 
Postpone any vote on the restructuring of the BJA until after 
the judicial associations are able to present this information 
to their members at their spring conferences. 

Passed 

 
Action Items from the March 15, 2013 meeting 
Action Item Status 
January 23, 2013 BJA Meeting Minutes 
• Post the minutes online. 
• Send revised minutes to the Supreme Court for inclusion 

in the En Banc meeting materials. 

 
Done 
Done 
 

TCOFC Funding Requests 
• Add to April BJA meeting agenda. 

 
Done 

BJA Structure Workgroup Proposal 
• Add to April BJA meeting agenda for discussion and 

postpone vote on this until after the judicial association 
spring conferences. 

 
Done 
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From: Hahn, Sondra  
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2013 5:15 PM 
To: McAleenan, Mellani 
Cc: Hahn, Sondra; Hinchcliffe, Shannon 
Subject: BJA rep to OCLA Oversight Committee 
 
Hi Mellani, 
 
Judge Derr, DMCJA President, would like to nominate Judge Gregory Tripp to serve on OCLA.  Following 
is Judge Tripp’s statement of interest.  Please let me know if this is all you need for this nomination.  I 
considered filling out one of the BJA nomination forms, but I’m thinking that those are just for service on 
BJA committees.  Thanks, 
 
Judge Gregory J. Tripp 
My background with civil legal aid began while I was in private practice when I began to do pro bono 
work, primarily with DSHS overpayment cases.  In 1996 I joined the board of the Legal Foundation of 
Washington and served as its president in 2000.  Subsequently I became a member of the Access to 
Justice Board, ultimately serving as Chair of the Board for a two year term ending in 2008.  Additionally, I 
served on the Spokane County Volunteer Lawyer advisory committee.  
 
During my time serving on those boards I hope that I helped in some small way to assist in efforts to 
stabilize legal aid funding, the transition to a restructured legal aid delivery system under a revised state 
plan and promoting access to justice for the poor and vulnerable of Washington. 
 
Please forward this letter of interest as appropriate.  If further information is needed please contact me. 
 
 
Sondra Hahn  
Administrative Office of the Courts  
PO Box 41170  
Olympia WA  98504-1170  
360-705-5276  
360-956-5700 FAX 
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Washington State Judicial Branch 
 

2014 supplemental BUDGET REQUEST 
 

Proposed Decision Package  
 
 

Agency:    Administrative Office of the Courts 
 
Decision Package Title: Centralized Interpreter Scheduling 
 
Budget Period:   2014 Supplemental Budget Request 
 
Budget Level:   Policy Level 
 
Recommendation Summary Text 
 
State and federal laws require Washington courts to provide meaningful access to courts and 
court services for persons who are hearing impaired or have limited English proficiency (LEP).  
Failure to provide clear, concise interpretation for LEP individuals doing business at the court, 
but outside the courtroom, denies these individuals that opportunity, leading to mistrust, 
confusion, and administrative inefficiencies.  The administration of justice requires clear 
communication in all phases of the case life cycle.  Additionally, communications from the 
federal Department of Justice have indicated that interpretive services must be extended to all 
court house interactions, not just to proceeding within the courtroom. 
 
Scheduling of interpreters for court hearings is currently a manual process in most courts.  It is 
time consuming and often leads to inefficient scheduling as the staff doing the scheduling are 
not able to compare interpreter pay rates, driving distances, and other specifics which affect 
cost. 
 
Use of a centralized, automated scheduling software will eliminate the manual process and 
allow schedulers to specify how much an interpreter will be paid and the distance the interpreter 
will need to travel for the hearing. 
 
Fiscal Detail 
 
Operating Expenditures  FY 2015  Total 
Sum of All Costs  $34,300  $34,300 

 Staffing  FY 2015  Total 
FTEs (number of staff requested)  0  0 
 
Package Description: 
Background 
RCW Chapter 2.43 prescribes the requirements for providing court interpreter services in 
Washington courts. Additionally, the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) has taken the position 
that courts receiving federal funding are required to take reasonable steps to meet Title VI 
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requirements in ensuring language access, including providing and paying for interpreters in all 
cases.  Failure to do so may result in the withdrawal of federal funds by the federal Department 
of Justice. 
 
Current Situation 
With the exception of three courts, courts schedule interpreters manually.  When the need for an 
interpreter arises, a clerk looks at the list of qualified interpreters and begins calling or emailing 
them.  Whichever interpreter is first contacted and available is usually the one that gets the job.  
Besides being highly inefficient, it also means that the least expensive and/or nearest interpreter 
is not always being scheduled, leading to higher interpreter costs. 
 
Two district courts and one superior court have implemented an automated system which allows 
interpreters to view proceedings needing interpreters and then schedule themselves for the 
proceeding.  The first interpreter to schedule gets the job, which eases the work of the court, but 
does not guarantee that the court is hiring the least expensive interpreter.  It also negates 
opportunities to hire a single interpreter for multiple proceedings.  This system has been 
"gamed" by computer savvy interpreters writing scripts to automatically schedule themselves 
into proceedings, thereby double booking themselves and cutting out potentially less expensive 
interpreters. 
 
Proposed Solution 
This request is to fund a statewide contract for automated interpreter scheduling.  Using 
currently available software, the court will enter proceeding information (date, time, and venue), 
the language requirement, the rate the court is able to pay, and the distance within which costs 
can be paid as search criteria.  The software then returns a list of interpreters who meet the 
criteria.  The scheduler then chooses the interpreter from the list, the application sends an email 
to the interpreter asking for confirmation, and also sends reminder emails a set time before the 
proceeding is scheduled to occur. 
 
This allows the scheduler to hire interpreters for multiple proceedings, avoids double booking, 
and gives control of costs to the court, rather than the interpreter.  Additionally, the software can 
accommodate regional groupings of courts, allowing them to "share" interpreter time and cost.  
This regional approach has been used successfully by Snohomish County Superior and District 
Court, greatly reducing their interpreter expenses. 
 
With almost 3000 proceedings per month requiring an interpreter, costs are estimated at 
$34,300 to cover implementation and training expenses.   
 
Washington courts must openly, fairly, efficiently and effectively administer justice in all criminal 
and civil cases, consistent with constitutional mandates and the judiciary’s duty to maintain the 
highest level of public trust and confidence in the courts.  It is our obligation for the trial courts to 
provide a system that is open and accessible to all participants including those persons with 
limited English language proficiency, both inside the courtroom and for any court managed 
functions. 
 
 
Narrative Justification and Impact Statement: 
Describe the way in which way this package contributes to the Judicial Branch Principle 
Policy Objectives noted below. 
 
Fair and Effective Administration of Justice in All Civil and Criminal Cases. 
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By centralizing the scheduling of interpreters, their presence is guaranteed at proceedings at a 
reasonable cost, allowing for the fair and effective administration of justice to LEP litigants. 
 
Accessibility 
Providing equal access to the courts includes overcoming barriers to LEP litigants.  The 
proposal decreases the cost of interpreters, allowing courts to meet this mandate in a more 
economical manner. 
 
Access to Necessary Representation 
Not all attorneys are bi-lingual nor is there a state licensed attorney in every language requiring 
representation in court.  By providing certified interpreters, LEP litigants are guaranteed the 
same access to legal representation as English proficient litigants are. 
 
Commitment to Effective Court Management. 
Centralized interpreter scheduling will allow more effective management of cases by ensuring 
the presence of a certified interpreter at all required proceedings.  This will promote effective 
court management by reducing the number of continued proceeding and assuring LEP litigants 
understand the outcomes of their cases resulting in fewer returns to court for additional 
litigation. 
 
Appropriate Staffing and Support 
Budget cuts in the judiciary have required the AOC to look for innovative ways to assist in 
meeting the staffing and support needs of the courts.  Centralized interpreter scheduling will 
allow the correct bi-lingual resources to be available at the correct time at a reasonable cost. 
 
 
Measure detail 
 
Impact on clients and services 
Funding of this proposal will allow proper scheduling of certified interpreters, positively impact 
the courtroom experience for LEP litigants, and streamline services for all participants in the 
legal process. 
 
Impact on other state programs 
None. 
 
Relationship to Capital Budget 
None. 
 
Required changes to existing Court Rule, Court Order, RCW, WAC, contract, or plan 
None. 
 
Alternatives explored 
Attempts to use internal AOC resources to create the software are unrealistic at this time given 
the commitment of those resources to implementing a new case management system for the 
superior courts. 
 
Distinction between one-time and ongoing costs and budget impacts in future biennia 
Setup and training are a one-time cost.  The annual fee for use of the software will be ongoing. 
 
Effects of non-funding 
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Courts will continue to incur higher than necessary interpreter costs. 
 
Expenditure calculations and assumptions and FTE assumptions 
Using census data to estimate the LEP population of the State, the total number of interpreter 
events1, and an average software fee schedule, the following costs were calculated: 
 

Annual number of interpreter events statewide: 60,085 
Less interpreter events in counties using an 
Existing scheduling method  (24,692) 
Total interpreter events 35,393 
 
Monthly interpreter events 35,393/12 = 2949 
Monthly fee @ 2949 events/month $1,200 
Annual fee @ $1,200/month $14,400 
Setup and training (one-time expense) $19,900 
Total cost for FY2015 $34,300 

 
Object Detail     FY2015  Total 
Staff Costs     $0   $0 

Non-Staff Cost    $34,300  $34,300 

Total Objects     $34,300  $34,300 

                                            
1 And interpreter events is defined as one interpreter and a continuous occurrence of one or more hours 
(e.g., a single trial would be one event, as would multiple hearings in multiple cases if all are scheduled 
consecutively). 



 

Proposed Decision Package – 2014 Supplemental Budget Request Telephonic Interpreting for Language Access 
 

Washington State Judicial Branch 
 

2014 supplemental BUDGET REQUEST 
 

Proposed Decision Package  
 

 
Agency: Administrative Office of the Courts 
 
Decision Package Title: Telephonic Interpreting for Language Access to Court 

Services 
 
Budget Period: 2014 Supplemental Budget Request 
 
Budget Level: Policy Level 
 
Recommendation Summary Text 
 
Access to full use of our courts requires clear lines of communication both inside and outside 
the courtroom.  When persons with limited English proficiency are scheduled for proceedings, 
prearrangements are made for interpreting services.  However, in-person interpreting is not 
typically available for the many instances when individuals call or visit the courts to file 
paperwork, pay fines, or request information.   This proposal is to obtain state funding to offset 
50% of the costs associated by on-demand telephonic interpretation to ensure that language is 
not a barrier from full participation in court services.   
 
Fiscal Detail 
 
Operating Expenditures  FY 2015  Total 
Sum of All Costs  $991,800  $991,800 

 Staffing  FY 2015  Total 
FTEs (number of staff requested)  0  0 
 
Package Description: 
 
Introduction 
State and federal laws require Washington courts to provide meaningful access to court 
proceedings and court services for persons who have limited English proficiency.  Failure to 
provide clear, concise interpretation denies these individuals that opportunity, leading to 
mistrust, confusion, administrative inefficiencies and potentially incorrect judicial orders and 
verdicts.    
 
According to the U.S. Census the number of foreign-born, limited English proficient (LEP) 
persons age 5 and older in Washington increased by 50.1% between 2000 and 2010 from 
279,497 to 419,576.  This shift in Washington’s population has directly impacted local courts 
resources, and their ability to fund state and federal requirements to provide interpretation 
services.  
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Legal Obligations 
RCW Chapter 2.43.10 identifies the legislative intent for ensuring language access: 
 

“It is hereby declared to be the policy of this state to secure the rights, 
constitutional or otherwise, of persons who, because of a non-English speaking 
cultural background, are unable to readily understand or communicate in the 
English language, and who consequently cannot be fully protected in legal 
proceedings unless qualified interpreters are available to assist them.”   

 
In 2007, the Legislature enacted specific standards instructing each trial court to develop 
language assistance plans which address the provision of language access both inside and 
outside of the courtroom.  Such plans shall include “a process for providing timely 
communication with non-English speakers by all court employees who have regular contact with 
the public and meaningful access to court services, including access to services provided by the 
clerk’s office.”  RCW 2.43.090 (1)(d).  
 
Meaningful access to all court program and activities, both inside and outside the courtroom, is 
also required by the U.S. Department of Justice for indirect and direct recipients of federal 
funding.  Non-compliance with federal standards may result in the withdrawal of federal funding.  
As stated by Thomas E. Perez, Assistant Attorney General, in an August 26, 2010 letter 
addressed to all chief justices and state court administrators,  
 

“Some states provide language assistance only for courtroom proceedings, but 
the meaningful access requirement extends to court functions that are conducted 
outside the courtroom as well…  Access to these points of public contact is 
essential to the fair administration of justice, especially for unrepresented LEP 
persons.  DOJ expects courts to provide meaningful access for LEP persons to 
such court operated or managed points of public contact in the judicial process, 
whether the contact at issue occurs inside or outside the courtroom.” 

 
Current Situation 
Currently, courts regularly provide interpreting during legal proceedings, and in some instances 
the interpreters are available to interpret for litigants outside of the courtroom when interacting 
with staff.  In rare situations, courts may have bilingual staff able to provide direct services in a 
language other than English.  In most situations, however, customers call or come to court on 
an unscheduled basis, and the court has no advance warning when interpreting is needed for 
LEP persons.  In these cases, courts frequently ask the LEP persons to return with friends or 
family members to act as interpreters.  Since these family members are untrained and untested, 
it is questionable how accurately they understand and interpret the information, and whether 
their personal biases infuse the communication.  Similarly, given the sensitive nature of why 
many people access the courts, persons (e.g. domestic violence victims) may face scrutiny or 
shame in asking acquaintances to serve as their interpreters.   
 
Description of Program 
This request is to obtain state funding to offset 50% of the local cost for contracted telephonic 
interpreting services for non-courtroom interactions. The State of Washington administers 
contracts with national telephonic interpreting companies, and all trial courts are eligible to 
obtain services at these rates.  Participant courts will enter into contracts with the Administrative 
Office of the Courts for reimbursement of telephonic interpreting costs for court interactions 
outside of courtroom proceedings.  Courts will submit appropriate invoices to the AOC Court 
Interpreter Program detailing their telephonic interpreting usage, and qualifying expenses will be 
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reimbursed at 50%.  Data will be submitted electronically, so that the AOC can track statewide 
trends for telephonic interpreting based on court location and language.   
 
 
Narrative Justification and Impact Statement: 
 
Describe the way in which this package contributes to the Judicial Branch Principal 
Policy Objectives noted below. 
 
Fair and Effective Administration of Justice in All Civil and Criminal Cases. 
Public trust and confidence in the courts begins, at a minimum, with the public being able to 
effectively access and participate in the judicial process.  Such participation is not possible for 
LEP individuals without quality interpretation services.  Full access to court services and 
effective management of court cases require communication between litigants and court staff 
outside of the courtroom.   
 
Accessibility. 
With the far majority of court staff, services, websites and documents being provided in English 
only, LEP individuals have limited opportunity to access court services.  Further, LEP individuals 
who are required to bring their own family or friends to interpret risk preserving accuracy in 
communication, or may be hindered due to the sensitive nature of the matters leading them to 
court.   
 
Access to Necessary Representation. 
N/A 
 
Commitment to Effective Court Management. 
On-demand telephonic interpreting services will assist court staff in more effectively serving the 
LEP public, and processing their cases.  Interpretation from objective language experts will 
avoid confusion or misunderstandings, and ensure that parties are informed of their rights and 
responsibilities. 
 
Appropriate Staffing and Support. 
N/A 
 
 
Measure detail 
 
Impact on clients and services.   
Without the availability of State funding, many courts will continue to rely on LEP persons 
bringing their own family and friends to interpret.    
 
Impact on other state programs. 
None. 
 
Relationship to Capital Budget. 
None. 
 
Required changes to existing Court Rule, Court Order, RCW, WAC, contract, or plan. 
None. 
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Alternatives explored  
With limited budgets, courts must currently prioritize the use of limited interpreting funds.  
Priorities lie with in-person courtroom interpretation. 
 
Distinction between one-time and ongoing costs and budget impacts in future biennia 
Telephonic interpreter funding will be an ongoing cost, fluctuating based on immigration trends 
in the Washington population.   
 
Effects of non-funding. 
Courts will continue to provide interpreting services when possible, but prioritization of 
resources will remain focused on courtroom proceedings.  The absence of structure for ensuring 
interpretation in non-courtroom services will run afoul of both state and federal requirements. 
 
Expenditure calculations and assumptions and FTE assumptions 
The average per minute cost with these companies is $1.45, and may vary based on the 
language. In the majority of requested languages, the companies will connect the requester with 
an interpreter upon demand.   
 
Currently there are approximately 15,200 active cases in Washington courts which have an 
interpreter assigned to them.  It is estimated that each litigant for each case will have an 
average of nine encounters at non-courtroom related operations, such as calling the court with 
questions, setting up payment plans, completing forms or other paperwork, meeting with 
facilitators, etc.  These conversations typically last 5 minutes, but when are interpreted, take at 
least twice the amount of time.  The anticipated full annual cost for telephonic interpreting is 
$1,983,600: 
 

15,200 cases x 9 encounters x 10 minutes x $1.45/minute = $1,983,600 
 
With a 50% State reimbursement component, the amount for FY2015 is $991,800. 

 
 
Object Detail   FY2015             Total 
Staff Costs   $0  $0 

Non-Staff Costs  $991,800  $991,800 

Total Objects  $991,800  $991,800 



 

Proposed Decision Package – 2014 Supplemental Budget Request Restoration of CASA Funding 

Washington State Judicial Branch 
 

2014 supplemental BUDGET REQUEST 
 

Proposed Decision Package  
 

 
Agency:    Administrative Office of the Courts 
 
Decision Package Title:  Restoration of CASA Funding 
 
Budget Period:   2014 Supplemental Budget Request 
 
Budget Level:   Policy Level 
 
Recommendation Summary Text 
 
Court Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) volunteers are community volunteers who are 
appointed by judges to advocate in court for abused and/or neglected children.  Currently, 
Washington Courts operate thirty-five CASA programs.  Funding for CASA programs is typically 
a blend between state and local funding.  For the state portion, funding is authorized by the 
Legislature and appropriated to the Administrative Office of the Courts.  The funds are then 
passed through to support local court and tribal court CASA programs through contracts with 
superior court or tribal council.  
 
AOC has an existing contract process in place with local CASA programs, via the superior court. 
Prior to 2009, the total amount distributed to support local CASA programs via the AOC was 
$7,332,000 per biennium. This was distributed based on a funding formula based on average 
active dependency caseloads.  Due to legislatively imposed budget reductions to AOC, CASA 
funding was reduced in the amount of $1,505,542. 
 
Fiscal Detail 
 
Operating Expenditures  FY 2015  Total 
Sum of All Costs  $752,771  $752,771 

 Staffing  FY 2015  Total 
FTEs (number of staff requested)  0  0 
 
 
Package Description: 
 
Maintaining CASA funding to support local programs is jointly supported by the Superior Court 
Judges’ Association, the Washington Association of Juvenile Court Administrators, the 
Legislature, and the State CASA Organization. RCW 13.34.100(1) requires superior courts to 
appoint a guardian ad litem to represent dependency children in state welfare cases, absent 
good cause finding the appointment unnecessary.  CASA programs manage volunteer 
programs that recruit, educate, and support CASAs who are assigned as guardians ad litem to 
dependent children.  CASA volunteers are appointed by judges to watch over and advocate for 
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abused and neglected children to fulfill all of the responsibilities of a paid guardian ad litem.  
Ideally, the CASA remains with each case until it is closed and the child is placed in a safe and 
permanent home. 
 
AOC is the state’s pass through agency for funds to superior court or tribal nations that support 
CASA programs.  AOC requires semi-annual reports from CASA programs that record 
information on dependency filings, CASA appointments, paid GAL appointments, amount of 
state funding, amount of county funding, amount of other funding, staff FTE and total number of 
volunteers. 
 
Without state funding appropriated by the Legislature to support CASA programs, their 
existence is doubtful.  This is one area of local government that has been subsidized by the 
state for several years.  The basic premise is that volunteer programs that have standards and 
support for CASA programs is more economic than hiring professional guardians ad litem 
without sacrificing the quality of representation.  The volunteer CASA programs in our courts are 
highly professional, maintain integrity, and serve dependent youth effectively.  Volunteer 
programs, while cost effective, require comprehensive oversight by court staff and/or program 
managers.  Each and every funding reduction results in less support for volunteers.  Without 
direct supervision of volunteers, fewer CASAs are recruited and approved, and resignation of 
current volunteers increases.  
 
