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INTRODUCTION/FORWARD 

The Office of the Administrator of the Courts of the 

Washington State Supreme Court is statutorily responsible for 

collecting and reporting statistical and financial information 

regarding the state's court system. CRCW 2.56.030). Among those 

requesting information from the Court Administrator are the 

Supreme Court, the State Legislature, governmental agencies, both 

state and local, and organizations and associations such as the 

Washington State Association of Counties and the State 

Magistrates Association. 

In recent ye~rs, there has been increasing concern among 

these groups and others about the need to improve the state's 

court system so as to make it m')re effective, more administrati-

vely efficient and more equitable. When concerns of this nature 

arise, one of the issues that usually surfaces is the court 

financing issue. In order to a1dress the many questions related 

to court financial management, it is helpful to have 

some knowledge about the magnitude of revenues and expenses 

related to the courts and court-connected offices and a general 

understanaing of tfie manner in which the revenues and expend i-

tures are handled. The purpose of the study that formed the 

basis for this report was to provide this needed background 

information. 

This report was prepared by the Finance Study project ot; the 

Washington Stat~ Office of the Administrator for the Courts; 

C 1) 
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based upon data collected in the period 0f February, 1980 to J~ly 

1980 by the Washington State Association of Counties. The study 

was designed to address five major aspects of th~ financing cf 

the Washington state court system:' 

,(1) The organizational and functional nature of 
the Washington court system and the types 
of costs appropriately attributable to it. 

(2) The cost of operation of t~e Washington 
court system and a demonstration of which 
governments bear the cost. 

(3) The revenues produced by the Washington 
courts and how they are distributed among 
various governments. 

(4) The financial management systems and struc
tures affecting court finances in 
Washington. 

(S) The major strengths and weaknesses of court 
finance in the State of Washington, general 
findings and recommendations. 

The report is organized into five chapters corresponding to 

the above list of topics. 

The data in the report were obtained from mailed question

nai~es and follow-up field visits and telephone interviews to 

each of the state's th~rty-nine counties for data pertaining to 

the superior and district courts. The data pertaining to munici-

pal courts were obtained in similar fashion with fifty-nine 

responses from the state's municipal courts. All traffic viola-

tions bureaus in'the state were also contacted. (See Table 1 for 

an Inventory of Respondents). The data so collected were then 

(2) 

L. 
~, 

! 
'f: 

compared with the records of the St~te Auditor to further verify 

overall completeness. Because of the large number of courts and 

the unique differences in financial record keeping between the 

courts in the various counties of the state, it has been dif. 

ficult to be as detailed about some aspects of court finances as 

would have been ideal. Nevertheless, this report should be a 

useful addition to the ,growing body of knowledge about 

Washington's courts. 

(3) 
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Respondent Inventory 

Table 1 

This table indicates which courts by county responded to the 

finance study survey instrument oi provided survey data. It 

includes: 

I. Thirty-eight Superior Courts - All thirty-nine coun-. 
ties were asked to provide data for their respective 
county although there are only twenty-eight superior 
court districts which overlap some county boundaries. 
All counties responded with the exception of Columbia 
County which is quite small with total expenditures 
reported to the State Auditor in 1979 of only 
$24,171.00 and a total 1979 caseload of 181 cases 
filed. This repre~ents responses to the survey from 
courts that handle 99.96 percent of the superior court 
caseload in the state. 

II. Fifty-four District Court Responses - Seventy of the 
state's 75 district courts were included in this 
response since sixteen courts were combined with other 
district courts in their respective counties. The 
total caseload of the five unreported district courts 
was 2,896 in 1979. This exclusion represents 0.5 per
cent of the total district court business of 576,027 
cases, filed in 1979. Therefore, data from the courts 
that represent 99.5 percent of the state's district 
court caseload is represented in the survey. 

III. Fifty-nine Municipal Courts - It must be noted that 
the fifts-nine munir.ipal courts responding on the sur
vey of the one hundred s.eJl.e..Ot~l-f i ve munict~al courts 
i~ the state represent 85.1 perce~t of the municipal 
court business handled in municipal courts based upon 
caseload (230,447 cases). If the municipal court 
business of_these fifty-nine courts which was handled 
under contract·with counties'.district courts is 
included, the survey response covers 91.2 percent of 
the municipal court business based upon case load 
(filings). These fifty-nine courts include 100 per
cent 0f the municipal court cases handled under 
contract with district courts in 1979 (lB8,282 cases). 
The total cases reported by the fifty-nine courts in 
1979 Wu5 418,729 of the 459,417 total reported by all 
municipal courts. 