State funding pays for program infrastructure, particularly the cost of volunteer coordinators and 
managers.   
 
 
Narrative Justification and Impact Statement: 
 
Describe the way in which way this package contributes to the Judicial Branch Principle 
Policy Objectives noted below. 
 
Fair and Effective Administration of Justice in All Civil and Criminal Cases. 
Dependent children have unique legal needs that must be met according to the statute.  The 
court can appoint either a guardian ad litem or CASA to represent dependent children.  The 
CASA programs offer a level of advocacy that is personal and attentive to children with unique 
personal and legal needs.  Experience with the court is sometimes associated with threat and 
instability to a child, and the connection and trust of a CASA provides a uniquely valuable sense 
of security in the view of a dependent child.  Absent secure funding to provide stability to the 
infrastructure of a CASA program, experienced and professional advocacy services are at risk 
of faltering.   
 
Accessibility.  
CASA volunteers receive training on legal and cultural issues before being assigned cases.  
 
Access to Necessary Representation. 
CASA programs meet a critical need in providing adequate levels of representation to 
dependent children in our legal system.  Nobody disagrees that this is a particularly vulnerable 
population who deserve the best representation in our legal process that has various pressures 
to process cases.  The state’s investment in CASA is not simply because it offsets considerable 
resources by providing volunteer services at a cheaper rate, which it does, but also the quality 
of representation and attention to the personal level of advocacy that is needed by these 
children.   
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Commitment to Effective Court Management. 
CASA programs allow courts to proceed without as many continuances, not only completing 
cases in a more timely manner, but saving the State money as well. 
 
Appropriate Staffing and Support.   
N/A 
 
 
Measure detail 
 
Impact on clients and services 
Dependent youth are the consumers of the services provided by CASAs. They need strong 
advocacy for their best interests in the context of court or basic case management services. 
Their CASA representative must be competent in legal, mental health, child development, and 
cultural issues.   
 
Impact on other state programs 
Effective advocacy for dependent children improves timeliness to permanence.  CASA 
programs are able to provide quality case management to dependent youth which improves 
outcomes for children. If parties have adequate representation and advocacy, the more likely 
the case will be resolved quickly and disruption to the lives of the families is lessened. This has 
the possibility to significantly impact budgets related to foster care and services.   
 
Relationship to Capital Budget 
None 
 
Required changes to existing Court Rule, Court Order, RCW, WAC, contract, or plan 
None 
 
Alternatives explored 
The alternative is to fund CASA at the current level, which over time weakens the infrastructure 
and limits the programs’ ability to recruit, train, and retain a competent and qualified volunteer 
pool. 
 
Distinction between one-time and ongoing costs and budget impacts in future biennia 
Ongoing. 
 
Effects of non-funding 
If state CASA funding is lowered or continues at the current reduced level, the basic program 
elements are difficult to maintain. At the current budget level, CASA programs have been 
challenged to effectively recruit, train, and retain volunteers.   
 
Expenditure calculations and assumptions and FTE assumptions 
The joint request of the trial court associations, Superior Court Judges’ Association and the 
Washington Association of Juvenile Court Administrators, is for the Supreme Court to restore 
CASA funding to be equivalent to the 2009 allocation.   
 
There are approximately 14,000 dependent children in Washington State.  If the reduction to the 
CASA budget was restored, approximately 1,500 additional dependent children could be 
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served.  This assumption is based on the national standards of 1 coordinator can support 30 
volunteers who can serve 45 youth.  
 
 
Object Detail     FY2015  Total 
Staff Costs     $752,771  $752,771 
Non-Staff Costs    $   $ 
Total Objects     $752,771  $752,771 
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Washington State Judicial Branch 
 

2014 supplemental BUDGET REQUEST 
 

Proposed Decision Package  
 

 
Agency:    Administrative Office of the Courts 
 
Decision Package Title: Washington State Family and Juvenile Court 

Improvement Plan - Restoration 
 
Budget Period:   2014 Supplemental Budget Request 
 
Budget Level:   Policy Level 
 
Recommendation Summary Text 
 
The Family and Juvenile Court Improvement Plan, RCW 2.56.030, coordinates courts’ efforts on 
Superior/Family and Juvenile cases, to strategically implement principles of Unified Family 
Court (UFC) which were adopted as best practices by the Board for Judicial Administration in 
2005.  FJCIP funding and framework for superior courts exist in thirteen counties to implement 
enhancements to their family and juvenile court operations that are consistent with UFC 
principles.  The FJCIP allows flexible implementation centered on core elements including 
stable leadership, education, and case management support.  The statewide plan promotes a 
system of local improvements.   
 
Funding is requested to restore previous cuts to the base funding for FJCIP courts.  Due to state 
agency budget reductions in 2009, the biennial FJCIP pass-through budget was reduced by 
$309,000 or 19.3%.  Because of this reduction, funding for training opportunities and court 
enhancement projects was eliminated.  Maintaining case coordinator positions is the primary 
funding objective for the courts and AOC, but absent restoration of the base funding, the FJCIP 
courts fail to meet the objective clearly spelled out in statute.  
 
The Legislature has reacted positively to FJCIP as an example of partnership and respect 
between the Legislative and Judicial branches of government.  The FJCIP program invites 
accountability for program development and fiscal expenditures, especially through the system 
of reporting and communication created by the Washington State Center for Court Research.  
 
Fiscal Detail 
 
Operating Expenditures  FY 2015  Total 
Sum of All Costs  $154,500  $154,500 

 Staffing  FY 2015  Total 
FTEs (number of staff requested)  0  0 

 
 
Package Description: 
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The FJCIP program represents a product of legislative and judicial branch cooperation, resulting 
from a workgroup which designed and implemented a plan to promote the UFC principles and 
best practices.  Through a true partnership, the Board for Judicial Administration, the Superior 
Court Judges’ Association, the Washington Association of Juvenile Court Administrators, the 
Supreme Court, and the Legislature together enacted and implemented FJCIP. 
 
The FJCIP courts are obligated to comply with educational requirements, judicial leadership and 
case management.  Without limited funding to support education and secure case coordinator 
positions, the programs are vulnerable and reform efforts undermined.  Although FJCIP funding 
was reduced in 2009, thirteen of the initial sixteen sites continue their programs with reduced 
state funding.  All of the sites maintain case coordinator services as their primary need but 
enhancement projects that required additional resources were delayed.  
 
 
Narrative Justification and Impact Statement: 
 
Describe the way in which way this package contributes to the Judicial Branch Principle 
Policy Objectives noted below. 
 
Fair and Effective Administration of Justice in All Civil and Criminal Cases. 
Each superior court in Washington processes cases that fall under juvenile court (offender and 
civil) and domestic relations.  The judiciary adopted standards for best practices in 2005 for 
managing these cases that improved the quality, efficiency, and consistency of outcomes for 
families.  These enhancements are tangible ways for the superior courts to improve public trust 
and confidence in our courts that deal with sensitive case types.   
 
FJCIP courts represent 65% of dependency case filings in Washington State.  The FJCIP courts 
are measured in six timeliness objectives against non-FJCIP sites (and a seventh measure will 
be implemented in 2013).  Those objectives reflect federal and state mandated time standards 
(see below). According to the attached tables, FJCIP courts show better compliance with the 
timeliness standards.   
OBJECTIVE DESCRIPTION 
#1   fact finding within 75 days 
#2   review hearings every six months 
#3   permanency planning hearing within 12 months 
#4   permanency achieved before 15 months of out-of-home care 
#5 termination of parental rights petition filed before 15 months of out-of-

home care 
#6 adoption completed within six months of termination order 
#7 time from termination of parental rights petition filing to termination of 

parental rights (effective 2013) 
 
Accessibility 
All of the superior courts in our state process family and juvenile cases. The FJCIP courts were 
given the opportunity to effectively implement best practices as they relate to processing family 
and juvenile case types.  While all courts process cases, FJCIP courts have targeted individual 
areas for improvement that are measured and provide better services to families involved in 
multiple court cases.   

 
Access to Necessary Representation.   
N/A 
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Commitment to Effective Court Management. 
More timely resolution to cases in family and juvenile court is the mission of the FJCIP courts.   
 
The FJCIP programs require local analysis and program development that is consistent with 
UFC principles.  One of those underlying principles of UFC is case management or coordination 
of cases involving multiple family members.  The FJCIP projects are monitored and held 
accountable for meeting the targets of UFC and dependency timeliness standards, 
accomplished through improved case management strategies (i.e. calendaring cases involving 
family members with one judicial team or calendaring dependency cases with a consistent 
“team” of providers (AG, parent attorney, social worker, GAL or CASA, Commissioner)).     
 
Appropriate Staffing and Support 
The amount requested in this funding package restores the initial level of funding to the existing 
FJCIP sites for thirteen programs.   
 
For courts to manage their local reform efforts, they need court leadership and staff to provide 
analysis, program design, and implementation of the improvement practices. The request will 
provide adequate funding for staff to continue a full time effort on FJCIP projects.   
 
 
Measure detail 
 
Impact on clients and services 
The FJCIP program requires local leadership to identify areas of enhancement in family and 
juvenile court operations.  As a result of FJCIP, the courts are proactive in seeking projects to 
strengthen the coordination of cases between court level stakeholders (e.g., courthouse 
facilitator) and external stakeholders (e.g., Department of Social and Health Services).  Effecting 
system-wide improvements shows direct benefits to families and the measured impact of the 
improvements is evident in the time standards report.   
 
The recipients of the improved coordination of cases, service delivery, and education of court 
staff (including judicial officers) are the court community and the citizens served by them.  
Communities in thirteen counties are better served as a result of FJCIP. 
 
Impact on other state programs 
The FJCIP embodies a major reform effort in family and juvenile court operations. The FJCIP 
promotes innovative strategies that respond to local court needs. If the courts are more efficient 
as a result of targeted improvements, collateral state and county stakeholders also benefit from 
a streamlined and better informed court process.   
 
Relationship to Capital Budget 
None. 
 
Required changes to existing Court Rule, Court Order, RCW, WAC, contract, or plan 
None 
 
Alternatives explored 
The alternatives to FJCIP courts already exist in the remaining superior courts that do not have 
the benefit of FJCIP funding and staffing to enact improvements to their system of processing 
family and juvenile cases.  One of the appealing aspects of FJCIP is the court demographics 
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that are addressed by FJCIP.  Take note that King is one FJCIP court and at the same time so 
is the Hells Canyon Circuit Court.  Regardless of court size, structure, or number of judicial 
officers, FJCIP is applicable to all court sizes because it allows local enhancements.  While 
based on uniform standards, the UFC principles, each site has the opportunity to invest in 
innovated improvements while other courts have not had the same advantage.     
 
Distinction between one-time and ongoing costs and budget impacts in future biennia 
 
Effects of non-funding 
If this decision package is not funded, and assuming the program does not receive additional 
reductions, the thirteen FJCIP courts will continue to exist and impact their court processes in 
the capacity they do now.  There are basic court management or coordination efforts that can 
impact the quality of case processing that are consistent with UFC principles.  These 
modifications have happened to a large extent by using court leadership and innovation that 
does not require additional funding. These enhancements will be maintained at their current 
level. 
 
A residual impact of uncertain funding, compounded by considerable budget strain both state 
and locally, is that FJCIP courts have treated the funding as “grants” and potentially 
unsustainable. This transitory feeling has resulted in higher than expected staff turnover and 
marginal court commitment.  Both the chief judge and case coordinator must work effectively at 
instituting changes in their courts.  To date, they courts have been sidetracked by the threat of 
potential funding reductions. The FJCIP program has operated for four years.  While no 
program has a guarantee of continued state funding, restoration back to original funding levels 
provides courts assurance that the program has longevity enough to invest in the future 
development of FJCIP.  Funding restoration will engender more satisfaction with and faith in the 
improvements accomplished in the past four years that currently feel temporary in some courts.     
 
Expenditure calculations and assumptions and FTE assumptions 
The amount requested would restore FJCIP to the original amount of the FJCIP program 
authorized by the Legislature in 2008.  This amount allows funding for case coordinator staff, 
education, and limited project funding to implement enhancements.   
 
Funding was initially divided and allocated based on applications from courts that included 
commitments to follow the requirements of the statute.  FJCIP courts were invited to recruit case 
coordinator staff at the range that was consistent with the draft job description provided by the 
AOC.  The FTE packages, including salary and benefits, vary depending on the court.  Also, the 
AOC made a determination on what level of case coordinator FTE each court would be eligible 
for, either full or half time.  This was based on case filings and number of judicial officers in each 
court. 
 
Object Detail     FY2015  Total 
Staff Costs     $154,000  $154,000 
Non-Staff Costs    $   $ 
Total Objects     $154,000  $154,000 
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Washington State Judicial Branch 
 

2014 supplemental BUDGET REQUEST 
 

Proposed Decision Package  
 
 

Agency:    Administrative Office of the Courts 
 
Decision Package Title: Funding Guardians ad Litem for Indigent Litigants 
 
Budget Period:   2014 Supplemental Budget Request 
 
Budget Level:   Policy Level 
 
Recommendation Summary Text 
 
Appointment of guardians ad litem (GAL) in family law cases is allowed under RCW 26.12.175.  
RCW 26.09.013 intends for state funding to be provided to counties to ‘…provide indigent 
parties with guardian ad litem services at a reduced or waived fee.’  GALs represent the best 
interests of children in family law matters, and are expected to participate in court hearings, 
review proposed orders of agreement, conduct investigations and may also be allowed to file 
documents and respond to discovery, introduce exhibits at trial, and subpoena witnesses.  
GALs provide an unbiased view as to what is best for children caught up in legal proceedings.  
They minimize returns to litigation by helping the court reach the best possible outcome for 
children. 
 
This proposal would fund guardians ad litem for family law cases in which an order to proceed in 
forma pauperis has been filed. 
 
Fiscal Detail 
 
Operating Expenditures  FY 2015  Total 
Sum of All Costs  $360,000  $360,000 

 Staffing  FY 2015  Total 
FTEs (number of staff requested)  0  0 
 
Package Description: 
This package will provide guardians ad litem in adoption, parentage, parenting plan 
modifications, nonparental custody, and dissolution cases where children are involved and the 
litigants have been determined to be indigent under RCW 10.101.020.  
 
Narrative Justification and Impact Statement: 
Describe the way in which way this package contributes to the Judicial Branch Principle 
Policy Objectives noted below. 
 
Fair and Effective Administration of Justice in All Civil and Criminal Cases. 
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GALs provide fair and effective justice for children by advocating their best interests to the court 
in contested domestic relations cases.   
 
Accessibility 
Equal access to justice includes barriers erected by the inability of a litigant to pay for a 
guardian ad litem.  Providing GALs for indigent litigants allows them equal access to all aspects 
of justice. 
 
Access to Necessary Representation 
In order for a child to be heard effectively, they require an impartial advocate.  GALs provide this 
advocacy, allowing children’s best interests to be represented and conveyed to the court.    
 
Commitment to Effective Court Management. 
By providing a voice for children, guardians ad litem promote effective court management by 
reducing the number of continued proceedings, shortening the time to resolution, and assuring 
best possible outcomes in family law cases. 
 
Appropriate Staffing and Support 
Staff will need to create a funding formula for sharing of funds among the participating courts.  
Contracts with each court need to be established.  As services are rendered, courts will submit 
invoices which will need to be checked for accuracy before sending to management for 
approval.  Funding levels must be monitored for determination of possible revenue-sharing 
among the courts.  It is anticipated that current staffing can fully accomplish these tasks.    
 
Measure detail 
 
Impact on clients and services 
More appropriate representation of children’s best interests involved in family law matters. 
 
Impact on other state programs 
None. 
 
Relationship to Capital Budget 
None. 
 
Required changes to existing Court Rule, Court Order, RCW, WAC, contract, or plan 
None. 
 
Alternatives explored 
N/A 
 
Distinction between one-time and ongoing costs and budget impacts in future biennia 
Ongoing. 
 
Effects of non-funding 
Without proper funding and the appointment of GALs to indigent parties, children will not be 
advocated for and the poor outcomes will have lifelong effects.  Providing for a competent and 
thorough investigation of parents’ and the child’s situation allows the court to make the best 
decision possible for the child and may result in decrease of future litigation to address issues 
that would not, absent the GAL, have been thoroughly adjudicated.  Parents in heavily 
contested family law matters frequently do not put their children’s interest first.  Children will be 
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better served by courts that have full and relevant information necessary for appropriate 
decision-making. 
 
Expenditure calculations and assumptions and FTE assumptions 
Over the last four years, there has been an annual average of 240 family cases filed in which a 
guardian ad litem is assigned and an order to proceed in forma pauperis has been entered.  
Although there is wide variation in the cost per case, the minimum average required for a GAL 
in a family law case is $1500 (20 hours @ $75 / hour).  Fully funded, 240 cases at $1500 results 
in an annual request for $360,000. 
 
Object Detail     FY2015  Total 
Staff Costs     $0   $0 

Non-Staff Cost    $360,000  $360,000 

Total Objects     $360,000  $360,000 
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Washington State Judicial Branch 
 

2014 supplemental BUDGET REQUEST 
 

Proposed Decision Package  
 
 

Agency:    Administrative Office of the Courts 
 
Decision Package Title: Increase the State’s Contribution to Salaries of 

Judges of Courts of Limited Jurisdiction 
 
Budget Period:   2014 Supplemental Budget Request 
 
Budget Level:   Policy Level 
 
Recommendation Summary Text 
 
This proposal will increase the share of the State's contribution to the funding of district and 
qualifying municipal court judges' salaries.  The Trial Court Funding Taskforce concluded, and 
the Board for Judicial Administration supports, a trial court funding  partnership between local 
and state governments.  The state currently contributes approximately 17% toward the cost of 
limited jurisdiction judicial salaries.   For their superior court counterparts, the State contributes 
50% of judicial officers' salaries, pased through to the counties by the Administrative Office of 
the Courts. 
 
This proposal will fund the first year of a three-year to the State's share.  It assumes a 50% 
contribution by FY2017. 
 
Fiscal Detail 
 
Operating Expenditures  FY 2015  Total 
Sum of All Costs  $2,089,500  $2,089,500 

 Staffing  FY 2015  Total 
FTEs (number of staff requested)  0  0 
 
Package Description: 
In Chapter 457, Laws of 2005, the Legislature recognized that "trial courts are critical to 
maintaining the rule of law in a free society and that they are essential to the protection of the 
rights and enforcement of obligations for all" and began contributing toward the salaries of 
district and eligible elected municipal court judges as a step toward meeting a state commitment 
to improving trial courts in the state.  
 
This proposal fulfills that commitment for the State to contribute equally to the salaries of district 
and elected municipal court judges.  The proponents of this package present a balanced 
request considering the economic recession and slow recovery.  While the Legislature explicitly 
recognizes the critical role of the trial courts, and has taken steps to fulfill the obligation to fund 
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in-part, they are also meeting extraordinary demands on the state budget.  The decision 
package details a conservative approach to incrementally build the state budget to support the 
limited jurisdictions courts, which operate critical services for Washington citizens.  This 
proposal provides an ideal opportunity for joint advocacy by the trial courts, Supreme Court, and 
Legislature to ensure sustainability and professional standards for all courts of limited 
jurisdiction. 
 
District court judges are elected, but municipal judges may be either elected or appointed.  The 
Court Funding Task Force "…also concluded that all judges in courts of limited jurisdiction 
should be elected to promote accountability and the independence of the judiciary."  The Board 
for Judicial Administration has supported ways to incentivize cities to require election of judges 
and current statutory provisions exist as incentive for cities to elect their municipal court judges 
in return for the State salary contribution.   
 
The State currently provides approximately 17% of the cost of the salaries of district and 
qualifying municipal court judges, with local government funds covering the remaining 83%.  
This request will increase the State’s share of these salaries over a three year period to 50%.  
The savings realized by the local jurisdictions are to accrue in a Trial Court Improvement 
Account (TCIA) to be used to improve local court processes. 
 
 
Narrative Justification and Impact Statement: 
Describe the way in which way this package contributes to the Judicial Branch Principle 
Policy Objectives noted below. 
 
Fair and Effective Administration of Justice in All Civil and Criminal Cases. 
Budget impacts have been most severe on court services that are not mandated by law, but 
which promote public trust and confidence, provide equity in the court system, keep 
communities safe, and reduce recidivism.  Limited jurisdiction courts have extensive exposure 
to citizens in our state. This proposal will increase sustainability of long term funding for salaries 
therefore encouraging longer commitment of judicial officers in limited jurisdiction courts.     
 
The increase in the State’s contribution to judicial salaries will improve the courts ability to 
maintain those services which provide for a fair and equitable judicial system. 
 
Accessibility 
Equal access to the courts includes issues such as location, court hours of operation, language, 
disability, adequate staffing, and many others.  By accruing savings in a TCIA, local jurisdictions 
will be able to remain open each day, provide sufficient staffing, and provide necessary 
accommodations to those with physical, language or other barriers. 
 
Access to Necessary Representation 
N/A 
 
Commitment to Effective Court Management. 
Courts throughout Washington have utilized judicial officers such as pro tem judges and court 
commissioners to handle increasing caseloads.  Cuts to judicial officer positions have resulted 
in judges having less time to prepare while being responsible for increased caseloads.  
Additionally, cuts to staff have included investigators, Guardians ad Litem, and Court Appointed 
Special Advocates.  All this leaves judges with less time and information to make decisions.  
Cuts to judicial positions can be eased or eliminated if the State increases their share of 
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salaries, with the accrued savings being used to reinstate ancillary services for the judicial 
officers. 
 
Appropriate Staffing and Support 
Delays and errors in the courts are serious issues with implications for public safety.  Cuts to 
court staff have resulted in loss of personnel to process case filings and documents, loss of 
assistance to self-represented persons, and reduced staff to directly support judges.  
Reductions in staff could be reversed from the savings accrued with additional State funding of 
qualifying judicial salaries.  
 
 
Measure detail 
 
Impact on clients and services 
 
Impact on other state programs 
None. 
 
Relationship to Capital Budget 
None. 
 
Required changes to existing Court Rule, Court Order, RCW, WAC, contract, or plan 
None. 
 
Alternatives explored 
 
Distinction between one-time and ongoing costs and budget impacts in future biennia 
These will be ongoing costs, increasing over three years until the State is paying 50% of 
qualifying judges’ salaries. 
 
Effects of non-funding 
Courts will continue to struggle to maintain judicial staffing and efficiency at the local level. 
 
Expenditure calculations and assumptions and FTE assumptions 
 
 
Object Detail     FY2015  Total 
Staff Costs     $0   $0 

Non-Staff Cost    $2,089,500  $2,089,500 

Total Objects     $2,089,500  $2,089,500 
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Washington State Judicial Branch 
 

2014 supplemental BUDGET REQUEST 
 

Proposed Decision Package  
 
 

Agency:    Administrative Office of the Courts 
 
Decision Package Title: Funding Courthouse Facilitator Training 
 
Budget Period:   2014 Supplemental Budget Request 
 
Budget Level:   Policy Level 
 
Recommendation Summary Text 
 
Establishment of a courthouse facilitator program is allowed under RCW 26.12.240, and GR 
27(b) calls on the AOC to, among other things, “…administer a curriculum of initial and ongoing 
training requirements for family law courthouse facilitators.”  GR 24 exempts courthouse 
facilitators from the unauthorized practice of law, provided that their services are rendered 
pursuant to GR 27.  Adequate and regular training provides the quality assurance that is a 
crucial factor in exempting facilitators from the unauthorized practice of law.  Additionally, the 
GR 27 Advisory Committee has set training requirements for courthouse facilitators.  Training 
includes participation in two trainings per year, administered by AOC.   
 
This proposal will fund semiannual trainings for all state courthouse facilitators. 
 
Fiscal Detail 
 
Operating Expenditures  FY 2015  Total 
Sum of All Costs  $25,000  $25,000 

 Staffing  FY 2015  Total 
FTEs (number of staff requested)  0  0 
 
Package Description: 
This package will provide adequate funding for the education requirements set forth in GR27.  
Trainings will be held twice a year with faculty drawn from AOC staff, judicial officers, court 
administrators, courthouse facilitators, and, as appropriate, representatives from other 
stakeholder groups such as prosecuting attorneys and the Division of Child Support. The 
trainings will be at the AOC’s SeaTac office, eliminating the need to pay for space in a private 
venue. 
 
Narrative Justification and Impact Statement: 
Describe the way in which way this package contributes to the Judicial Branch Principle 
Policy Objectives noted below. 
 



 

Proposed Decision Package – 2014 Supplemental Budget Request Funding Courthouse Facilitator Training 
 

Fair and Effective Administration of Justice in All Civil and Criminal Cases. 
By assisting self-represented civil family law litigants with court forms, procedures and 
processes, courthouse facilitators allow these individuals to avail themselves of the 
administration of justice which may otherwise be denied by their inability to retain private legal 
counsel. 
 
Accessibility 
Equal access to the courts includes barriers erected by the inability for a litigant to pay for an 
attorney.  Courthouse facilitators remove this barrier. 
 
Access to Necessary Representation 
Although they are not attorneys and do not provide legal advice or representation, courthouse 
facilitators assist self-represented litigants in self-representation in a number of ways, including 
referral to legal and social service resources; assistance in selection, distribution, completion 
and review of forms; explanation of legal terms; information on court procedures; and 
assistance at self-represented hearings, all as prescribed in GR 27. 
 
Commitment to Effective Court Management. 
By assisting self-represented litigants in the navigation of the court system, courthouse 
facilitators promote effective court management by reducing the number of continued 
proceedings, shortening the time to resolution, relieving court clerks of the need to assist 
litigants (allowing them to continue the court’s business uninterrupted), and assuring self-
represented litigants understand the outcomes of their cases resulting in fewer returns to court 
for additional litigation. 
 
Appropriate Staffing and Support 
Budget cuts in the judiciary have resulted in loss of assistance to self-represented persons, 
while simultaneously, the downturn in the economy has left more people without the means to 
hire an attorney, increasing the need for courthouse facilitators.  Appropriate training of 
facilitators is necessary to ensure they are up to date on new laws and court rules, forms and 
procedures, as well as the ethics of courthouse facilitation. 
 
 
Measure detail 
 
Impact on clients and services 
Funding of this proposal will allow facilitators to significantly and positively impact the courtroom 
experience for self-represented litigants and streamline  procedures for all participants in the 
legal process. 
 
Impact on other state programs 
None. 
 
Relationship to Capital Budget 
None. 
 
Required changes to existing Court Rule, Court Order, RCW, WAC, contract, or plan 
None. 
 
Alternatives explored 
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Attempts to fund the training through grants or through the budget of the Board for Court 
Education have been unsuccessful. 
 
Distinction between one-time and ongoing costs and budget impacts in future biennia 
Until such time that the education can be funded internally by AOC, these will be ongoing costs. 
 
Effects of non-funding 
The effectiveness of courthouse facilitators will decline, impacting the ability of the courts to 
effectively manage caseflows. 
 
Expenditure calculations and assumptions and FTE assumptions 
 
 
Object Detail     FY2015  Total 
Staff Costs     $0   $0 

Non-Staff Cost    $25,000  $25,000 

Total Objects     $25,000  $25,000 
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 BOARD FOR JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION 
 
                          

March 22, 2013 
 
 
[BJA Member Name/Address] 
 
Dear [Salutation]: 
 
RE:  Next Steps for the BJA Structure Project 
 
After the March 15 BJA meeting, the BJA Structure Workgroup met to discuss the feedback 
received and to determine other appropriate next steps.  Based on the constructive feedback 
received, the Structure Workgroup suggests several alterations to its original proposals. 
 
First, as to the subject of open versus closed meetings:  the Workgroup believes that its 
proposal should be revised.  Much constructive criticism was directed at this aspect of the 
Workgroup’s proposal.  After considering this feedback, the Workgroup believes that the better 
approach is for the entire meeting to be open but to build public participation into the first part of 
the meeting and member discussion into the second part. 
 
Second, as to the subject of size of the voting membership:  the Workgroup again believes that 
its proposal should be revised to either 12 or 15 voting members.  This would mean either four 
judges from each level of court (the appellate court to include the Supreme Court) or five 
DMCJA members, five SCJA members, three COA members, and two Supreme Court 
members, including the Chief Justice.  While the proposal for a reduced size was a function of 
the Workgroup’s belief that this could lead to greater efficiency, the concerns raised regarding 
diversity—in all of its manifestations—and the need for a large enough membership to ensure 
full discussion of all issues were persuasive, valid, and legitimate.  Thus, we believe that the 
proposal to reduce the voting membership to nine should be revised. 
 
With regard to the other issues addressed, we continue to believe that the BJA should be 
structured in such a manner that the orientation of each member is to serve the best interests of 
the judiciary as a whole.  Accordingly, our proposal continues to include the elimination of the 
“court level veto” and the proposal that trial court association presidents not be voting members. 
 
It was pointed out several times during the feedback session that the court level veto has never 
been used.  We believe this is due to the efforts of the BJA to discuss fully each issue being 
considered.  To perpetuate the appearance of a need for such a veto is to symbolically say to all 
associations that the members do not trust each other or the process.  We believe this is not the 
message that the BJA wants to continue. 
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We further believe that it is imperative that trial court association presidents not vote.  (To 
clarify, this proposal was intended to address only presidents—not all officers).  Indeed, Judge 
Matheson’s presentation at the last BJA meeting makes the case for this proposal.  As a 
member of the Structure Workgroup, Judge Matheson supports the Workgroup’s 
recommendations.  However, his remarks at the BJA meeting consisted solely of criticisms of 
the Workgroup’s proposal because, as an association president, he was duty-bound to put forth 
the SCJA Board’s views rather than his own, well highlighting the problem we seek to solve. 
 
There are, of course, other important parts of our proposal that have not received much 
discussion.  We want to be sure that these changes are well understood and discussed prior to 
the ultimate consideration of our recommendations.  They include the following: 
 

(1) The BJA would be charged with primary responsibility for development of statewide 
policy to support the effective governance of Washington Courts; 

(2) The BJA would have oversight of the budget of the Administrative Office of the Courts, 
would review items affecting the AOC budget, and would make recommendations to 
the Supreme Court Budget Committee.  (It is worth noting that the BJA would be 
making decisions that would affect the AOC staff who perform critical functions for all 
levels of court); 

(3) The BJA would provide general direction to the AOC; 
(4) The BJA would provide leadership for long range planning for the judicial branch; 
(5) The BJA would be the voice of the judiciary in legislative relations on matters affecting 

multiple levels of courts or the statewide administration of justice; 
(6) The BJA would be comprised solely of judges; 
(7) Three standing committees composed solely of BJA members would meet separate 

from the larger BJA, would assume the principal functional responsibilities of the BJA, 
and would make recommendations for action to the entire BJA membership;  

(8) The BJA could create ad hoc committees to serve under the standing committees that 
would incorporate other judges, court officials, and staff as needed to work on the 
critical issues discussed by each committee.  These ad hoc committees would be 
chaired by a member of the BJA standing committee, and they would function for no 
more than two years at a time; 

(9) All committees would report to the BJA no less than once per year; 
(10) Depending on the ultimate size of the voting membership, there would be no executive 

committee to the BJA; 
(11) The member co-chair and the Chief Justice would continue to chair the BJA; 
(12) Depending on the ultimate size of the voting membership, the Chief Justice would 

vote; 
(13) The agenda for meetings of the BJA would be determined by the co-chairs.  Any Board 

member, the presiding chief judge of the Court of Appeals, or a president of an 
association could request that an item be placed on an agenda.  Association 
presidents would serve as liaisons to the BJA and would be free to advocate for their 
association positions; 

(14) Meetings of the full BJA would be a full day, bifurcated between presentations and 
deliberations, every other month; 
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(15) Trial court associations would retain the right to address the Legislature or the 
Supreme Court budget committee, with the understanding that they would advise the 
BJA of their intention to do so. 

 
Going forward we expect to discuss these and other issues at the April BJA meeting.  We would 
hope to have a draft document available for discussion at the May meeting, with a vote on the 
draft no sooner than the June BJA meeting.  Following that vote, the document will be circulated 
for comment before a final vote by the BJA. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our proposal.  We look forward to hearing your comments 
and questions at the April meeting. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Barbara Madsen, Chair    Chris Wickham, Member Chair 
Board for Judicial Administration   Board for Judicial Administration 

 
 
 
 
 
Christine Quinn-Brintnall, Presiding Chief Judge Stephen Dwyer, Judge 
Court of Appeals     Court of Appeals 
 
 
 
 
 
Craig Matheson, President    Charles Snyder, President-Elect 
Superior Court Judges’ Association   Superior Court Judges’ Association 
 
 
 
 
 
Sara Derr, President     David Svaren, President-Elect 
District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association 
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I. Background 
 
The Board for Judicial Administration (board or BJA) met for a two-day retreat on 
September 21-22, 2012, to discuss the role of the board within the judicial branch of 
Washington.  The retreat was organized to address a general concern that the BJA was 
not fully accomplishing its purpose to provide effective leadership within the judicial 
branch, and a specific concern that the BJA, as currently constituted, was not organized 
or empowered to undertake branch-wide long range planning initiatives to improve the 
courts.  
 
In advance of the retreat then-Interim State Court Administrator Callie Dietz had 
requested that the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) conduct an independent 
review of the planning and governance processes of the Washington state court system 
as well as the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC).  The NCSC consultants traveled 
to Washington, conducted a series of interviews with court leaders, and the lead 
consultant participated in the BJA retreat.  The consultants subsequently reported their 
conclusion that, at present, “(t)here is no governance in place or accepted as 
governance to carry out planning and implementation” and recommended that “the BJA 
structure, roles and responsibilities need to be clearly defined and acknowledged if it is 
to be of any value in governing or developing long-range planning.”   
 
The outcome of the retreat was a consensus by participants that the BJA should be 
retained as a leadership entity but reorganized and reconstituted so that it would be 
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more focused and effective.  On November 16 the BJA approved a charter for the BJA 
Structure Workgroup, charging it to: 
 

Determine what structural changes are necessary in order to 
enhance the role of the Board for Judicial Administration as 
determined at the September 21-22, 2012 BJA retreat and as 
outlined in the report on the retreat approved by the BJA on 
October 19, 2012.  Draft amendments to the BJA rules and 
bylaws, and develop policies and procedures regarding the 
roles, responsibilities, and structure of the BJA, which will be 
presented to the voting members of the BJA for approval. 
 

The following individuals served on the Structure Workgroup: 
 

Chief Justice Barbara Madsen 
Judge Christine Quinn-Brintnall 
Judge Stephen Dwyer 
Judge Craig Matheson 
Judge Charles Snyder 
Judge Chris Wickham 
Judge Sara Derr 
Judge David Svaren 

 
The workgroup met in person on October 29 and November 26, 2012, and January 23, 
2013.  Draft language was circulated for comment in February and March, 2013.  This 
final report and recommendations were approved by the workgroup on March __, 2013. 

 
 

II. General Intent of Revisions to Rules and Bylaws 
 

Consistent with the direction provided at the September retreat, the proposed revisions 
are intended to achieve the follow effects: 

 
1. The board would be charged with primary responsibility for development of 

statewide policy to support the effective governance of Washington courts.  
Responsibility for direct control and governance of the courts is local responsibility.  
 

2. The board would have oversight of the budget of the Administrative Office of the 
Courts (AOC), would review items affecting the AOC budget, and would make 
recommendations to the Supreme Court Budget Committee.  This does not include 
review of the budget requests of the Supreme Court, the Court of Appeals, the State 
Law Library, the Office of Civil Legal Aid, and the Office of Public Defense. 
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3. The board would provide general direction to the Administrative Office of the 

Courts. 
 

4. The board would provide leadership for long-range planning for the judicial branch.  
It is expected, consistent with the concept of campaign planning recommended by 
the NCSC consultants, that the policy and planning committee of the board would 
oversee a process to conduct outreach, identify major strategic issues and 
opportunities, and conceptualize and propose to the board strategic initiatives for 
the branch. 

 
5. The board would to be the voice of the judiciary in legislative relations on matters 

affecting multiple levels of courts or the statewide administration of justice. 
 

6. The Supreme Court would retain authority for rule-making.   
 

7. The board would be smaller, comprised solely of judges.  It is expected that the 
board would make use of a system of committees and task forces to engage 
individuals from relevant constituencies. 

 
8. BJA bylaws and operating procedures would be organized to enhance the focus and 

effectiveness of the board. 
 

 
III. Changes to Proposed Rules and Bylaws 

 
1. The revised rules would charge the board with responsibility to: 

 
a. speak for the judiciary in legislative relations;  
 
b. adopt policies to support the effective operations of the courts; 
 
c. provide leadership for long-range planning within the judicial branch;  

 
d. provide oversight of the AOC budget and determine priorities; and,  

 
e. provide general direction to the Administrative Office of the Courts. 

 
2. The rules would identify the composition of the board as: 

 
a. Two justices of the supreme court, including the chief justice, the justice 

being selected by process established by the supreme court; 
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b. Two court of appeals judges, not from the same division, selected by a 

process established by the court of appeals; 
 

c. Three superior court judges, who may not be officers of the Superior Court 
Judges Association, selected by a process established by the association; 
and, 

 
d. Three district or municipal court judges, at least one of each, none of whom 

may be officers of the District and Municipal Court Judges Association, 
selected by a process established by the association. 

 
e. Terms of office will be for four years.  Members may not serve more than 

two terms consecutively but may serve additional terms provided an 
interval of four years transpires between periods of service. 

 
3. The revised bylaws would designate a clear committee structure and process 

including: 
 

a. Three standing committees corresponding with the principal functional 
responsibilities assigned to the board: 
 

Legislative Committee 
Budget Committee 
Policy and Planning Committee 

 
b. The board would have authority to create ad hoc committees, advisory 

committees, steering committees and task forces by the approval of a 
committee charter specifying the charge, membership and terms of the 
body being created.  Ad hoc committees, like standing committees, are 
intended to act as subsets of the board while advisory committees, steering 
committees and task forces are intended to operate with a higher degree of 
independence and autonomy.  An ad hoc committee must include a 
member of the board; a task force, steering committee or advisory 
committee need not include any members of the board.   
 

c. Other than the standing committees no committees and task forces can be 
authorized for more than two years, but may be reauthorized through 
approval of a new charter.  The board chairs are authorized to extend the 
term of any subordinate entity for up to three months to complete its 
charge. 
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d. All committees and task forces would have authority to create subordinate 
entities, including subcommittees, workgroups and study groups with 
approval of the board. 

 
e. All committees would be required to provide a report to the BJA no less 

than once per year unless otherwise instructed. 
 

f. There would be no executive committee. 
 

4. The rules and bylaws would specify that: 
 

a. Members are charged with acting in the interests of the court system at 
large rather than their particular court, level of court, of local constituency. 
 

b. A quorum would require the presence of seven members provided each 
level of court must be represented. 

 
c. The chief justice will serve as a co-chair and a member will be selected by 

the members to serve as co-chair, alternating every two years between a 
superior court judge and a district or municipal court judge. 
 

d. The chief justice would vote only in the event of a tie. 
 

e. The agenda for meetings will be determined by the chairs. Any board 
member, the presiding chief judge of the Court of Appeals, or a president of 
a judicial association may request that an item be placed on the agenda and 
the item will be placed on the agenda of a subsequent meeting of the 
board. 

 
f. Meetings will be bifurcated, with informational presentations made in open 

meetings, and deliberations and voting conducted in meetings of members 
and staff. 

 
 

IV. Role of Judicial Associations 
 

The workgroup had extensive discussion of the role of the judicial associations regarding 
deliberations of the BJA, legislative relations, and budgeting.  The workgroup considered 
the goal of a reorganized BJA to be a process that encourages the development of 
harmonious if not unified positions with respect to legislation and budget.   
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The revised bylaws would provide that the president of either judicial association, as 
well as the presiding judge of the Court of Appeals, may request that an item be placed 
on the agenda of the board, and that the item will be placed on the agenda of the next 
meeting. 
 
Recognizing that at times positions on legislation and budget might diverge, the 
associations would continue to be able to present their own position to the legislature 
or to the Supreme Court Budget Committee when it differs from that of the board.  The 
board should seek to ascertain the position of the association and attempt to reconcile 
the divergent positions.  The board should request of the associations that in an 
instance that an association intends to present an alternative position to the Legislature 
the association should inform the board and afford it an opportunity to reconcile the 
positions.  
 
  

V. Recommendations 
 

Recommendation One.  The board should recommend to the Supreme Court that the 
Board for Judicial Administration Rules be amended consistent with Appendix One. 
 