IV. Seventeen Traffic Violations Bureaus - This 
represents all of the business handled by traffic 
violations bureaus statewide. 

(4) 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

County 

- Adams 

Asotin 

- Benton 

Chelan 

Clallam· 

- Clark 

- Columbia 

- Cowlitz 

- Douglas 

- Ferry 

- Franklin 

Garfield 

- Grant 

- Grays Harbor 

- Island 

- Jefferson 

King 

- Kitsap 

Respondent Inventory 

Table 1 (Continued) 

Superior Court 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

No Response 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

(5) 

* 

* 

District Court 

2 of 2 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

2 of 2 responding 
- (2 combined as 1) 

l.of 1 responding 

1 of 2 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

* 1 Justice Court-No Response 

* 

1 of 1 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

1 of 2 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

3 of 3 responding 
- (3 combined as 2) 

1 of 1 responding 

3 of 3 responding 
- (3 combined as 1) 

12 of 12 responding 
- (12 combined as 1) 

2 of 3 responding 
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20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

Table 1 (Continued) 

county Superior Court 

- Kittitas X 

- Klickitat X 

- Lewis X 

- Lincoln X 

- Mason X 

- Okanagon X 

- Pacific X 

Pend Oreille X 

- Pierce X 

- San Juan X 

- Skagit X 

- Skamania X 

- Snohomish X 

- Spokane X 

Stevens X 

- Thurston X 

- tvahkiakum X 

- Walla Walla X * 
.... Whatcom X 

(6) 

District Court 

2 of 2 responding 

2 of 2 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

1 of I responding 

1 of 1 responding 

2 of 2 responding 

2 of 2 responding 
- (2 combined as 

4 of 4 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

3 of 3 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

4 of 4 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

1 of 2 responding 

1 of 1 responding 

1) 

t 

County 

38 - t'lhi tman 

39 - Yakima 

TOTAL 

Table 1 (Continued) 

Superior Court 

X 

x 

38 of 39 Responding 
1 Superior Court with No 

Response 

1 

3 

70 

(16) 

54 

District Court 

of 1 responding 

of 3 responding 

of 75 responding 

Courts with combined 
Responses 

Net Response Count 

(*) Counties with no response for one district court - Five no response of 

the seventy-five district courts in the state. 

(7) 
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Inventory of Municipal Court Respondents 
Inventory of Traffic Violations Bureau Respondents 

Table 2 

Municipalit~ Table 3 

1 South Prairie 23 Granger 45 Puyallup 
2 Marysville 24 Dupont 46 Electric City 

Traffic Violations Bureau 

3 Anacortes 25 Burlington 47 Pasco 1 Lake Stevens 
4 Connell 26 Steilacoom 48 Prosser 2 Union Gap 
5 Enumclaw 27 Elma 49 Ellensburg 

I 6 Coupeville 28 Palousi 50 Bellingham 

I 7 Pomeroy 29 Edmonds 51 Sumas 
8 Gig Harbor 30 Long Beach 52 Ouincy 

3 Aukeen, 

4 North Bend 

5 Lacey 

6 Longview 
9 Shelton 31 Yelm· 53 Entiat 7 Bellevue 

10 Wapato 32 :l'ukwila 54 Seattle 8 Bothell 
11 Winslow 33 Cle Elum 55 Tenino 9 Montesano 
12 Cosl1lopolis 34 Battle 'Ground 56 Bridgepor,t 10 f.!oun tla ke Terrace 
13 Chehalis 35 Moxee 57, - Selah 11 Issaquah 
14 Ilwaco 36 North Bonneville 58 Tacoma 

" 12 Lynnwood if 

15 Fife 37 Waitsburg 59 Olympia 13 Kirkland 
16 Orting 38 Raymond 

14 Yakima 
17 Mount Vernon 39 Langley 

15 Port Orcha£d 
18 Black Diamond 40 College Place 16 Spokane 
19 Cathlamet 41 Renton ]7 Auburn 
20 Coulee City 42 Oakesdale 

21 .... East Wenatchee 43 Poulsbo 

22 Friday Harbor 44 Tumwater 

(8) 
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. Chapter I 

Defining the Organizational and Functional Nature 

of the 

Washington state Court System 

The primary focus in this report is the attempt to answer the 

often raised question - "What does it cost to operate the 

Washington state court system?" This question is of frequent 

concern in Washington since the trial courts of the state are, 

for the most part, locally financed and operate independently 

from each other and from state level administrative influence. 