Recommendation Two.  Contingent on amendment of the Board for Judicial 
Administration Rules by the Supreme Court, the board should amend its bylaws 
consistent with Appendix Two.  
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APPENDIX ONE 
 
 

Board for Judicial Administration Rules  
 

DRAFT PROPOSED REVISIONS 
 

 
 

Preamble 

The power of the judiciary to govern itself is inherent to the status of the judicial branch 

as a constitutionally equal and independent branch of government.  The Board for 

Judicial Administration is established to provide effective leadership to the state courts 

in providing for the administration of the justice in Washington State. 

Rule 1. Board for Judicial Administration 

The Board for Judicial Administration is created to enable the judiciary to speak with 

one voice, to adopt statewide policies to support the effective operations of the courts, 

to provide strategic leadership for the judicial branch, to determine state budgetary 

priorities for the courts, to provide overall direction to the Administrative Office of the 

Courts, and to communicate with other branches of government. 

Rule 2.  Duties  

The Board for Judicial Administration shall develop policies to support the effective 

operation of Washington courts, shall provide general direction to the Administrative 

Office of the Courts, shall review items affecting the budget of the Administrative Office 

of the Courts and make recommendations to the Supreme Court Budget Committee, 

shall provide leadership for long-range planning and the development of strategic 



 

8 
 

initiatives for the judiciary, and shall develop and communicate the position of the 

Washington state judiciary on legislation affecting the administration of justice. 

Rule 3. Composition 

a. Membership.  

The board shall consist of: two justices of the Supreme Court one of whom shall be 

the Chief Justice; two judges of the Court of Appeals who do not serve in the same 

division; three judges of superior courts, none of whom shall serve as an officer on 

the board of the Superior Court Judges' Association during tenure on the board; and 

three judges of courts of limited jurisdiction, at least one being a district court judge 

and one being a municipal court judge, none of whom shall serve as an officer on the 

board the District and Municipal Court Judges' Association during tenure on the 

board. 

b. Selection.  

(1) The Chief Justice shall serve during tenure in that office. The supreme court 

justice shall be selected by a process established by the Supreme Court.  The 

court of appeals judges shall be selected by a process established by the Court of 

Appeals.  The superior court judges shall be selected by a process established by 

the Superior Court Judges' Association.  The district court and municipal court 

judges shall be selected by a process established by the District and Municipal 

Court Judges' Association.   

(2) Criteria for selection shall include demonstrated interest in and commitment to   

judicial administration, demonstrated commitment to improving the courts, and 

diversity of representation with respect to race, gender, professional experience, 

and geographic representation. 

 

c. Terms of Office.  
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(1) The Chief Justice shall serve during tenure in that office.   

(2) Of the members first appointed, the justice of the Supreme Court shall be 

appointed for a  term ending on June 30, 2016; one judge from the Court of 

Appeals shall be appointed to a term ending on June 30, 2015 and one judge 

from the Court of Appeals shall be appointed to a term ending on June 30, 2017; 

one judge from a superior court and one judge from a district or municipal court 

shall be appointed for a term ending on June 30, 2015;  one judge from a 

superior court and one judge from a district or municipal court shall be 

appointed for a term ending on June 30, 2016; and one superior court judge and 

one judge from a district or municipal court shall be appointed for a term ending 

on June 30, 2017.  

(3) Thereafter, members shall be appointed to serve four-year terms commencing 

annually on July 1.  

(4) A person may serve two terms consecutively and may serve additional terms 

provided a period of four years transpires between periods of service. 

(5) A vacancy shall occur when a member is absent for three consecutive meetings 

or four meetings within twelve months.  In the event of a vacancy the position 

shall be filled for the duration of the term by a process established by the 

relevant court or judicial association. 

Rule 4. Operation 

a. Leadership.  

(1) The board shall be chaired by the Chief Justice in conjunction with a Member 

Chair who shall be elected by the board. The duties of the Chief Justice Chair and 

the terms and duties of the Member Chair shall be specified in the by-laws.  

(2) The Member Chair position shall be filled in alternate terms by a superior court 

judge and a district or municipal court judge.  The Member Chair shall be 

selected by the members for a two-year term commencing on July 1 of every 

odd-numbered year.  
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b. Meetings. 

(1) Meetings of the board shall be held at least every two months and shall be 

convened by either chair.   Any board member, the presiding chief judge of the 

Court of Appeals, the president of the Superior Court Judges' Association, or the 

president of the District and Municipal Court Judges' Association may submit 

issues for the meeting agenda.   

(2) The board shall establish within its bylaws procedures governing the conduct of 

meetings. 

c. Committees.  

(1) The board shall have the power to create standing committees and to create 

other subordinate entities through procedures set out within its bylaws.     

(2) The board shall not delegate its authority to an executive committee.   

(3) Any committee or other subordinate entity must be authorized by a majority 

approval of the board of a charter that specifies the body’s charge, membership 

and term.   

(4) Committees other than standing committees may include members who are not 

members of the board.  The board should engage participation of other judges, 

members of the legal community, subject matter experts, legislators, clerks of 

court, court administrators, and members of the public as needed.   

d. Voting. 

(1) All decisions of the board shall be made by simple majority vote of those voting.  

(2) Seven members will constitute a quorum provided at least one judge from each 

level of court is present.  

e. Compensation. 

Members shall not receive compensation for service but shall be granted equivalent 

pro tempore time and shall be reimbursed for travel expenses.    

Rule 5. Staff 
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Staff for the Board for Judicial Administration shall be provided by the Administrative 

Office of the Courts. 

Rule 6. Effective Date 

These rules shall be effective July 1, 2013. 

 

Amended ______   __, _____. 
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APPENDIX TWO 
 

Board for Judicial Administration Bylaws 

DRAFT PROPOSED REVISIONS 

 

ARTICLE I 

Purpose 

The Board for Judicial Administration was created to enable the judiciary to speak with 

one voice, to adopt statewide policies to support the effective operations of the courts, 

to provide strategic leadership for the judicial branch, to determine state budgetary 

priorities for the courts, to provide oversight of the Administrative Office of the Courts, 

and to communicate with other branches of government regarding legislation. 

ARTICLE II 

Duties and Powers 

The Board for Judicial Administration shall develop policies to enhance the 

administration of justice in Washington courts, shall provide general oversight of the 

Administrative Office of the Courts, shall review items that would affect the budget of 

the Administrative Office of the Courts and provide recommendations to the Supreme 

Court Budget Committee, shall provide leadership for long-range planning and the 

development of strategic initiatives for the judicial branch, and shall develop and 

communicate the position of the Washington state judiciary on legislation affecting the 

administration of justice.   
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The board: may develop internal policies and procedures for its own operations; may 

adopt resolutions regarding matters relevant to the administration of justice; may 

publish policies for the statewide operations of the courts of Washington, recognizing 

that the direct management of the courts is a local responsibility; may establish standing 

committees within its bylaws; and may create ad hoc committees, advisory committees, 

steering committees and task forces.    

ARTICLE III 

Membership 

The membership of the board is established by Board for Judicial Administration Rule 3.  

Membership consists of the Chief Justice and one other justice of the Supreme Court, 

two judges of the Court of Appeals who do not serve on the same division, three 

superior court judges, none of whom shall serve on the board of the Superior Court 

Judges’ Association during tenure on the board; and three district or municipal court 

judges none of whom shall serve on the board of the District and Municipal Court 

Judges’ Association during tenure on the board.   Board membership shall include at 

least one district court judge and one municipal court judge at all times.  

Members shall be selected by the Supreme Court, the Court of Appeals, the Superior 

Court Judges’ Association and the District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association in 

accord with Board for Judicial Administration Rule 3 and processes established by those 

entities. 

 

ARTICLE IV 

Officers and Representatives 

The Chief Justice shall serve as chair of the board in conjunction with a Member Chair.  

The Member Chair shall be elected by the board and shall serve a two year term 
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effective July 1 of every odd numbered year.   The Member Chair position shall be filled 

alternately between a member who is a superior court judge and a member who is 

either a district or municipal court judge.   

ARTICLE V 

Duties of Officers 

The Chief Justice Chair and the Member Chair shall jointly preside at all meetings of the 

board, performing the duties usually incident to such office, and shall be the official 

spokespersons for the board.  The Chief Justice Chair and the Member Chair shall 

designate the chairs and membership of standing committees, and nominate for the 

board’s approval the chairs and membership of all other committees.  

ARTICLE VI 

Vacancies 

If a vacancy occurs in any position the chairs shall inform the relevant court or judicial 

association and request that a new member be selected to complete the term of the 

position left vacant in accordance with its established process.  

ARTICLE VII 

Committees and Other Entities 

The board may create standing committees within these bylaws, and ad hoc 

committees, advisory committees, steering committees and task forces by the approval 

of a committee charter specifying the charge, membership and term of the body to be 

created.   The board may approve the creation of subcommittees, workgroups and study 

groups at the request of a committee or task force and the approval of a charter 

specifying the charge, membership and term of the body to be created. 

A standing committee is a committee charged with a major area of functional 

responsibility necessary to the exercise of duties assigned to the board.  Standing 
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committees are comprised solely of members of the board.  The Chief Justice Chair and 

the Member Chair shall designate the chairs and membership of standing committees 

for terms of two years and may assign members to fill vacancies.  Standing committees 

are permanent.  A standing committee may form subcommittees, workgroups and study 

groups with approval of the Board.  

An ad hoc committee is a committee created by the board and charged with 

responsibilities related to issues within the purview of the board but not fully within the 

jurisdiction of any single standing committee.  Ad hoc committees are appropriate for 

study of issues related to the organization and governance of the board as well as 

deliberation of substantive policy issues.  An ad hoc committee may be authorized for a 

period of up to two years and may be reauthorized following review and approval of a 

revised charter.  An ad hoc committee must include at least one member of the board 

and may include individuals who are not members of the board.  An ad hoc committee 

may form subcommittees, workgroups and study groups with approval of the board. 

An advisory committee, steering committee or task force is an entity created by the 

board and charged with responsibilities related to the jurisdiction of the board.   An 

advisory committee, steering committee or task force is an appropriate vehicle for study 

of policy issues, efforts requiring broad outreach, or oversight of strategic initiatives.  

Advisory committees, steering committees, and task forces are intended to exercise a 

higher degree of independence from the board than standing and ad hoc committees.   

An advisory committee, steering committee or task force may be authorized for a period 

of up to two years and may be reauthorized through review and approval of a revised 

charter.   An advisory committee or task force may, but need not, include any members 

of the board and may have a designated non-voting liaison member.  An advisory 

committee, steering committee or task force may create subordinate entities with 

approval of the board. 
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Subcommittees, workgroups and study groups are subordinate entities created to 

facilitate the execution of responsibilities assigned to a committee or task force.  The 

charge to a subcommittee, workgroup or study group should be relatively narrow and 

clearly defined in the charter creating it.  A subcommittee, workgroup or study group 

may include members who are not on the superior body.  In general a subcommittee, 

workgroup or study group should not be authorized for a period in excess of one year 

but may be authorized for up to two years. 

 

The Chief Justice Chair and the Member Chair may authorize a continuance of the term 

of any subordinate entity for up to three months when necessary to complete its 

charge. 

ARTICLE VIII 

 Standing Committees 

The board shall have three standing committees: a Budget Committee, a Legislative 

Committee, and a Policy and Planning Committee.   

The Budget Committee shall be responsible for conducting a review of budget requests 

impacting the budget of the Administrative Office of the Courts, excepting the budget 

requests of the Supreme Court, the Court of Appeal, the State Law Library, the Office of 

Civil Legal Aid, and the Office of Public Defense.  The committee will conduct its review 

and develop recommendations in accord with a budget review process adopted by the 

Board.  The committee may recommend changes to the budget review process. 

The Legislative Committee shall be responsible for development and communication of 

the position of the Washington state judiciary on legislation affecting the administration 

of justice.  The committee is responsible for coordinating with the judicial associations 

and the Court of Appeals regarding legislation and should attempt to ascertain the 

position of the associations and Court of Appeals on legislation.  When the position of a 
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judicial association or the Court of Appeals and the position of the board diverge the 

committee should request that the association or Court of Appeals afford an 

opportunity to reconcile the divergent positions.   

The Policy and Planning Committee shall be responsible for development of policies 

supporting effective governance of the courts of Washington and developing priorities 

of the Administrative Office of the Courts.  The committee shall provide leadership for 

long-range planning and shall implement a process to regularly identify major issues 

facing the judicial system and propose strategic initiatives designed to address them. 

 

ARTICLE IX 

Meetings 

There shall be regularly scheduled meetings of the board at least every other month.  

Reasonable notice of meetings shall be given each member. 

Special meetings may be called by any member of the board.  Reasonable notice of 

special meetings shall be given each member. 

Any board member, the presiding chief judge of the Court of Appeals, the president of 

the Superior Court Judges' Association, or the president of the District and Municipal 

Court Judges' Association may submit issues for the meeting agenda.   

Meetings shall be held in two sessions.  The first session shall be open to invited guests 

and members of the public.  Committee reports and presentations will occur in this 

session.  The second session will include only members in attendance and staff.   

Deliberations and voting shall occur in the second session. 

All committees and task forces created by the board shall report to the board annually 

unless otherwise directed. 
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The Administrative Office of the Courts, the Judicial Information System Committee, the 

Washington State Bar Association, the Gender and Justice Commission, the Minority and 

Justice Commission, the Access to Justice Board, the Civil Legal Aid Oversight 

Committee, and the Office of Public Defense Advisory Committee shall be asked 

annually to report on the work of the respective organization. 

The President of the Superior Court Judges’ Association, the President of the District and 

Municipal Court Judges’ Association, and the Chair of the Judicial Information System 

Committee shall be invited to attend all meetings as liaisons from those organizations.  

Representatives from organizations such as the Washington State Bar Association, the 

Washington State Association of County Clerks, the Office of Public Defense, the Office 

of Civil Legal Aid, the Association of Washington Superior Court Managers, the District 

and Municipal Courts Managers Association, and the Washington Association of Juvenile 

Court Administrators be invited as guests when matters affecting such an organization 

are on the agenda. 

 

ARTICLE X 

Records 

The board shall adopt a policy and procedure for electronic publication of its official 

records, including resolutions, policies, meeting agendas, minutes, outcome of votes, 

appointments, committee charters, reports, and other official records of the board.  

ARTICLE XI 

Quorum 

Seven members of the board shall constitute a quorum provided at least one 

representative from each of the appellate, superior, and district or municipal levels of 

court are present. 
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ARTICLE XII 

Voting 

Each member shall have one vote. All decisions of the board shall be made by majority 

vote of those present.  The Chief Justice Chair shall vote only in the event of a tie of the 

members voting.  Members may participate by telephone or other form of remote 

participation but no member shall be allowed to cast a vote by proxy. 

ARTICLE XII 

Amendments and Repeal of Bylaws 

These bylaws may be amended or modified at any regular or special meeting of the 

board, at which a quorum is present, by majority vote.  No motion or resolution for 

amendment may be considered at the meeting in which they are proposed. 
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APPENDIX THREE 

 

Board for Judicial Administration Rules and Bylaws 

COMPARISON OF CURRENT RULES AND BYLAWS WITH PROPOSED REVISIONS 

 

 

Board of Judicial Administration Rules 

 
 

Current 
 

 
Proposed 

 

Preamble 

The power of the judiciary to make administrative 
policy governing its operations is an essential element 
of its constitutional status as an equal branch of 
government. The Board for Judicial Administration is 
established to adopt policies and provide strategic 
leadership for the courts at large, enabling the judiciary 
to speak with one voice. 

 

Preamble 

The power of the judiciary to govern itself is inherent to 
the status of the judicial branch as a constitutionally 
equal and independent branch of government.  The 
Board for Judicial Administration is established to 
provide effective leadership to the state courts in 
providing for the administration of the justice in 
Washington State. 

 

Rule 1. Board for Judicial Administration 

The Board for Judicial Administration is created to 
provide effective leadership to the state courts and to 
develop policy to enhance the administration of the 
court system in Washington State. Judges serving on 
the Board for Judicial Administration shall pursue the 
best interests of the judiciary at large. 

 

Rule 1. Board for Judicial Administration 

The Board for Judicial Administration is created to 
enable the judiciary to speak with one voice, to adopt 
statewide policies to support the effective operations of 
the courts, to provide strategic leadership for the 
judicial branch, to determine state budgetary priorities 
for the courts, to provide overall direction to the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, and to 
communicate with other branches of government. 
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[See Rule 4 below.] 

Rule 2.  Duties  

The Board for Judicial Administration shall develop 
policies to support the effective operation of 
Washington courts, shall provide general direction to 
the Administrative Office of the Courts, shall review 
items affecting the budget of the Administrative Office 
of the Courts and make recommendations to the 
Supreme Court Budget Committee, shall provide 
leadership for long-range planning and the 
development of strategic initiatives for the judiciary, 
and shall develop and communicate the position of the 
Washington state judiciary on legislation affecting the 
administration of justice. 

 

Rule 2. Composition 

a. Membership. The Board for Judicial 
Administration shall consist of judges from all 
levels of court selected for their demonstrated 
interest in and commitment to judicial 
administration and court improvement. The 
Board shall consist of five members from the 
appellate courts (two from the Supreme Court, 
one of whom shall be the Chief Justice, and 
one from each division of the Court of 
Appeals), five members from the superior 
courts, one of whom shall be the President of 
the Superior Court Judges' Association, five 
members of the courts of limited jurisdiction, 
one of whom shall be the President of the 
District and Municipal Court Judges' 
Association, two members of the Washington 
State Bar Association (non-voting) and the 
Administrator for the Courts (non-voting). 

 

b. Selection. Members shall be selected based 
upon a process established by their respective 
associations or court level which considers 
demonstrated commitment to improving the 

Rule 3. Composition 

d. Membership.  The board shall consist of: two 
justices of the Supreme Court one of whom 
shall be the Chief Justice; two judges of the 
Court of Appeals who do not serve in the same 
division; three judges of superior courts, none 
of whom shall serve as an officer on the board 
of the Superior Court Judges' Association 
during tenure on the board; and three judges 
of courts of limited jurisdiction, at least one 
being a district court judge and one being a 
municipal court judge, none of whom shall 
serve as an officer on the board the District 
and Municipal Court Judges' Association during 
tenure on the board. 

 

 

 

e. Selection.  

(1) The Chief Justice shall serve during 
tenure in that office. The supreme 
court justice shall be selected by a 
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courts, racial and gender diversity as well as 
geographic and caseload differences. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

c. Terms of Office.  

1. Of the members first appointed, one 
justice of the Supreme Court shall be 
appointed for a two-year term; one 
judge from each of the other levels of 
court for a four-year term; one judge 
from each of the other levels of court 
and one Washington State Bar 
Association member for a three-year 
term; one judge from the other levels 
of court and one Washington State 
Bar Association member for a two-
year term; and one judge from each 
level of trial court for a one-year term. 
Thereafter, voting members shall 
serve four-year terms and the 
Washington State Bar Association 
members for three year terms 
commencing annually on June 1. The 
Chief Justice, the President Judges 

process established by the Supreme 
Court.  The court of appeals judges 
shall be selected by a process 
established by the Court of Appeals.  
The superior court judges shall be 
selected by a process established by 
the Superior Court Judges' 
Association.  The district court and 
municipal court judges shall be 
selected by a process established by 
the District and Municipal Court 
Judges' Association.   

(2) Criteria for selection shall include 
demonstrated interest in and 
commitment to   judicial 
administration, demonstrated 
commitment to improving the courts, 
and diversity of representation with 
respect to race, gender, professional 
experience, and geographic 
representation. 
 
 

f. Terms of Office.  

(1) The Chief Justice shall serve during 
tenure in that office.   

(2) Of the members first appointed, the 
justice of the Supreme Court shall be 
appointed for a  term ending on June 
30, 2016; one judge from the Court of 
Appeals shall be appointed to a term 
ending on June 30, 2015 and one 
judge from the Court of Appeals shall 
be appointed to a term ending on 
June 30, 2017; one judge from a 
superior court and one judge from a 
district or municipal court shall be 
appointed for a term ending on June 
30, 2015;  one judge from a superior 
court and one judge from a district or 
municipal court shall be appointed for 
a term ending on June 30, 2016; and 
one superior court judge and one 
judge from a district or municipal 
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and the Administrator for the Courts 
shall serve during tenure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Members serving on the BJA shall be 
granted equivalent pro tempore time. 

 

court shall be appointed for a term 
ending on June 30, 2017.  

(3) Thereafter, members shall be 
appointed to serve four-year terms 
commencing annually on July 1.  

(4) A person may serve two terms 
consecutively and may serve 
additional terms provided a period of 
four years transpires between periods 
of service. 

(5) A vacancy shall occur when a member 
is absent for three consecutive 
meetings or four meetings within 
twelve months.  In the event of a 
vacancy the position shall be filled for 
the duration of the term by a process 
established by the relevant court or 
judicial association. 
 
 
 

[See Rule 5(e) below.] 

Rule 3. Operation 

a. Leadership. The Board for Judicial 
Administration shall be chaired by the Chief 
Justice of the Washington Supreme Court in 
conjunction with a Member Chair who shall be 
elected by the Board. The duties of the Chief 
Justice Chair and the Member Chair shall be 
clearly articulated in the by-laws. The Member 
Chair shall serve as chair of the Long-range 
Planning Committee. Meetings of the Board 
may be convened by either chair and held at 
least bimonthly. Any Board member may 
submit issues for the meeting agenda. 

 

Rule 4. Operation 

f. Leadership.  

(1) The board shall be chaired by the 
Chief Justice in conjunction with a 
Member Chair who shall be elected by 
the board. The duties of the Chief 
Justice Chair and the terms and duties 
of the Member Chair shall be 
specified in the by-laws.  

(2) The Member Chair position shall be 
filled in alternate terms by a superior 
court judge and a district or municipal 
court judge.  The Member Chair shall 
be selected by the members for a 
two-year term commencing on July 1 
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b. Committees. Ad hoc and standing committees 
may be appointed for the purpose of 
facilitating the work of the Board. Non-judicial 
committee members shall participate in non-
voting advisory capacity only. 

1. The Board shall appoint at least three 
standing committees: Long-range 
Planning, Core Missions/Best 
Practices and Legislative. Other 
committees may be convened as 
determined by the Board. 

2. The Chief Justice and the Member 
Chair shall nominate for the Board's 
approval the chairs and members of 
the committees. Committee 
membership may include citizens, 
experts from the private sector, 
members of the legal community, 
legislators, clerks and court 
administrators. 

 

c. Voting. All decisions of the Board shall be 

of every odd-numbered year.  

g. Meetings. 

(1) Meetings of the board shall be held at 
least every two months and shall be 
convened by either chair.   Any board 
member, the presiding chief judge of 
the Court of Appeals, the president of 
the Superior Court Judges' 
Association, or the president of the 
District and Municipal Court Judges' 
Association may submit issues for the 
meeting agenda.   

(2) The board shall establish within its 
bylaws procedures governing the 
conduct of meetings. 

 

h. Committees.  

(1) The board shall have the power to 
create standing committees and to 
create other subordinate entities 
through procedures set out within its 
bylaws.     

(2) The board shall not delegate its 
authority to an executive committee.   

(3) Any committee or other subordinate 
entity must be authorized by a 
majority approval of the board of a 
charter that specifies the body’s 
charge, membership and term.   

(4) Committees other than standing 
committees may include members 
who are not members of the board.  
The board should engage 
participation of other judges, 
members of the legal community, 
subject matter experts, legislators, 
clerks of court, court administrators, 
and members of the public as needed.   

i. Voting. 
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made by majority vote of those present and 
voting provided there is one affirmative vote 
from each level of court. Eight voting members 
will constitute a quorum provided at least one 
judge from each level of court is present. 
Telephonic or electronic attendance shall be 
permitted but no member shall be allowed to 
cast a vote by proxy. 

 

(1) All decisions of the board shall be 
made by simple majority vote of those 
voting.  

(2) Seven members will constitute a 
quorum provided at least one judge 
from each level of court is present.  

j. Compensation. 

Members shall not receive compensation 
for service but shall be granted equivalent 
pro tempore time and shall be reimbursed 
for travel expenses.    

Rule 4. Duties 

a. The Board shall establish a long-range plan for 
the judiciary; 

b. The Board shall continually review the core 
missions and best practices of the courts; 

c. The Board shall develop a funding strategy for 
the judiciary consistent with the long-range 
plan and RCW 43.135.060; 

d. The Board shall assess the adequacy of 
resources necessary for the operation of an 
independent judiciary; 

e. The Board shall speak on behalf of the judicial 
branch of government and develop statewide 
policy to enhance the operation of the state 
court system; 

f. The Board shall have the authority to conduct 
research or create study groups for the 
purpose of improving the courts. 

 

 

[See Rule 2 above.] 

 

 

Rule 5. Staff 

Staff for the Board for Judicial Administration shall be 
provided by the Administrator for the Courts. 

Rule 5. Staff 

Staff for the Board for Judicial Administration shall be 
provided by the Administrative Office of the Courts. 

 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?Cite=43.135.060
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Amended January 6, 2000  

 

Rule 6. Effective Date 

These rules shall be effective July 1, 2013. 

Amended ______   __, _____. 
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BYLAWS 

 

 
Current 

 

 
Proposed 

 

ARTICLE I 
Purpose 

The Board for Judicial Administration shall adopt 
policies and provide leadership for the administration of 
justice in Washington courts. Included in, but not 
limited to, that responsibility is: 1) establishing a judicial 
position on legislation; 2) providing direction to the 
Administrative Office of the Courts on legislative and 
other administrative matters affecting the 
administration of justice; 3) fostering the local 
administration of justice by improving communication 
within the judicial branch; and 4) providing leadership 
for the courts at large, enabling the judiciary to speak 
with one voice. 

 

ARTICLE I 
Purpose 

The Board for Judicial Administration was created to 
enable the judiciary to speak with one voice, to adopt 
statewide policies to support the effective operations of 
the courts, to provide strategic leadership for the 
judicial branch, to determine state budgetary priorities 
for the courts, to provide oversight of the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, and to 
communicate with other branches of government 
regarding legislation. 

 

 

 

ARTICLE II 

Duties and Powers 

The Board for Judicial Administration shall develop 
policies to enhance the administration of justice in 
Washington courts, shall provide general oversight of 
the Administrative Office of the Courts, shall review 
items that would affect the budget of the 
Administrative Office of the Courts and provide 
recommendations to the Supreme Court Budget 
Committee, shall provide leadership for long-range 
planning and the development of strategic initiatives for 
the judicial branch, and shall develop and communicate 
the position of the Washington state judiciary on 
legislation affecting the administration of justice.   

The board: may develop internal policies and 
procedures for its own operations; may adopt 
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resolutions regarding matters relevant to the 
administration of justice; may publish policies for the 
statewide operations of the courts of Washington, 
recognizing that the direct management of the courts is 
a local responsibility; may establish standing 
committees within its bylaws; and may create ad hoc 
committees, advisory committees, steering committees 
and task forces.    

 

ARTICLE II 

Membership 

Membership in the Board for Judicial Administration 
shall consist of the Chief Justice and one other member 
of the Supreme Court, one member from each division 
of the Court of Appeals, five members from the 
Superior Court Judges’ Association, one of whom shall 
be the President; five members from the District and 
Municipal Court Judges’ Association, one of whom shall 
be the President. It shall also include as non-voting 
members two members of the Washington State Bar 
Association appointed by the Board of Governors; the 
Administrator for the Courts; and the Presiding Chief 
Judge of the Court of Appeals, the President-elect judge 
of the Superior Court Judges’ Association and the 
President-elect judge of the District and Municipal 
Court Judges’ Association.  

 

ARTICLE III 

Membership 

The membership of the board is established by Board 
for Judicial Administration Rule 3.  Membership consists 
of the Chief Justice and one other justice of the 
Supreme Court, two judges of the Court of Appeals who 
do not serve on the same division, three superior court 
judges, none of whom shall serve on the board of the 
Superior Court Judges’ Association during tenure on the 
board; and three district or municipal court judges none 
of whom shall serve on the board of the District and 
Municipal Court Judges’ Association during tenure on 
the board.   Board membership shall include at least 
one district court judge and one municipal court judge 
at all times.  

Members shall be selected by the Supreme Court, the 
Court of Appeals, the Superior Court Judges’ 
Association and the District and Municipal Court Judges’ 
Association in accord with Board for Judicial 
Administration Rule 3 and processes established by 
those entities. 

 

ARTICLE III 

Officers and Representatives 

The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court shall chair the 
Board for Judicial Administration in conjunction with a 
Member chair. The Member chair shall be elected by 
the Board and shall serve a two year term. The Member 

ARTICLE IV 

Officers and Representatives 

The Chief Justice shall serve as chair of the board in 
conjunction with a Member Chair.  The Member Chair 
shall be elected by the board and shall serve a two year 
term effective July 1 of every odd numbered year.   The 
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chair position shall be filled alternately between a 
voting Board member who is a superior court judge and 
a voting Board member who is either a district or 
municipal court judge. 

 

Member Chair position shall be filled alternately 
between a member who is a superior court judge and a 
member who is either a district or municipal court 
judge.   

 

ARTICLE IV 
Duties of Officers 

The Chief Justice Chair shall preside at all meetings of 
the Board, performing the duties usually incident to 
such office, and shall be the official spokesperson for 
the Board. The Chief Justice chair and the Member chair 
shall nominate for the Board’s approval the chairs of all 
committees. The Member chair shall perform the duties 
of the Chief Justice chair in the absence or incapacity of 
the Chief Justice chair. 

 

ARTICLE V 
Duties of Officers 

The Chief Justice Chair and the Member Chair shall 
jointly preside at all meetings of the board, performing 
the duties usually incident to such office, and shall be 
the official spokespersons for the board.  The Chief 
Justice Chair and the Member Chair shall designate the 
chairs and membership of standing committees, and 
nominate for the board’s approval the chairs and 
membership of all other committees.  

 

ARTICLE V 
Vacancies 

If a vacancy occurs in any representative position, the 
bylaws of the governing groups shall determine how 
the vacancy will be filled. 

 

ARTICLE VI 
Vacancies 

If a vacancy occurs in any position the chairs shall 
inform the relevant court or judicial association and 
request that a new member be selected to complete 
the term of the position left vacant in accordance with 
its established process.  

 

ARTICLE VI 
Committees 

Standing committees as well as ad hoc committees and 
task forces of the Board for Judicial Administration shall 
be established by majority vote. 

Each committee shall have such authority as the Board 
deems appropriate. 

The Board for Judicial Administration will designate the 
chair of all standing, ad hoc, and task force committees 
created by the Board. Membership on all committees 
and task forces will reflect representation from all court 

ARTICLE VII 
Committees and Other Entities 

The board may create standing committees within 
these bylaws, and ad hoc committees, advisory 
committees, steering committees and task forces by the 
approval of a committee charter specifying the charge, 
membership and term of the body to be created.   The 
board may approve the creation of subcommittees, 
workgroups and study groups at the request of a 
committee or task force and the approval of a charter 
specifying the charge, membership and term of the 
body to be created. 
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levels. Committees shall report in writing to the Board 
for Judicial Administration as appropriate to their 
charge. The Chair of each standing committee shall be 
asked to attend one BJA meeting per year, at a 
minimum, to report on the committee’s work. The 
terms of standing committee members shall not exceed 
two years. The Board for Judicial Administration may 
reappoint members of standing committees to one 
additional term. The terms of ad hoc and task force 
committee members will have terms as determined by 
their charge.  

 

A standing committee is a committee charged with a 
major area of functional responsibility necessary to the 
exercise of duties assigned to the board.  Standing 
committees are comprised solely of members of the 
board.  The Chief Justice Chair and the Member Chair 
shall designate the chairs and membership of standing 
committees for terms of two years and may assign 
members to fill vacancies.  Standing committees are 
permanent.  A standing committee may form 
subcommittees, workgroups and study groups with 
approval of the Board.  

An ad hoc committee is a committee created by the 
board and charged with responsibilities related to 
issues within the purview of the board but not fully 
within the jurisdiction of any single standing committee.  
Ad hoc committees are appropriate for study of issues 
related to the organization and governance of the 
board as well as deliberation of substantive policy 
issues.  An ad hoc committee may be authorized for a 
period of up to two years and may be reauthorized 
following review and approval of a revised charter.  An 
ad hoc committee must include at least one member of 
the board and may include individuals who are not 
members of the board.  An ad hoc committee may form 
subcommittees, workgroups and study groups with 
approval of the board. 

An advisory committee, steering committee or task 
force is an entity created by the board and charged with 
responsibilities related to the jurisdiction of the board.   
An advisory committee, steering committee or task 
force is an appropriate vehicle for study of policy issues, 
efforts requiring broad outreach, or oversight of 
strategic initiatives.  Advisory committees, steering 
committees, and task forces are intended to exercise a 
higher degree of independence from the board than 
standing and ad hoc committees.   An advisory 
committee, steering committee or task force may be 
authorized for a period of up to two years and may be 
reauthorized through review and approval of a revised 
charter.   An advisory committee or task force may, but 
need not, include any members of the board and may 
have a designated non-voting liaison member.  An 
advisory committee, steering committee or task force 
may create subordinate entities with approval of the 
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board. 

Subcommittees, workgroups and study groups are 
subordinate entities created to facilitate the execution 
of responsibilities assigned to a committee or task 
force.  The charge to a subcommittee, workgroup or 
study group should be relatively narrow and clearly 
defined in the charter creating it.  A subcommittee, 
workgroup or study group may include members who 
are not on the superior body.  In general a 
subcommittee, workgroup or study group should not be 
authorized for a period in excess of one year but may 
be authorized for up to two years. 

The Chief Justice Chair and the Member Chair may 
authorize a continuance of the term of any subordinate 
entity for up to three months when necessary to 
complete its charge. 

ARTICLE VII 
Executive Committee 

There shall be an Executive Committee composed of 
Board for Judicial Administration members, and 
consisting of the co-chairs, a Judge from the Court of 
Appeals selected by and from the Court of Appeals 
members of the Board, the President Judge of the 
Superior Court Judges’ Association, the President Judge 
of the District Municipal Court Judges’ Association, and 
non-voting members to include one Washington State 
Bar Association representative selected by the Chief 
Justice, President-elect judge of the Superior Court 
Judges’ Association, President-elect judge of the District 
and Municipal Court Judges’ Association and the 
Administrator for the Courts. 

It is the purpose of this committee to consider and take 
action on emergency matters arising between Board 
meetings, subject to ratification of the Board. 

The Executive Committee shall serve as the Legislative 
Committee as established under BJAR 3(b)(1). During 
legislative sessions, the Executive Committee is 
authorized to conduct telephone conferences for the 
purpose of reviewing legislative positions. 

 

 

 

 

[See Rule 4(c)(2) (“The board shall not  
delegate its authority to an executive 
committee”)] 
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 ARTICLE VIII 

 Standing Committees 

The board shall have three standing committees: a 
Budget Committee, a Legislative Committee, and a 
Policy and Planning Committee.   

The Budget Committee shall be responsible for 
conducting a review of budget requests impacting the 
budget of the Administrative Office of the Courts, 
excepting the budget requests of the Supreme Court, 
the Court of Appeal, the State Law Library, the Office of 
Civil Legal Aid, and the Office of Public Defense.  The 
committee will conduct its review and develop 
recommendations in accord with a budget review 
process adopted by the Board.  The committee may 
recommend changes to the budget review process. 

The Legislative Committee shall be responsible for 
development and communication of the position of the 
Washington state judiciary on legislation affecting the 
administration of justice.  The committee is responsible 
for coordinating with the judicial associations and the 
Court of Appeals regarding legislation and should 
attempt to ascertain the position of the associations 
and Court of Appeals on legislation.  When the position 
of a judicial association or the Court of Appeals and the 
position of the board diverge the committee should 
request that the association or Court of Appeals afford 
an opportunity to reconcile the divergent positions.   

The Policy and Planning Committee shall be responsible 
for development of policies supporting effective 
governance of the courts of Washington and developing 
priorities of the Administrative Office of the Courts.  
The committee shall provide leadership for long-range 
planning and shall implement a process to regularly 
identify major issues facing the judicial system and 
propose strategic initiatives designed to address them. 
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ARTICLE VIII 
Regular Meetings 

There shall be regularly scheduled meetings of the 
Board for Judicial Administration at least bi-monthly. 
Reasonable notice of meetings shall be given each 
member. 

ARTICLE IX 
Special Meetings 

Special meetings may be called by any member of the 
Board. Reasonable notice of special meetings shall be 
given each member. 

 

 

ARTICLE IX 
Meetings 

There shall be regularly scheduled meetings of the 
board at least every other month.  Reasonable notice of 
meetings shall be given each member. 

Special meetings may be called by any member of the 
board.  Reasonable notice of special meetings shall be 
given each member. 

Any board member, the presiding chief judge of the 
Court of Appeals, the president of the Superior Court 
Judges' Association, or the president of the District and 
Municipal Court Judges' Association may submit issues 
for the meeting agenda.   

Meetings shall be held in two sessions.  The first session 
shall be open to invited guests and members of the 
public.  Committee reports and presentations will occur 
in this session.  The second session will include only 
members in attendance and staff.   Deliberations and 
voting shall occur in the second session. 

All committees and task forces created by the board 
shall report to the board annually unless otherwise 
directed. 

The Administrative Office of the Courts, the Judicial 
Information System Committee, the Washington State 
Bar Association, the Gender and Justice Commission, 
the Minority and Justice Commission, the Access to 
Justice Board, the Civil Legal Aid Oversight Committee, 
and the Office of Public Defense Advisory Committee 
shall be asked annually to report on the work of the 
respective organization. 

The President of the Superior Court Judges’ Association, 
the President of the District and Municipal Court 
Judges’ Association, and the Chair of the Judicial 
Information System Committee shall be invited to 
attend all meetings as liaisons from those organizations.  
Representatives from organizations such as the 
Washington State Bar Association, the Washington 
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State Association of County Clerks, the Office of Public 
Defense, the Office of Civil Legal Aid, the Association of 
Washington Superior Court Managers, the District and 
Municipal Courts Managers Association, and the 
Washington Association of Juvenile Court 
Administrators be invited as guests when matters 
affecting such an organization are on the agenda. 

 

 ARTICLE X 
Records 

The board shall adopt a policy and procedure for 
electronic publication of its official records, including 
resolutions, policies, meeting agendas, minutes, 
outcome of votes, appointments, committee charters, 
reports, and other official records of the board.  

 

ARTICLE X 
Quorum 

Eight voting members of the Board shall constitute a 
quorum provided each court level is represented. 

ARTICLE XI 
Quorum 

Seven members of the board shall constitute a quorum 
provided at least one representative from each of the 
appellate, superior, and district or municipal levels of 
court are present. 

 

 

ARTICLE XI 
Voting 

Each judicial member of the Board for Judicial 
Administration shall have one vote. All decisions of the 
Board shall be made by majority vote of those present 
and voting provided there is one affirmative vote from 
each level of court. Telephonic or electronic attendance 
shall be permitted but no member shall be allowed to 
cast a vote by proxy. 

 

ARTICLE XII 
Voting 

Each member shall have one vote. All decisions of the 
board shall be made by majority vote of those present.  
The Chief Justice Chair shall vote only in the event of a 
tie of the members voting.  Members may participate 
by telephone or other form of remote participation but 
no member shall be allowed to cast a vote by proxy. 
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ARTICLE XII 
Amendments and Repeal of Bylaws 

These bylaws may be amended or modified at any 
regular or special meeting of the Board, at which a 
quorum is present, by majority vote. No motion or 
resolution for amendment may be considered at the 
meeting in which they are proposed. 

 

ARTICLE XII 
Amendments and Repeal of Bylaws 

These bylaws may be amended or modified at any 
regular or special meeting of the board, at which a 
quorum is present, by majority vote.  No motion or 
resolution for amendment may be considered at the 
meeting in which they are proposed. 

 

 

 



 

TEMPLE OF JUSTICE 
415 12th Street West • P.O. Box 41174 • Olympia, WA 98504-1174 

360-357-2121 • 360-956-5711 Fax • www.courts.wa.gov 

 BOARD FOR JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION 
 
                          

 
 
 
 
March 1, 2013 
 
 
 
To: Board for Judicial Administration 
 

Court of Appeals Executive Committee 
 

Superior Court Judges’ Association Board of Trustees 
 

District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association Board of Governors 
 
Dear Colleagues: 
 
We write jointly as members of the Structure Workgroup of the Board for Judicial Administration 
(BJA) to provide additional information regarding the potential reorganization of the BJA, and to 
assure you that we intend and look forward to a thorough discussion of the Workgroup’s 
recommendations.  Our goal is to increase the capacity for the judiciary to act collectively, and 
to that end, we hope the proposal we are circulating will engender a broad and constructive 
dialog about how we organize ourselves to lead the judiciary into the future. 
 