Therefore, the flow of information about the operating costs of 

these independent courts does not reach the state level in a form 

which may be easily combined to show statewide aggregate 

information. In order tq ~ddress this question, the term 

"systemn must be defined. The organizational and functional com-

ponents which comprise the "system" need to be described so that 

the costs or operating expenses attributable to them may be 

identified. The administrative structure of the courts of the 

state makes "cost W identification quite difficult and red~ces the 

accuracy and specificity of the information available. The 

following overview of the washington state court system is pre-

sented to provide a general base of understanding about this 

structure. It is intended to serve as a snapshot which 

establishes the context in which this report was written and 

w~ich brings the content of the report into focus for the reader. 

(10) 

A. Organizational Overview 

THE COURTS OF WASHINGTON 

I 
DlSTRlf,' COt:RTS 

73 COURTS, 38 COLNl'IES 

Civil Jurhdklion limited 
10 SJ,OOO· 
Criminal Juri>dictilln 
hnllled til nll,l.IclIIl:,'nUr~ 

Cri!11ifllli p:nallic~ lilUlh:d 
to 6 munlh~ in jail and/", 
S~OO nnc 

-t .. ,,, •• JUU .... M.',.". r. .. ""Uk'i 'l ... tI' iw • 
• ftC"a •• f,,,,,, .,.Ot., tu II.t.MI. t:tc..· .... r \41., 
I, I"V 

SUPREMECOl'RT 
SiiTE COURT OF fiNAL RfSCJRT 

9 JUSTICES 
General Appellate Jurisdiction: 

• direCI appeals in aSCI involving Slale officials', 
constitutionality of statutes, connicting statutes or 
issues of broad public importance, . 

• review of Icss·than·unanimous decisions of Court 
of Appeals 

Promulgation of rules of procedure for all courl levels 

I 
COURT OF APPEALS 

INTERMEDIATE APPEl.lATE COl'RT 
!6 JUDGES - 3 DIVISIO~S 
General Appellate Jurisdlcllon 
(majority of state's appeals) 

I 
SUPERIOR COl'RT 

TRIAl. COl:RTS OJ-' RECORD 
120 JUDGES - 28 SUPERIOR COl:RT I>ISTRICTS 

tinlimited jurisdlctio>n in crlmm:!1 and cIvil a5e1O 

ApPeals de II0VO from Co>urts of Limited Jurisdiction 

I 
COURTS or: r I!\UTFn Jl'RISf)lCTIO;'\J . , 

I I 
I\IlINI('IPAI. ('(}(iRTS JUSTICES 

POI.ICE COlllHS O~' TilE PEACE 
17!\ COURTS· .... L1. COt.;STlI!S I JP - I COUNTY 

-
JurilOdiction limtled 10 cases Criminal jurisdiction limited 

inYulvin~ vi .. I.lllun~ ul to misdcme:tnors 

muntelral urdlnam:c~ Crimin;!1 penalties limited &0 

misdemc:tnurs 
Crinun!!1 pcnJhlc~ limited 10 Crimmal ren;!hi~s liniited to 
6 munlhs In ,.111 and/or S~OC) 30 days in jail ur 1100 nne 
fint 

(11) 



.Appellate Courts 

Supreme Court 

The Supreme Court of the S'tate of Washington has three 

primary responsibilities: 1) Hearing appeals of final deci-

sions from .the state's trial courts; 2) reviewing.decisions 

formulated by the Court of Appeals; and 3) hearing original 

applications or petitions to the Court. 

Nine justices sit on the Supreme Court in Washington. 

They are elected at large for a six-year term on a non

partisan ballot in even-numbered years. 