As you know, the Structure Workgroup was created as a result of a retreat held last September 
to discuss the function and effectiveness of the BJA.  Retreat participants included not only BJA 
members but broad representation across the branch.  The consensus outcome was that while 
the BJA has served the courts well as a forum for building unity and consensus within the court 
levels, we have an opportunity to make adjustments that can help make us even more effective 
in converting that consensus into specific, effective and timely action.  We took from the retreat 
a vision that the BJA should now build on its success and take on a greater role in guiding the 
judiciary of Washington, with a clearer charge, enhanced authority, and a leaner and more agile 
structure. 

 
The BJA formed the Structure Workgroup and charged it to develop a proposal for 
consideration.  The draft that was circulated in January is the product of the best efforts of that 
Workgroup.  It is a starting point, and we think it would achieve the purpose, but we also 
understand that this version may not be the final product voted on by the BJA.  It is our 
expectation that the report of the Structure Workgroup and the draft revisions to the BJA rule 
and bylaws will be presented to the full BJA at its March 15 meeting.  The BJA will then 
determine its process for considering the proposal. 
  



 

 

Letter Regarding BJA Structure 
March 1, 2013 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
Several important issues have been raised regarding the Workgroup’s proposal, and it is 
appropriate that the BJA have the opportunity to discuss these issues and deliberate on them in 
the context of the overall effort to strengthen judicial branch leadership.  We encourage an open 
dialog among our colleagues and hope that any interested parties express their views to the 
BJA as a whole and to individual members. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Barbara Madsen, Chair    Chris Wickham, Member Chair 
Board for Judicial Administration   Board for Judicial Administration 

 
 
 
 
 
Christine Quinn-Brintnall, Presiding Chief Judge Stephen Dwyer, Judge 
Court of Appeals     Court of Appeals 
 
 
 
 
 
Craig Matheson, President    Charles Snyder, President-Elect 
Superior Court Judges’ Association   Superior Court Judges’ Association 
 
 
 
 
 
Sara Derr, President     David Svaren, President-Elect 
District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association 
 
cc: Ms. Anne Watson, AOC Staff to the Court of Appeals 
 Ms. Regina McDougall, AOC Staff to the Superior Court Judges’ Association 
 Ms. Shannon Hinchcliffe, AOC Staff to the District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association 











From: Board for Judicial Administration on behalf of Fleck, Deborah
To: BJA@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV
Subject: [BJA] Proposal re: BJA Membership Restructuring
Date: Wednesday, February 20, 2013 4:34:41 PM
Attachments: Jim Riehl"s comments (3).docx

Deborah Fleck"s comments.docx
BJA RETREAT-possible next steps 12-3-12.docx

Dear Colleagues:
 
As the four past BJA co-chairs who remain on the bench, we are writing to
respectfully express our strong opposition to the draft proposal to substantially
restructure the membership of the BJA. 
 
To set out our reasons, we have attached the historical perspective with concerns
expressed in Judge Jim Riehl's comments as well as the additional concerns about
the proposal, and a partial list of the BJA's major accomplishments, identified in
Judge Deborah Fleck's comments. 
 
The current structure implemented the recommendations of the Justice, Efficiency
and Accountability Commission for BJA membership, governance and court funding
in 2000.  Page 5 of the report at this link summarizes those recommendations:
 http://www.courts.wa.gov/committee/pdf/report.pdf
 
We believe the current membership structure has served the judiciary and the
judicial branch very well in the past dozen years, perhaps most importantly in the
trust judges have in the BJA and in the increased recognition by legislators of
the BJA as the voice of the judiciary.  BJA, with the support of AOC staff, has a
solid record of significant accomplishments since 2000.  
 
We have also attached a two-page document with possible next steps prepared by
Judge Fleck following the BJA Retreat last fall to carry forward Chief Justice
Madsen's vision to increase the power and authority of the BJA, without a wholesale
restructuring of the BJA which has met the goals set forth in the JEA report for
years.
 
Respectfully submitted,
 
Jim Riehl
Judge, Kitsap County District Court
BJA member 1995-1996; 2000 - 2007; 2013
BJA Co-chair, 2001 -2003
 
Deborah Fleck
Judge, King County Superior Court
BJA member 2001 – 2013
BJA Co-chair, 2003 - 2005
 
Vickie Churchill
Judge, Island County Superior Court
BJA member 2001 – 2009
BJA Co-chair 2007 - 2009

mailto:BJA@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV
mailto:Deborah.Fleck@KINGCOUNTY.GOV
mailto:BJA@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV
http://www.courts.wa.gov/committee/pdf/report.pdf

Jim Riehl’s comments on BJA restructuring



I too have major concerns regarding the proposal to restructure the BJA. Without sounding too much like an old senior judicial officer who has sat on the bench for the last 30 years, I believe it is important to revisit the history of the BJA and explain why this proposed restructuring is a major step back for the entire judiciary. 



I had the privilege of sitting on the original BJA in the mid 90’s as the President of the DMCJA. The BJA at that time was merely an extension of the personality of the Chief Justice. We would meet when the Chief decided to meet. Other than the Presidents of each of the trial courts, as well as the Court of Appeals, there were no other representatives. The Chief was the chair, period. There were times we did not meet for months and other than the Chief, no one else was really encouraged to raise any issues. The perception of the trial courts was that BJA was totally irrelevant to their members and that became quite apparent to Chief Justice Richard Guy when he became Chief. In 1999-2000, he spearheaded a movement to reconstitute the BJA. He brought together past members of the BJA as well as Bar Leaders, including Wayne Blair, to begin a discussion of what needed to change. The input was widespread and inclusive of all levels. And he made it clear that he would take as much time as necessary to reach a consensus. 



I recall the meetings quite well. Most were conducted at the AOC office in downtown Seattle. And the representatives from the trial courts, including myself, made it very clear that in order for the trial courts to “buy in” to the notion that the BJA spoke with one voice, a number of changes had to be made. We encouraged the change in the chair position to include a member co-chair from the trial court. In addition, we encouraged increasing the number of representatives for each trial court, 4 of which would be members who would speak for the entire judiciary and not representatives of their Association. We also recommended that the Associations would be given an opportunity for their Presidents to be members for the purpose of speaking specifically on behalf of their Associations. Otherwise, the perception would continue to persist that the BJA was really only an arm of the Supreme Court. Finally, we felt it extremely important that at least one member of each level of court would have to agree for the BJA to take a position on any issue.

 

I am of the opinion, as a past member of the BJA from 2000-2007 and past chair from 2001-2003, that this structure has served the judiciary of this State extremely well for the last 13 years. The BJA, I believe, has been the most significant accomplishment of our judiciary in the last 30 years. Although I am not opposed to examining and tinkering with certain aspects of the mission and goals of the BJA, I believe this proposal is a giant step back and a strong statement to the trial courts that their voice shall be lessened.  I suspect the trial courts once again will feel disenfranchised just as they had prior to 2000.



I am at a loss as to the need to rush thru these proposals prior to the Associations’ full review and input. Apparently the BJA meeting for February has been cancelled and the trial court’s spring conferences aren’t until April and June. The impression I received from the last BJA meeting was that the goal was to vote on the proposal at the March meeting. I would oppose such a timetable and propose continued discussion with adequate timing for the trial courts to address the issues. 








Dear BJA Colleagues:



The following are my comments regarding the proposed BJA restructuring.



I have been a member of the BJA since 2001, first as the non-voting president-elect of the SCJA, then as a one-year voting member in my role as SCJA President, and after the spring of 2003, as an elected member of the BJA. 



BJA Retreat: I understood the focus of the BJA Retreat on September 21-22, 2012 to be the potential restructuring of the BJA’s power and authority. Since she became Chief, our Chief Justice, Barbara Madsen, has stated she wants to increase the power and authority of the BJA.



At the Retreat, former Utah Chief Justice Durham and the Utah Court Administrator made a presentation of their Judicial Council. That Council membership is very similar to the BJA – five members from the limited jurisdiction, superior and appellate courts for a total of 15, serving three year terms, compared to our four year terms. Utah has a unified court system, we do not. The Utah Judicial Council has budget as well as policy-making authority – all of the other judicial branch committees, commissions, etc. report to the Council as the decision-making body for the branch on policy and budget. Also, like Utah’s Council, BJA members do not serve in a “representative” capacity of their court or court level, but rather make decisions that serve the entire branch.



It makes sense, then, that at the end of the Retreat (after several judges left to attend Judge LaSalata's funeral), we took several easy votes essentially confirmed by what we had heard about the effective Utah Judicial Council model. There was no reason presented to change the membership – ours paralleled theirs.  We voted to keep the representation from each court level, to keep four year terms, to keep the co-chairs with the trial courts and the Chief, and left undecided only the issue of the requirement of at least one vote from each of the three court levels. We also voted to keep BJA with only judges as voting members. The executive directors of OPD and OCLA were present and affirmatively stated their agreement that they not be voting members. This structure provides necessary checks and balances. 



Currently, BJA is the policy making body for the judiciary, and it is often said, of the judicial branch.  Last year over many months, the BJA approved and the Supreme Court adopted a new, more transparent budget process that has better input from the trial court Associations relating both to our budget items and regarding the AOC budget, that retains the trial courts’ independent ability to work with the legislature, but also that confirms our commitment as a branch of government to “speak with one voice.”  It retained the Supreme Court’s final decision-making on budgets however.

 

The concern raised at the conclusion of the Retreat regarding the potential for change was that to give the BJA more power, the Supreme Court and the trial court Associations would have to give up some power. 



The Draft Proposal: It was my impression that the small group picked to address structure would focus on giving BJA more power and authority, similar to Utah's Judicial Council.  After the Retreat, I sent the attached document to the SCJA executive committee reflecting my thoughts and suggestions on how to move forward in pursuing that goal and the Chief Justice’s vision.



I am puzzled that after the votes taken at the Retreat regarding retaining the membership structure, this proposed draft is largely focused on changing the make-up of the membership.  There does not appear to be any part of the proposal directed at giving BJA more power and authority for budget and policy, as in Utah, with all other judicial branch groups presenting proposals to the BJA for decision-making. 



I don't believe the Supreme Court or the appellate courts give up authority under the proposed reorganization.  What this proposal does do, however, is significantly minimize the voice of the trial courts with fewer votes and no trial court Association Board officers allowed to serve.  Under this proposal, the appellate courts have a greater presence on BJA compared to the trial courts: for 31 judges - 4 votes, for over 400 trial court judges - 6 votes, and no one in trial court Association officer level leadership will be eligible. 



I fear that there will be far less trust, by the trial courts at least, and a greater likelihood that as a judiciary, we will devolve into working separately rather than together. 



One judge on the BJA at time of the 1999/2000 restructuring has said that Justice Guy was told very bluntly that the trial courts had no faith in BJA.  We have also continued since 2009 to experience some communication difficulties between the BJA, the AOC and appellate courts on the one hand, and the superior courts on the other, which has also raised issues of trust.



By reducing the representation of the trial court judges, and eliminating the one year position for trial court Association presidents, many other problems are likely to emerge. 



A much smaller BJA creates serious difficulties for the trial courts in terms of maintaining diversity, something we need and value considering our size of well over 400 trial court judges around our state in large and small courts, in urban and rural communities, to name just some of the diversity issues.  A Board of 15 members is also a Board where a full range of ideas, points and counterpoints, are expressed, based on this diversity.  It is not insular.  



A 15 member Board is large enough so that we as lower court trial judges feel an ability to express a differing viewpoint from that of the state judiciary's Chief Justice and/or other judges at the appellate level. There is no question that this will be lost with a smaller board. 



One reason expressed for the proposed elimination of the position of trial court Association presidents is that they are less likely to consider the good of the branch as a whole. Arguably, the same could be said about appellate judges with their increased presence, relatively speaking, not being familiar with the needs of the trial courts. 



There is no evidence of Association Presidents acting in a parochial manner that I can recall over the past dozen years, nor has any example been given. The President judges who "have their finger on the pulse" of the trial court judges and their levels of court and who are charged to speak for the trial courts (just as the Chief Justice is charged to do for both the Supreme Court and the BJA), would no longer be members under this proposal. Yet the President Judges serve in their one year term as a very good "bridge" or "connection" between the trial courts themselves on the one hand and the BJA on the other hand. This proposed separation would further create distrust between the trial courts and their Associations and Boards with respect to the BJA and appellate courts. 



Another reason expressed regarding the need for a change in the membership is that the BJA would be more effective and efficient, that it will make decisions more quickly.



The BJA is intended to be a deliberative, policy-making body. Contrary to the premise of this proposed reorganization that BJA is ineffective, we have, with support of AOC staff, accomplished a tremendous amount in the last 12 years. 



1. The 1999/00 JEA Report has been brought up again in the last couple of years.  It was the foundation for the restructuring in 2000 of the BJA, something that has made it a far more effective body with the legislature. 



The superior court judges work with the legislature, “elected official” to “elected official.”  Many know the legislators personally and we are able to make contact on issues of importance to us through the use of our “Contact List.”  I believe the DMCJA judges have something similar.  With fewer meetings and the Association officers uninvolved with the BJA, I believe the trial courts will feel the need to take action, given the fast pace of action in the legislature. This will reduce our ability to work together as a judiciary, one of the best results of the 1999/2000 BJA restructuring.



2. We devoted an intensive six months to Project 2001 and accomplished its recommendations - a constitutional change (never an easy task) allowing portability of judges, the Trial Court Coordinating Councils and the stronger Presiding Judge rule. (Project 2001 was in response to a legislative proposal to create a unified trial court system in Washington.)



3. We constituted the Time to Trial Task Force, again with a lot of effort and broad input, and changed the speedy trial rule and all of the case law that went before. (This Task Force was in response to legislative efforts to change the law because of a case involving a felon who committed serious crimes upon release because of the speedy trial rule.)  



3. We began "the most significant reform of the judicial branch since statehood" (Chief Justice Alexander's words) through the intensive two year Trial Court Funding Task Force leading to the Justice in Jeopardy Initiative and we achieved $78 million/biennium in new funding for the trial courts until it stalled with the economic crisis in 2009, including substantial funding for indigent defense and parent dependency representation to say nothing of the creation of the Office of Civil Legal Aid.  The Trial Court Funding Task Force was in response to the funding problem of the trial courts that had been identified by all the judicial Task Forces and Commissions for the previous 20 to 30 years, with each recommending an adequate, more stable funding structure for Washington’s trial courts. 



I fear the Justice in Jeopardy Initiative of the BJA will drift away when the economy improves if there is a reduced trial court representation on the BJA.  The goal of the JiJ Initiative is to achieve roughly 50% funding by the state for the trial courts by funding those costs mandated by the constitution and state statute.  Despite trial court acquiescence in making limited or no requests since the economic crisis beginning in 2008, it appears that the appellate courts are concerned that any requests for state funding from the trial courts to achieve this long-advocated goal will mean a reduction in appellate court funding. It would be understandable for a reconstituted BJA with reduced trial court membership to have minimal interest in this subject.   With the proposed minimized presence of the trial courts on BJA, it is more likely that the focus will be on Olympia, and what the appellate courts want and the agency wants.[footnoteRef:1]   [1: Jeff Hall, our previous Administrator of the Courts, stated at the June 2010 BJA meeting that “[t]he AOC exists largely to support the trial courts.”  This is of course logical, considering the numbers of trial court judges and what is required to train and otherwise serve their needs.
] 




4. In the past year, starting with a facilitated meeting of a large ad hoc group, another meeting of that group, and additional discussion at BJA meetings, we have also just revamped the budget process for the judicial branch with respect to requests to the legislature. 



5. We developed a proposed court rule to address formally the issue of public access to court administrative records.  (This was in response to a clear concern that the legislature would bring the judicial branch under the PRA by statute.)  The Work Group chaired by Judge Marlin Appelwick presented its proposal; a lot of effort went into that work product by the Work Group, as well as a lot of effort in the analysis and proposed changes to it by the members of BJA.  We devoted portions of several board meetings to discussing and voting on the complex issues and policy involved in this proposed rule.  This is such a complex and important issue that the Supreme Court has now revised it again, and sent it out for another comment period.



6. A BJA Work Group chaired by Judge Michael Trickey developed the Family and Juvenile Court Improvement Plan proposal, something that was included in the Supreme Court’s budget.  (This was in response to the concerns of some legislators that the dependency system needed to change.)



7. In the past year, a BJA Work Group chaired by Judge Sara Derr took up the issue again of Regional Courts of Limited Jurisdiction, a recommendation of the Trial Court Funding Task Force’s Courts of Limited Jurisdiction Work Group chaired by Judge Ann Schindler and Ron Ward.  This new Work Group made proposals, starting with a small step that we are pursuing.



8. There are many other issues of major concern to judges at the various levels of court that have required us to work together for the benefit of all.  One involved the Bar Association’s effort to require judges to pay full Bar Association dues and be in some ways accountable to the Bar Association.  With a lot of effort, we were able to reach a resolution of that issue.



9. Another effort involved judicial retirement.  Although financed privately, we worked over three legislative sessions to successfully restore the judicial retirement benefits that serve to recruit and retain highly capable judges. It is difficult to describe the amount of effort by a small committee devoted to this effort for the benefit of judges at all levels of court that also furthers the quality of the Washington State judiciary.



10. In the past year or two, we developed and adopted a Resolution process for the BJA to speak, similar to the Resolution process of the national Conference of Chief Justices.  We have adopted two significant Resolutions under the new process – one addressing Race and the Justice System, and the other addressing the due process requirement for Interpreters, a major issue for the trial courts with the increasing diversity in our state.



There are many other efforts and decisions of the BJA that could be mentioned.



When BJA was reconstituted, then-Chief Justice Guy courageously wanted to move from an organization under the control of the Supreme Court to one that is inclusive of the trial courts. That is why we have a BJA with five members from each trial court level (total of ten) and five members total from the appellate courts, a trial court judge co-chair and a requirement that at least one member of each court level must vote in favor of any proposals before the Board. This has helped us work together rather than separately as appellate courts and trial courts.  It has also fostered the sense that a BJA decision does in fact serve the best interests of the judiciary and the branch as a whole.  Several judges, some of whom were BJA members at that time recall the major restructuring of BJA in 1999/2000. These judges recall Justice Guy and Court Administrator Mary McQueen making the rounds to various benches to present the proposed changes focused on giving the trial courts a voice in order to achieve "buy in."



This proposal would be a big step backward.  A fast track of this proposal, reducing the current membership by trial court judges and eliminating their Board Presidents, is not in the judiciary’s, the judicial branch’s or the BJA’s long term interest.  



The other proposals in this draft do not seem to follow the Utah Judicial Council model but should be explored.   We could also explore increasing the power and authority of the BJA to make it similar to the Utah Council, which would have all judicial branch entities under the BJA – judicial education, policy, budget, etc. That was the main focus of the Retreat.  



As many trial court judges have said of this proposed change to the BJA membership, “If it isn’t broken, don’t “fix” it.”  The past BJA co-chairs who are still sitting judges, Judges Riehl, Lambo and Churchill, also join me in raising these concerns.



Sincerely, 



Deborah D. Fleck
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BJA RETREAT -  SEPTEMBER 21 - 22, 2012 





Chief Justice Madsen has initiated a review of the BJA and its role, in light of the multiple efforts by branch member organizations and stakeholders to improve the administration of justice in Washington state that sometimes overlap in this non-unified court structure.  



Goal: Reorganize the Washington Judicial Branch to make it more efficient and effective by strengthening the BJA



Barriers:  Potential opposition by the Supreme Court and the Trial Court Associations



Minimize barriers:  By reducing the sheer number of changes that will need to be accepted, the opportunity for acceptance of significant proposed changes is maximized.



BJA structure:  The BJA structure is currently quite similar to the Utah Judicial Council, a structure that works in that state, which has a unified judicial branch.  



At the conclusion of the Retreat, those present voted to retain the current makeup of BJA, with five members from the DMCJA, five members from the SCJA, and five members from the appellate courts – with one member from each division of the Court of Appeals and two members from the Supreme Court.  Each of the three levels retains its own method of selecting members.  The members serve to pursue the interests of the judicial branch as a whole.



The votes also included retaining 1) the current four year terms and 2) the co-chair system, with one co-chair selected from the trial court members for a two year term, alternating between the DMCJA and the SCJA.  The other co-chair is the Chief Justice.  (Although Utah has three year terms, four year terms work well in Washington because it maximizes the opportunity for those serving on BJA to serve as co-chair, and is consistent with the original goal of having members who are highly knowledgeable and engaged.)  The current structure of having the trial court associations’ president-elects and the Chief of Chiefs of the appellate courts participate as non-voting members has worked well, preparing the presidents for their one year term.



Other judicial branch groups would continue to be invited as non-voting members or liaisons, such as the Court Administrator, the president and executive director of the Washington State Bar Association,  the directors of OPD and OCLA, the president of the superior court’s juvenile court administrators association, the president of the trial court managers’ associations,  and perhaps others.

	

The issue of whether we would retain the current requirement that there be at least one vote from each of the three court groups needed further discussion.



Background:  BJA has been described as the policy-making body of the judicial branch.  The BJA, staffed by AOC, has undertaken a number of large and complex issues in the last dozen or more years, including the Justice, Efficiency and Accountability Task Force in the late 1990’s, Project 2001 conducted in 2000, the Time for Trial Task Force in the early 2000’s, the Trial Court Funding Task Force from 2002 - 2004, the Justice in Jeopardy Initiative begun in 2005 and continuing until it stalled with the economic crisis in 2009, the reorganization of the budget process in 2011-12, among many smaller issues.  







Proposals that may be part of an internal reorganization of the judicial branch:



1)  Retain the current structure of the BJA at least for now (a smaller group is likely to be opposed because judges will not want major decisions handled by a small group, the current structure has tackled some very large, complex issues effectively over the past dozen years, and maintaining the current structure eliminates “trigger points” for disagreement.)



2) Have the Court Administrator report to the BJA co-chairs – the Chief Justice and to the Member co-chair



3) Retain the historical role of BJA as the policy making body of the judicial branch



4) Retain the new budget process; see #6 below 

 

5) Retain the current process of the Court of Appeals and the Supreme Court making their own budget proposals and cuts.

  

6) Consider making BJA the decision-making body for the AOC budget, and for any requests by the trial courts for additions to that budget presented to the Governor that “pass through” AOC, or in appropriate cases, for any requests to be made directly to the Legislature as well as for reductions in the AOC budget and the “pass-throughs.”   Like the Court of Appeals and the Supreme Court which know what their needs are and are responsible for proposing them, trial courts have the expertise regarding their needs.



7) Reorganize the other judicial branch organizations such that they would make proposals to the BJA – essentially the Utah system:  



a.  Organizations and committees research and present the proposals; 

b. BJA members are neutral decision-makers; they do not advocate

c. Members are committed to monthly meetings of 4 to 8 hours with members not taking the position without a commitment to attend all or almost all of the meetings.

d. Certain groups would present thorny issues regarding how they would fit under this system, including JIS and the separate judicial branch office budgets (OPD and OCLA), due in part to them having members from other groups including clerks and legislators.  Perhaps as a first step, these groups would continue as they are.



Perhaps AOC could prepare “briefing books” similar to those prepared by the state bar for its Board of Governors, for the BJA members to be reviewed thoroughly before monthly meetings.  In addition, new BJA members should be given training about BJA and their role as members in advance of their terms.



 
Michael Lambo
Judge, Kirkland Municipal Court
BJA member 2008 – 2016
BJA Co-chair 2009 - 2011
 
Cc:  DMCJA Board, c/o Shannon Hinchcliffe
       SCJA Board, c/o Regina McDougall

This e-mail has been sent to everyone in the BJA@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 BJA"
command to LISTSERV@LISTSERV.COURTS.WA.GOV.
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Jim Riehl’s comments on BJA restructuring 
 
I too have major concerns regarding the proposal to restructure the BJA. Without sounding too 
much like an old senior judicial officer who has sat on the bench for the last 30 years, I believe it 
is important to revisit the history of the BJA and explain why this proposed restructuring is a 
major step back for the entire judiciary.  
 
I had the privilege of sitting on the original BJA in the mid 90’s as the President of the DMCJA. 
The BJA at that time was merely an extension of the personality of the Chief Justice. We would 
meet when the Chief decided to meet. Other than the Presidents of each of the trial courts, as 
well as the Court of Appeals, there were no other representatives. The Chief was the chair, 
period. There were times we did not meet for months and other than the Chief, no one else was 
really encouraged to raise any issues. The perception of the trial courts was that BJA was totally 
irrelevant to their members and that became quite apparent to Chief Justice Richard Guy when 
he became Chief. In 1999-2000, he spearheaded a movement to reconstitute the BJA. He 
brought together past members of the BJA as well as Bar Leaders, including Wayne Blair, to begin 
a discussion of what needed to change. The input was widespread and inclusive of all levels. And 
he made it clear that he would take as much time as necessary to reach a consensus.  
 
I recall the meetings quite well. Most were conducted at the AOC office in downtown Seattle. 
And the representatives from the trial courts, including myself, made it very clear that in order 
for the trial courts to “buy in” to the notion that the BJA spoke with one voice, a number of 
changes had to be made. We encouraged the change in the chair position to include a member 
co-chair from the trial court. In addition, we encouraged increasing the number of 
representatives for each trial court, 4 of which would be members who would speak for the 
entire judiciary and not representatives of their Association. We also recommended that the 
Associations would be given an opportunity for their Presidents to be members for the purpose 
of speaking specifically on behalf of their Associations. Otherwise, the perception would continue 
to persist that the BJA was really only an arm of the Supreme Court. Finally, we felt it extremely 
important that at least one member of each level of court would have to agree for the BJA to 
take a position on any issue. 
  
I am of the opinion, as a past member of the BJA from 2000-2007 and past chair from 2001-2003, 
that this structure has served the judiciary of this State extremely well for the last 13 years. The 
BJA, I believe, has been the most significant accomplishment of our judiciary in the last 30 years. 
Although I am not opposed to examining and tinkering with certain aspects of the mission and 
goals of the BJA, I believe this proposal is a giant step back and a strong statement to the trial 
courts that their voice shall be lessened.  I suspect the trial courts once again will feel 
disenfranchised just as they had prior to 2000. 
 
I am at a loss as to the need to rush thru these proposals prior to the Associations’ full review 
and input. Apparently the BJA meeting for February has been cancelled and the trial court’s 
spring conferences aren’t until April and June. The impression I received from the last BJA 
meeting was that the goal was to vote on the proposal at the March meeting. I would oppose 
such a timetable and propose continued discussion with adequate timing for the trial courts to 
address the issues.  
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Dear BJA Colleagues: 
 
The following are my comments regarding the proposed BJA restructuring. 
 
I have been a member of the BJA since 2001, first as the non-voting president-elect of 
the SCJA, then as a one-year voting member in my role as SCJA President, and after 
the spring of 2003, as an elected member of the BJA.  
 
BJA Retreat: I understood the focus of the BJA Retreat on September 21-22, 2012 to 
be the potential restructuring of the BJA’s power and authority. Since she became 
Chief, our Chief Justice, Barbara Madsen, has stated she wants to increase the power 
and authority of the BJA. 
 
At the Retreat, former Utah Chief Justice Durham and the Utah Court Administrator 
made a presentation of their Judicial Council. That Council membership is very similar 
to the BJA – five members from the limited jurisdiction, superior and appellate courts for 
a total of 15, serving three year terms, compared to our four year terms. Utah has a 
unified court system, we do not. The Utah Judicial Council has budget as well as policy-
making authority – all of the other judicial branch committees, commissions, etc. report 
to the Council as the decision-making body for the branch on policy and budget. Also, 
like Utah’s Council, BJA members do not serve in a “representative” capacity of their 
court or court level, but rather make decisions that serve the entire branch. 
 
It makes sense, then, that at the end of the Retreat (after several judges left to attend 
Judge LaSalata's funeral), we took several easy votes essentially confirmed by what we 
had heard about the effective Utah Judicial Council model. There was no reason 
presented to change the membership – ours paralleled theirs.  We voted to keep the 
representation from each court level, to keep four year terms, to keep the co-chairs with 
the trial courts and the Chief, and left undecided only the issue of the requirement of at 
least one vote from each of the three court levels. We also voted to keep BJA with only 
judges as voting members. The executive directors of OPD and OCLA were present 
and affirmatively stated their agreement that they not be voting members. This 
structure provides necessary checks and balances.  
 
Currently, BJA is the policy making body for the judiciary, and it is often said, of the 
judicial branch.  Last year over many months, the BJA approved and the Supreme 
Court adopted a new, more transparent budget process that has better input from the 
trial court Associations relating both to our budget items and regarding the AOC budget, 
that retains the trial courts’ independent ability to work with the legislature, but also that 
confirms our commitment as a branch of government to “speak with one voice.”  It 
retained the Supreme Court’s final decision-making on budgets however. 
  
The concern raised at the conclusion of the Retreat regarding the potential for 
change was that to give the BJA more power, the Supreme Court and the trial 
court Associations would have to give up some power.  
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The Draft Proposal: It was my impression that the small group picked to address 
structure would focus on giving BJA more power and authority, similar to Utah's Judicial 
Council.  After the Retreat, I sent the attached document to the SCJA executive 
committee reflecting my thoughts and suggestions on how to move forward in pursuing 
that goal and the Chief Justice’s vision. 
 
I am puzzled that after the votes taken at the Retreat regarding retaining the 
membership structure, this proposed draft is largely focused on changing the make-up 
of the membership.  There does not appear to be any part of the proposal directed at 
giving BJA more power and authority for budget and policy, as in Utah, with all other 
judicial branch groups presenting proposals to the BJA for decision-making.  
 
I don't believe the Supreme Court or the appellate courts give up authority under the 
proposed reorganization.  What this proposal does do, however, is significantly 
minimize the voice of the trial courts with fewer votes and no trial court 
Association Board officers allowed to serve.  Under this proposal, the appellate 
courts have a greater presence on BJA compared to the trial courts: for 31 judges 
- 4 votes, for over 400 trial court judges - 6 votes, and no one in trial court 
Association officer level leadership will be eligible.  
 
I fear that there will be far less trust, by the trial courts at least, and a greater 
likelihood that as a judiciary, we will devolve into working separately rather than 
together.  
 
One judge on the BJA at time of the 1999/2000 restructuring has said that Justice Guy 
was told very bluntly that the trial courts had no faith in BJA.  We have also continued 
since 2009 to experience some communication difficulties between the BJA, the AOC 
and appellate courts on the one hand, and the superior courts on the other, which has 
also raised issues of trust. 
 
By reducing the representation of the trial court judges, and eliminating the one year 
position for trial court Association presidents, many other problems are likely to emerge.  
 
A much smaller BJA creates serious difficulties for the trial courts in terms of 
maintaining diversity, something we need and value considering our size of well over 
400 trial court judges around our state in large and small courts, in urban and rural 
communities, to name just some of the diversity issues.  A Board of 15 members is also 
a Board where a full range of ideas, points and counterpoints, are expressed, based on 
this diversity.  It is not insular.   
 
A 15 member Board is large enough so that we as lower court trial judges feel an ability 
to express a differing viewpoint from that of the state judiciary's Chief Justice and/or 
other judges at the appellate level. There is no question that this will be lost with a 
smaller board.  
 



3 
 

One reason expressed for the proposed elimination of the position of trial court 
Association presidents is that they are less likely to consider the good of the branch as 
a whole. Arguably, the same could be said about appellate judges with their increased 
presence, relatively speaking, not being familiar with the needs of the trial courts.  
 
There is no evidence of Association Presidents acting in a parochial manner that I can 
recall over the past dozen years, nor has any example been given. The President 
judges who "have their finger on the pulse" of the trial court judges and their levels of 
court and who are charged to speak for the trial courts (just as the Chief Justice is 
charged to do for both the Supreme Court and the BJA), would no longer be members 
under this proposal. Yet the President Judges serve in their one year term as a very 
good "bridge" or "connection" between the trial courts themselves on the one hand and 
the BJA on the other hand. This proposed separation would further create distrust 
between the trial courts and their Associations and Boards with respect to the BJA and 
appellate courts.  
 
Another reason expressed regarding the need for a change in the membership is that 
the BJA would be more effective and efficient, that it will make decisions more quickly. 
 
The BJA is intended to be a deliberative, policy-making body. Contrary to the 
premise of this proposed reorganization that BJA is ineffective, we have, with 
support of AOC staff, accomplished a tremendous amount in the last 12 years.  
 

1. The 1999/00 JEA Report has been brought up again in the last couple of years.  It was 
the foundation for the restructuring in 2000 of the BJA, something that has made it a far 
more effective body with the legislature.  
 
The superior court judges work with the legislature, “elected official” to “elected official.”  
Many know the legislators personally and we are able to make contact on issues of 
importance to us through the use of our “Contact List.”  I believe the DMCJA judges 
have something similar.  With fewer meetings and the Association officers uninvolved 
with the BJA, I believe the trial courts will feel the need to take action, given the fast 
pace of action in the legislature. This will reduce our ability to work together as a 
judiciary, one of the best results of the 1999/2000 BJA restructuring. 
 

2. We devoted an intensive six months to Project 2001 and accomplished its 
recommendations - a constitutional change (never an easy task) allowing portability of 
judges, the Trial Court Coordinating Councils and the stronger Presiding Judge rule. 
(Project 2001 was in response to a legislative proposal to create a unified trial court 
system in Washington.) 
 

3. We constituted the Time to Trial Task Force, again with a lot of effort and broad input, 
and changed the speedy trial rule and all of the case law that went before. (This Task 
Force was in response to legislative efforts to change the law because of a case 
involving a felon who committed serious crimes upon release because of the speedy 
trial rule.)   
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3. We began "the most significant reform of the judicial branch since statehood" (Chief 

Justice Alexander's words) through the intensive two year Trial Court Funding Task 
Force leading to the Justice in Jeopardy Initiative and we achieved $78 
million/biennium in new funding for the trial courts until it stalled with the economic crisis 
in 2009, including substantial funding for indigent defense and parent dependency 
representation to say nothing of the creation of the Office of Civil Legal Aid.  The Trial 
Court Funding Task Force was in response to the funding problem of the trial courts that 
had been identified by all the judicial Task Forces and Commissions for the previous 20 
to 30 years, with each recommending an adequate, more stable funding structure for 
Washington’s trial courts.  
 
I fear the Justice in Jeopardy Initiative of the BJA will drift away when the economy 
improves if there is a reduced trial court representation on the BJA.  The goal of the JiJ 
Initiative is to achieve roughly 50% funding by the state for the trial courts by funding 
those costs mandated by the constitution and state statute.  Despite trial court 
acquiescence in making limited or no requests since the economic crisis beginning in 
2008, it appears that the appellate courts are concerned that any requests for state 
funding from the trial courts to achieve this long-advocated goal will mean a reduction in 
appellate court funding. It would be understandable for a reconstituted BJA with 
reduced trial court membership to have minimal interest in this subject.   With the 
proposed minimized presence of the trial courts on BJA, it is more likely that the 
focus will be on Olympia, and what the appellate courts want and the agency 
wants.1   
 

4. In the past year, starting with a facilitated meeting of a large ad hoc group, another 
meeting of that group, and additional discussion at BJA meetings, we have also just 
revamped the budget process for the judicial branch with respect to requests to 
the legislature.  

 
5. We developed a proposed court rule to address formally the issue of public access 

to court administrative records.  (This was in response to a clear concern that the 
legislature would bring the judicial branch under the PRA by statute.)  The Work Group 
chaired by Judge Marlin Appelwick presented its proposal; a lot of effort went into that 
work product by the Work Group, as well as a lot of effort in the analysis and proposed 
changes to it by the members of BJA.  We devoted portions of several board meetings 
to discussing and voting on the complex issues and policy involved in this proposed 
rule.  This is such a complex and important issue that the Supreme Court has now 
revised it again, and sent it out for another comment period. 

 
6. A BJA Work Group chaired by Judge Michael Trickey developed the Family and 

Juvenile Court Improvement Plan proposal, something that was included in the 
                                                           
1Jeff Hall, our previous Administrator of the Courts, stated at the June 2010 BJA meeting that 
“[t]he AOC exists largely to support the trial courts.”  This is of course logical, considering the 
numbers of trial court judges and what is required to train and otherwise serve their needs. 
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Supreme Court’s budget.  (This was in response to the concerns of some legislators 
that the dependency system needed to change.) 

 
7. In the past year, a BJA Work Group chaired by Judge Sara Derr took up the issue again 

of Regional Courts of Limited Jurisdiction, a recommendation of the Trial Court Funding 
Task Force’s Courts of Limited Jurisdiction Work Group chaired by Judge Ann Schindler 
and Ron Ward.  This new Work Group made proposals, starting with a small step that 
we are pursuing. 

 
8. There are many other issues of major concern to judges at the various levels of court 

that have required us to work together for the benefit of all.  One involved the Bar 
Association’s effort to require judges to pay full Bar Association dues and be in some 
ways accountable to the Bar Association.  With a lot of effort, we were able to reach a 
resolution of that issue. 

 
9. Another effort involved judicial retirement.  Although financed privately, we worked over 

three legislative sessions to successfully restore the judicial retirement benefits that 
serve to recruit and retain highly capable judges. It is difficult to describe the amount of 
effort by a small committee devoted to this effort for the benefit of judges at all levels of 
court that also furthers the quality of the Washington State judiciary. 

 
10. In the past year or two, we developed and adopted a Resolution process for the BJA to 

speak, similar to the Resolution process of the national Conference of Chief Justices.  
We have adopted two significant Resolutions under the new process – one addressing 
Race and the Justice System, and the other addressing the due process requirement 
for Interpreters, a major issue for the trial courts with the increasing diversity in our 
state. 

 
There are many other efforts and decisions of the BJA that could be mentioned. 

 
When BJA was reconstituted, then-Chief Justice Guy courageously wanted to move 
from an organization under the control of the Supreme Court to one that is inclusive of 
the trial courts. That is why we have a BJA with five members from each trial court level 
(total of ten) and five members total from the appellate courts, a trial court judge co-
chair and a requirement that at least one member of each court level must vote in favor 
of any proposals before the Board. This has helped us work together rather than 
separately as appellate courts and trial courts.  It has also fostered the sense that a BJA 
decision does in fact serve the best interests of the judiciary and the branch as a whole.  
Several judges, some of whom were BJA members at that time recall the major 
restructuring of BJA in 1999/2000. These judges recall Justice Guy and Court 
Administrator Mary McQueen making the rounds to various benches to present the 
proposed changes focused on giving the trial courts a voice in order to achieve "buy in." 
 
This proposal would be a big step backward.  A fast track of this proposal, 
reducing the current membership by trial court judges and eliminating their 
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Board Presidents, is not in the judiciary’s, the judicial branch’s or the BJA’s long 
term interest.   
 
The other proposals in this draft do not seem to follow the Utah Judicial Council model 
but should be explored.   We could also explore increasing the power and authority 
of the BJA to make it similar to the Utah Council, which would have all judicial 
branch entities under the BJA – judicial education, policy, budget, etc. That was 
the main focus of the Retreat.   
 
As many trial court judges have said of this proposed change to the BJA membership, 
“If it isn’t broken, don’t “fix” it.”  The past BJA co-chairs who are still sitting judges, 
Judges Riehl, Lambo and Churchill, also join me in raising these concerns. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Deborah D. Fleck 



BJA RETREAT -  SEPTEMBER 21 - 22, 2012  
 
 
Chief Justice Madsen has initiated a review of the BJA and its role, in light of the multiple 
efforts by branch member organizations and stakeholders to improve the administration of 
justice in Washington state that sometimes overlap in this non-unified court structure.   
 
Goal: Reorganize the Washington Judicial Branch to make it more efficient and effective by 
strengthening the BJA 
 
Barriers:  Potential opposition by the Supreme Court and the Trial Court Associations 
 
Minimize barriers:  By reducing the sheer number of changes that will need to be accepted, 
the opportunity for acceptance of significant proposed changes is maximized. 
 
BJA structure:  The BJA structure is currently quite similar to the Utah Judicial Council, a 
structure that works in that state, which has a unified judicial branch.   
 
At the conclusion of the Retreat, those present voted to retain the current makeup of BJA, 
with five members from the DMCJA, five members from the SCJA, and five members from 
the appellate courts – with one member from each division of the Court of Appeals and two 
members from the Supreme Court.  Each of the three levels retains its own method of 
selecting members.  The members serve to pursue the interests of the judicial branch as a 
whole. 
 
The votes also included retaining 1) the current four year terms and 2) the co-chair system, 
with one co-chair selected from the trial court members for a two year term, alternating 
between the DMCJA and the SCJA.  The other co-chair is the Chief Justice.  (Although Utah 
has three year terms, four year terms work well in Washington because it maximizes the 
opportunity for those serving on BJA to serve as co-chair, and is consistent with the original 
goal of having members who are highly knowledgeable and engaged.)  The current structure 
of having the trial court associations’ president-elects and the Chief of Chiefs of the appellate 
courts participate as non-voting members has worked well, preparing the presidents for their 
one year term. 
 