Additionally, the Supreme Court has administrative 

responsibility for the operation of the state court system 

and the monitoring of licensing attorneys. 

The position of administrative leadership is vested in 

the Chief Justice. The Chief Justice position rotates every 

two years. 

Court of Appeals 

The Washington state Court of 'Appeals was created by the 

Legislature in 1969 to relieve ~he heavy workload of the 

Supreme Court. 

The court has the authority to reverse, remand, modify or 

affirm a decision originating in a lower court. In the event 

the decision of the Court of Appeals is contested, the case 

(12) 

! , 

may go on to the Supreme Court. A decision in the Court of 

Appeals is based upon the transcript of the lower court trial 

and th~ oral and written arguments presented by both parties. 

No live testimony is heard:during proceedings at this level 

or at the Supreme Court. 

The decision of the Court is final, unless it reverses a 

superior court decision by a less than unanimous vote among 

the judges hearing the case. 

In order to provide effective appellate review over. the 

entire state, the ~ourt of Appeals is organized into three 

divisions. Division I has eight judges and is located in 

Seattle; Division II has four judges assigned to Tacoma; 

Division III is headquartered in Spokane with four judges. 

The Court of Appeals conducts sessions outside of the head-

quarters of each division during the year. 

If a vacancy occurs, the position is filled by guber

natorial appointment. The individual appointed must run for 

election at the next general election. Terms on the Court of 

Appeals are six_years and candidates for office run on a non-

partisan ballot. 

(13) 
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DIVISION III 

DIVISIONS OF TilE COURT OF APPEALS 

(14) 
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Superior Courts (General Jurisdiction Trial Courts) 

The superior courts are courts of general jurisdiction 

that hear matters involving the laws of the state. These 

courts, located in the 39 counties of the state, have exclu-

sive jurisdiction in probate and domestic relations matters. 

Superior courts are trial courts of record and maintain 

verbatim transcripts of proceedings. These courts, prior to 

January 1981, heard appeals from the courts of limited juris-

diction (district and municipal courts) de novo. Since the 

courts of limited jurisdiction were not courts of record 

prior to January 1981r appeals from this level were essen-

tially new t~ials in the superior courts. The 1980 State 

Legislature passed legislation (RCW 3.02) which requires 

district courts with an attorney judge and municipal courts 

in cities of over 5,000 population with an attorney judge to 

maintain a record of court proceedings thereby making these 

limited jurisdiction courts courts of record, effective 

January 1981. From this date, app~als to the superior court 

from these lower courts will be made en an electronically 

recorded record-of the lower court trial. 

In 1979, the civil jurisdiction limitations for district 

courts increased to $3,000 (May If 1979). Prior to that 

time, the superior courts heard all matters wherein the 

dollar evaluation was in excess 'of $1,000. Appeals from the 

decisions of superi~r courts are di~ected to the Court of 

Appeals or, in some instances, to the Supreme Court. 

(15) 
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The juvenile court is a branch of the superior court. 

This court was established to deal with offenses committed by 

youths who are under the age of 18. The juvenile court also 

has jurisdiction over abandon~d, abused and/or neglected 

children and those who may have serious conflicts with their 

parents or guardians. The activities of the juvenile court 

fall under the direct supervision of the superior court of 

each county. 

Judges at the superior court level must be individuals 

who have been admitted to practice law in the state. 

Elections for superior court judgeships are conducted in 

even-numbered years coincidental with the national presiden-

tial election. The judges serve four-year terms and are 

elected to sit on the bench by the populace of the individual 

county or counties served by a specific court. 

Sessions are conducted in facilities located at the 

county seat. Special sessions such as mental illness 

hearings, juvenile hearings and proceedings may be held 

before a court commissioner and at such locations as the 

judge of the court-may authorize. (In accordance with CR 77 

Superior Court Civil Rules$) 

(16) 

There are 125 superior court judges in the 28 superior 

court judicial districts. 

SUPERIOR COURT DISTRICfS 

(17) ji 
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Courts of Limited Jurisdiction 

Approximately 85 percent of the total cases filed in 

state courts are filed in the courts of limited jurisidiction 

(district and municipal courts). This is due primarily to 

the broad jurisdiction these courts have in re~pect to traf-

fie violations and misdemeanor crimes. 