Other judicial branch groups would continue to be invited as non-voting members or liaisons, 
such as the Court Administrator, the president and executive director of the Washington State 
Bar Association,  the directors of OPD and OCLA, the president of the superior court’s 
juvenile court administrators association, the president of the trial court managers’ 
associations,  and perhaps others. 
  
The issue of whether we would retain the current requirement that there be at least one vote 
from each of the three court groups needed further discussion. 
 
Background:  BJA has been described as the policy-making body of the judicial branch.  The 
BJA, staffed by AOC, has undertaken a number of large and complex issues in the last dozen 
or more years, including the Justice, Efficiency and Accountability Task Force in the late 
1990’s, Project 2001 conducted in 2000, the Time for Trial Task Force in the early 2000’s, the 
Trial Court Funding Task Force from 2002 - 2004, the Justice in Jeopardy Initiative begun in 



2005 and continuing until it stalled with the economic crisis in 2009, the reorganization of the 
budget process in 2011-12, among many smaller issues.   
 
 
 
Proposals that may be part of an internal reorganization of the judicial branch: 
 

1)  Retain the current structure of the BJA at least for now (a smaller group is likely 
to be opposed because judges will not want major decisions handled by a small group, 
the current structure has tackled some very large, complex issues effectively over the 
past dozen years, and maintaining the current structure eliminates “trigger points” for 
disagreement.) 
 

2) Have the Court Administrator report to the BJA co-chairs – the Chief Justice and 
to the Member co-chair 

 
3) Retain the historical role of BJA as the policy making body of the judicial branch 

 
4) Retain the new budget process; see #6 below  

  
5) Retain the current process of the Court of Appeals and the Supreme Court 

making their own budget proposals and cuts. 
   

6) Consider making BJA the decision-making body for the AOC budget, and for 
any requests by the trial courts for additions to that budget presented to the 
Governor that “pass through” AOC, or in appropriate cases, for any requests to 
be made directly to the Legislature as well as for reductions in the AOC budget 
and the “pass-throughs.”   Like the Court of Appeals and the Supreme Court which 
know what their needs are and are responsible for proposing them, trial courts have 
the expertise regarding their needs. 

 
7) Reorganize the other judicial branch organizations such that they would make 

proposals to the BJA – essentially the Utah system:   
 

a.  Organizations and committees research and present the proposals;  
b. BJA members are neutral decision-makers; they do not advocate 
c. Members are committed to monthly meetings of 4 to 8 hours with members not 

taking the position without a commitment to attend all or almost all of the 
meetings. 

d. Certain groups would present thorny issues regarding how they would fit under 
this system, including JIS and the separate judicial branch office budgets (OPD 
and OCLA), due in part to them having members from other groups including 
clerks and legislators.  Perhaps as a first step, these groups would continue as 
they are. 

 
Perhaps AOC could prepare “briefing books” similar to those prepared by the state bar for its 
Board of Governors, for the BJA members to be reviewed thoroughly before monthly 
meetings.  In addition, new BJA members should be given training about BJA and their role 
as members in advance of their terms. 



Superior Court of the State of Washington 
for Snohomish County 

 
                        LINDA C. KRESE 

                        JUDGE 
SNOHOMISH COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

M/S #502 
3000 Rockefeller Avenue 
Everett, WA  98201-4060 

           (425) 388-3954 

 
        February 28, 2013 
     
BJA Structure Workgroup Members 
c/o Steve Henley 
Judicial Planning Specialist 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
 
Re:  Comments regarding proposed BJA restructuring 
 
Dear BJA Structure Workgroup Members: 
 
Having reviewed the Report and Recommendations of the BJA Structure Workgroup and the 
accompanying proposed revised court rules and by-laws to implement the recommendations, I 
have a number of concerns: 
 
First, the proposed changes do little to alter the current functioning of the BJA or the governance 
of the judicial branch.  While the recommended changes purport to give the BJA enhanced 
responsibilities by providing it oversight of the budget of the Administrative Office of the Courts 
(AOC) and the responsibility for providing general direction to the AOC, by excluding the 
Supreme Court, the Courts of Appeal, the State Law Library, the Office of Civil Legal Aid and 
the Office of Public Defense, the only thing this proposal seems to accomplish is to give BJA 
and AOC more authority over the trials courts while at the same time reducing the representation 
and power of the trial courts on BJA.   The trial courts give up much under this proposal and the 
appellate courts and other parts of the judicial branch give up nothing. 
 
Second, the proposal to reduce the size of the board is objectionable on several grounds: 

1.  As noted above, it reduces the authority of the trial courts by giving each level of trial 
court only three representatives while the appellate courts will have four.  Currently, each 
level has five representatives. 

2. It eliminates the requirement that there be at least one vote from each level of court to 
approve action by the BJA, thus further eroding the power of the trial courts. 

3. It reduces representation and diversity on the BJA.  Of particular concern, is that if one or 
two representatives of either the superior court or the courts of limited jurisdiction cannot 
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attend a meeting (and everyone has events, weddings, funerals, graduations, etc., that will 
sometimes interfere over the course of a four-year term), then that level of court will have 
only one or two representatives at a given BJA meeting. 

4. It leaves too few members to do the work of the BJA under the proposed restructuring 
into three standing committee.  Each committee will either have only three members 
(plus the chief?) or board members will be required to serve on multiple standing 
committees.  The proposal is unclear in this regard.  If there is only one representative 
from each level of court, if that representative cannot attend a meeting, that level of court 
will not be represented at all. 

5.  Prohibiting officers of the SCJA and the DMCJA from serving is offensive in the 
suggestion that these individuals, who have usually served the courts in many capacities 
and are very familiar with the issue facing the judicial branch, cannot take into 
consideration the welfare of the judiciary as a whole.  Furthermore, it prohibits those 
persons who may have the broadest picture of how a proposal would impact their level of 
court from participating on the BJA.  This type of input may be particularly important in 
determining the best interests of the entire judiciary. 

 
Finally, in my opinion forcing this reorganization on the trial courts is likely to create resentment 
and impair the positive working relationship that has been established by the BJA during the last 
10 years.  If there is a need for a change in the way the BJA operates it should be a change that 
all levels of court buy into and support.  The current proposal is not such a change and will not 
enhance cooperation among the different levels of court. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal, 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
Linda C. Krese 
BJA representative for Pierce and Snohomish Counties 
 
cc: Members of the Board for Judicial Administration 
cc: Superior Court Judges Association Board of Trustees 
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BOARD FOR JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION 
 

PROCESS AND GUIDELINES FOR RESOLUTION REQUESTS 
 

The Board for Judicial Administration (Board) was established to adopt policies 
and provide strategic leadership for the courts at large, enabling the Washington 
State judiciary to speak with one voice.  To fulfill these objectives, the BJA may 
consider adopting resolutions on substantive topics relating to the administration 
of justice. 
 
Resolutions may be aspirational in nature, support a particular position, or serve 
as a call to action. Resolutions may support funding requests, but do not stand 
alone as a statement of funding priorities or indicate an intent by the Board to 
proactively seek funding  Resolutions are not long-term policy statements and 
their adoption does not establish the Board’s work plan or priorities.   
The absence of a Resolution on a particular subject does not indicate a lack of 
interest or concern by the Board in regard to a particular subject or issue. 
 
In determining whether to adopt a proposed resolution, the Board shall give 
consideration to the following: 

 Whether the Resolution advances the Principal Policy Objectives of the 
Judicial Branch. 
 

 The relation of the Resolution to priorities delineated in existing strategic 
and long range plans. 

 
 The availability of resources necessary to properly act upon the resolution. 

 
 The need to ensure the importance of resolutions adopted by the Board is 

not diluted by the adoption of large numbers of resolutions.  
 
In order to ensure timely and thorough consideration of proposed resolutions, the 
following guidelines regarding procedure, form and content are to be followed:  
 

 Resolutions may be proposed by any Board member. The requestor shall 
submit the resolution, in writing, with a request form containing a brief 
statement of purpose and explanation, to the Associate Director of the 
Board for Judicial Administration. 
 

 Resolutions should not be more than two pages in length.  An appropriate 
balance must be struck between background information and a clear 
statement of action. Traditional resolution format should be followed.  
Resolutions should cover only a single subject unless there is a clear and 
specific reason to include more than one subject.  Resolutions must be 
short-term and stated in precise language.    



 

 

 
 Resolutions must include a specific expiration date or will automatically 

expire in five years.  Resolutions will not be automatically reviewed upon 
expiration of their term, but may be reviewed upon request for 
reauthorization.  Resolutions may be terminated prior to their expiration 
date as determined by the Board. 

 
 The Associate Director shall refer properly submitted resolutions to 

appropriate staff, and/or to an appropriate standing committee (or 
committees) for review and recommendation, or directly to the Board’s 
Executive Committee, as appropriate.  Review by the Board’s Executive 
Committee will precede review by the full Board membership. Such review 
may be done via e-mail communication rather than in-person discussion 
when practical.  Resolutions may be reviewed for style and content.  
Suggestions and comments will be reported back to the initiating 
requestor as appropriate. 

 
 The report and recommendation of the Executive Committee shall be 

presented to the BJA membership at the next reasonably available 
meeting, at which time the resolution may be considered.  Action on the 
proposed resolution will be taken in accordance with the BJAR and 
bylaws.  The Board may approve or reject proposed resolutions and may 
make substantive changes to the resolutions. 

 
 Approved resolutions will be numbered, maintained on the Board for 

Judicial Administration section of the Washington Courts website, and 
disseminated as determined by the Board for Judicial Administration. 



 

 

PRINCIPAL POLICY OBJECTIVES 
OF THE WASHINGTON STATE JUDICIAL BRANCH 

 
 

1. Fair and Effective Administration of Justice in All Civil and Criminal 
Cases.  Washington courts will openly, fairly, efficiently and effectively 
administer justice in all criminal and civil cases, consistent with 
constitutional mandates and the judiciary’s duty to maintain the highest 
level of public trust and confidence in the courts.  

 
2. Accessibility.  Washington courts, court facilities and court systems will 

be open and accessible to all participants regardless of cultural, linguistic, 
ability-based or other characteristics that serve as access barriers.  

 
3. Access to Necessary Representation.  Constitutional and statutory 

guarantees of the right to counsel shall be effectively implemented. 
Litigants with important interest at stake in civil judicial proceedings should 
have meaningful access to counsel.  

 
4. Commitment to Effective Court Management.  Washington courts will 

employ and maintain systems and practices that enhance effective court 
management.  

 
5. Appropriate Staffing and Support.  Washington courts will be 

appropriately staffed and effectively managed, and court personnel, court 
managers and court systems will be effectively supported.  
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                              BJAR
                            PREAMBLE

     The power of the judiciary to make administrative policy
governing its operations is an essential element of its
constitutional status as an equal branch of government.  The
Board for Judicial Administration is established to adopt
policies and provide strategic leadership for the courts at
large, enabling the judiciary to speak with one voice.

[Adopted effective January 25, 2000.]
    

 

    

                             BJAR 1
                BOARD FOR JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION

     The Board for Judicial Administration is created to provide
effective leadership to the state courts and to develop policy to
enhance the administration of the court system in Washington
State.  Judges serving on the Board for Judicial Administration
shall pursue the best interests of the judiciary at large.

[Amended effective October 29, 1993; January 25, 2000.]
    

 

    
                                     BJAR 2
                                  COMPOSITION

(a)  Membership. The Board for Judicial Administration shall consist of judges
     from all levels of court selected for their demonstrated interest in and
     commitment to judicial administration and court improvement.  The Board
     shall consist of five members from the appellate courts (two from the
     Supreme Court, one of whom shall be the Chief Justice, and one from each
     division of the Court of Appeals), five members from the superior courts,
     one of whom shall be the President of the Superior Court Judges'
     Association, five members of the courts of limited jurisdiction, one of
     whom shall be the President of the District and Municipal Court Judges'
     Association, two members of the Washington State Bar Association (non-voting)
     and the Administrator for the Courts (non-voting).

(b)  Selection. Members shall be selected based upon a process established by
     their respective associations or court level which considers demonstrated
     commitment to improving the courts, racial and gender diversity as well as
     geographic and caseload differences.

(c)  Terms of Office.



     (1)  Of the members first appointed, one justice of the Supreme Court
          shall be appointed for a two-year term; one judge from each of the
          other levels of court for a four-year term; one judge from each of
          the other levels of court and one Washington State Bar Association
          member for a three-year term; one judge from the other levels of
          court and one Washington State Bar Association member for a two-year
          term; and one judge from each level of trial court for a one-year
          term.  Provided that the terms of the District and Municipal Court
          Judges' Association members whose terms begin on July 1, 2010 and
          July 1, 2011 shall be for two years and the terms of the Superior
          Court Judges' Association members whose terms begin on July 1, 2010
          and July 1, 2013 shall be for two years each.  Thereafter, voting
          members shall serve four-year terms and the Washington State Bar
          Association members for three-year terms commencing annually on June 1.
          The Chief Justice, the President Judges and the Administrator for
          the Courts shall serve during tenure.

     (2)  Members serving on the BJA shall be granted equivalent pro tempore time.

[Amended effective October 29, 1993; February 16, 1995; January 25, 2000; June 30, 2010.]
    

 

    

                        BJAR 3
                      OPERATION

     (a) Leadership.  The Board for Judicial Administration
shall be chaired by the Chief Justice of the Washington
Supreme Court in conjunction with a Member Chair who shall
be elected by the Board.  The duties of the Chief Justice
Chair and the Member Chair shall be clearly articulated in
the by-laws.  The Member Chair shall serve as chair of the
Long-range Planning Committee.  Meetings of the Board may be
convened by either chair and held at least bimonthly.  Any
Board member may submit issues for the meeting agenda.

     (b) Committees.  Ad hoc and standing committees may be
appointed for the purpose of facilitating the work of the
Board.  Non-judicial committee members shall participate in
non-voting advisory capacity only.

     (1) The Board shall appoint at least three standing
committees: Long-range Planning, Core Missions/Best
Practices and Legislative.  Other committees may be convened
as determined by the Board.
     (2) The Chief Justice and the Member Chair shall
nominate for the Board's approval the chairs and members of
the committees.  Committee membership may include citizens,
experts from the private sector, members of the legal
community, legislators, clerks and court administrators.

     (c) Voting.  All decisions of the Board shall be made by
majority vote of those present and voting provided there is
one affirmative vote from each level of court.  Eight voting
members will constitute a quorum provided at least one judge
from each level of court is present.  Telephonic or
electronic attendance shall be permitted but no member shall
be allowed to cast a vote by proxy.

[Adopted effective January 25, 2000.]
    

 

    

                             BJAR 4
                             DUTIES

     (a) The Board shall establish a long-range plan for the
judiciary;
     (b) The Board shall continually review the core missions and
best practices of the courts;
     (c) The Board shall develop a funding strategy for the



judiciary consistent with the long-range plan and RCW 43.135.060;
     (d) The Board shall assess the adequacy of resources
necessary for the operation of an independent judiciary;
     (e) The Board shall speak on behalf of the judicial branch
of government and develop statewide policy to enhance the
operation of the state court system; and
     (f) The Board shall have the authority to conduct research
or create study groups for the purpose of improving the courts.

[Adopted effective January 25, 2000.]
    

 

    

                             BJAR 5
                              STAFF

     Staff for the Board for Judicial Administration shall be
provided by the Administrator for the Courts.

[Adopted effective January 25, 2000.]
    

 



BOARD FOR JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION 
 

BYLAWS 
 
 
ARTICLE I 

Purpose 

The Board for Judicial Administration shall adopt policies and provide leadership 
for the administration of justice in Washington courts.  Included in, but not limited 
to, that responsibility is: 1) establishing a judicial position on legislation; 2) 
providing direction to the Administrative Office of the Courts on legislative and 
other administrative matters affecting the administration of justice; 3) fostering 
the local administration of justice by improving communication within the judicial 
branch; and 4) providing leadership for the courts at large, enabling the judiciary 
to speak with one voice. 

 
ARTICLE II 

Membership 

Membership in the Board for Judicial Administration shall consist of the Chief 
Justice and one other member of the Supreme Court, one member from each 
division of the Court of Appeals, five members from the Superior Court Judges’ 
Association, one of whom shall be the President; five members from the District 
and Municipal Court Judges’ Association, one of whom shall be the President.  It 
shall also include as non-voting members two members of the Washington State 
Bar Association appointed by the Board of Governors; the Administrator for the 
Courts; and the Presiding Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals, the President-
elect judge of the Superior Court Judges’ Association and the President-elect 
judge of the District and Municipal Court Judges’ Association.   

 
ARTICLE III 

Officers and Representatives 

The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court shall chair the Board for Judicial 
Administration in conjunction with a Member chair.  The Member chair shall be 
elected by the Board and shall serve a two year term.  The Member chair 
position shall be filled alternately between a voting Board member who is a 
superior court judge and a voting Board member who is either a district or 
municipal court judge. 
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ARTICLE IV 

Duties of Officers 

The Chief Justice Chair shall preside at all meetings of the Board, performing the 
duties usually incident to such office, and shall be the official spokesperson for 
the Board.  The Chief Justice chair and the Member chair shall nominate for the 
Board’s approval the chairs of all committees. The Member chair shall perform 
the duties of the Chief Justice chair in the absence or incapacity of the Chief 
Justice chair. 

 
ARTICLE V 

Vacancies 

If a vacancy occurs in any representative position, the bylaws of the governing 
groups shall determine how the vacancy will be filled. 

 
ARTICLE VI 

Committees 

Standing committees as well as ad hoc committees and task forces of the Board 
for Judicial Administration shall be established by majority vote. 

 
Each committee shall have such authority as the Board deems appropriate. 

 
The Board for Judicial Administration will designate the chair of all standing, ad 
hoc, and task force committees created by the Board.  Membership on all 
committees and task forces will reflect representation from all court levels.  
Committees shall report in writing to the Board for Judicial Administration as 
appropriate to their charge.  The Chair of each standing committee shall be 
asked to attend one BJA meeting per year, at a minimum, to report on the 
committee’s work.  The terms of standing committee members shall not exceed 
two years. The Board for Judicial Administration may reappoint members of 
standing committees to one additional term.  The terms of ad hoc and task force 
committee members will have terms as determined by their charge.  

   
ARTICLE VII 

Executive Committee 

There shall be an Executive Committee composed of Board for Judicial 
Administration members, and consisting of the co-chairs, a Judge from the Court 
of Appeals selected by and from the Court of Appeals members of the Board, 
the President Judge of the Superior Court Judges’ Association, the President 
Judge of the District Municipal Court Judges’ Association, and non-voting 
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members to include one Washington State Bar Association representative 
selected by the Chief Justice, President-elect judge of the Superior Court 
Judges’ Association, President-elect judge of the District and Municipal Court 
Judges’ Association and the Administrator for the Courts. 

 
It is the purpose of this committee to consider and take action on emergency 
matters arising between Board meetings, subject to ratification of the Board. 
 
The Executive Committee shall serve as the Legislative Committee as 
established under BJAR 3(b)(1).  During legislative sessions, the Executive 
Committee is authorized to conduct telephone conferences for the purpose of 
reviewing legislative positions. 

 
ARTICLE VIII 

Regular Meetings 

There shall be regularly scheduled meetings of the Board for Judicial 
Administration at least bi-monthly.  Reasonable notice of meetings shall be given 
each member. 

 
ARTICLE IX 

Special Meetings 

Special meetings may be called by any member of the Board.  Reasonable 
notice of special meetings shall be given each member. 

 
ARTICLE X 

Quorum 

Eight voting members of the Board shall constitute a quorum provided each court 
level is represented. 

 
ARTICLE XI 

Voting 

Each judicial member of the Board for Judicial Administration shall have one 
vote. All decisions of the Board shall be made by majority vote of those present 
and voting provided there is one affirmative vote from each level of court.  
Telephonic or electronic attendance shall be permitted but no member shall be 
allowed to cast a vote by proxy. 
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ARTICLE XII 

Amendments and Repeal of Bylaws 

 
These bylaws may be amended or modified at any regular or special meeting of 
the Board, at which a quorum is present, by majority vote.  No motion or 
resolution for amendment may be considered at the meeting in which they are 
proposed. 
 

Approved for Circulation--7/27/87 
            Amended 1/21/00 
            Amended 9/13/00 
            Amended 5/17/02 
            Amended 5/16/03 
            Amended 10/21/05 
            Amended 3/16/07 
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