Criminal jurisdiction of the district and municipal 

courts is limited to misdemeanors and gross misdemeanors. It 

should be noted that the 1980 session of the State 

Legislature passed a bill decriminalizing traffic violations 

as of January 1, 1981. (RCW 46.63). District courts also 

have concurrent jurisdiction with superior courts for prelim

inary hearings in felony cases. Municipal courts deal with 

~unicipal ordinances. 

These courts may impos~ a sentence having a maximum fine 

of $500 or a jail sentence up to six months or both. A 

justice of the peace is limited to setting a fine of no more 

than $100 or imprisonment for no m~re than 30 days in jail. 

The district ~urts also have jurisdiction over civil 

cases that have monetary limits of $3,000. (This limitation 

will increase to $5,000 on July 1, 1981.) These civil mat

ters include recovery on contracts, damages (for personal 

injury or property), penalties, bonds# surety bonds and small 

claims matters wherein parties represent themselves. 

( 18) 
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B. Functional Scope 

The Washington State court system, while exhibiting the 

aforementioned organiza~:ional structure, is not as administra-

tively unified as it may appear. Each of the courts described 

has a high degree of administrative autonomy when it comes to the 

judge's administrative approach to managing the court. That is 

to say, there are few administrative guidelines or standards of 

practice which are applied on a statewide basis. Those that do 

exist occur, in large measure, as a result of one jurisdiction 

replicating the administrative approaches of another. There are 

some constitutional and statutory provisions which contribute to 

a degree of standardization by virtue of uniform statewide 

application; for example, the provision for an independently 

elected county clerk, county auditor and county treasurer in each 

county. The exception to this standard are those counties which 

have a home rule charter, providing for an appointed coun~y clerk 

and county auditor. In general, however, the trial courts are 

independently elected .judges each supported by a few court 

employees and various agencies of local government. They db 

Collow some uniform administrative practices but are free to 

define their funciional scope as they deem appropriate to local 

conditions. 

The functional nature of the trial court system in Washington 

contributes to the difficulty of accomplishing a statewide finan-

cial analysis because the functions and services provided by 

(paid for and administered by) the courts differ from one court 

(19) 



to another. Also, the methods of keeping the administrative 

record (fin~ncial and statislical oata) differ from one to 

another. Therefore, for the purposes of financially analyzing 

Washington's trial courts, some fUnctional parameters had to be 

selected. This was done by examining the system to identify 

functionaf similarities and the degree to which various court 

services were associated with the ~djudication function of the 

court. This is not a problem at the appellate court level where 

well defined functions exist but, at the trial court level where 

the solution is not self-ev~dent, this definitional process was 

necessary. 

Below are listed the functional areas selected for descrip-

tive analysis and the definitional or content decisions made with 

respect to each: 

Function 

Adjudication: 

Inclusion or Exclusion 

The costs directly associated with adju
dication must be included; specifically, 
salaries and employee benefits for judges, 
referees, court commissioner, court reporter-s, 
judicial secretaries, law clerks, case 
coordinators, calendar clerks and trial court 
administrators together with other operating 
costs associated with the support of adjudica
tion such as travel, -equipment and supplies., 
contractural services ~nd other goods and ser
vices purchased. Jury costs and witness fees 
are also clearly adjudication costs. These 
costs are included although not all are 
separately indentifiable. Court security 
costs are less clear since some jurisdictions 
budget for this expense in the court and 
some in the police or sheriff's offices. 
It was decided to include this cost only 
where it was in the court budget. 
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Function 

Clerk of the 
Court/Supprt 
Services: 

so~iaiservices: 
(Court employees) 

Contractual 
Professional 
Services: 
(Private 

contractors) 

Indirect 
Administrative 
Overhead: 

Inclusion or Exclusion 

Clerical support wa.· included. At the 
municipal, distr{ct and ~~~ellate court level 
clerical services are in the court budget. 
This is not ~he case for superior court where 
the clerk of the court is an independently 
elected county official and has a separate 
budget. This required obtaining the clerical 
costs for the superior court directly from the 
office of the county clerk. 

Most social service support is for juve
nile court probation officers and caseworkers 
who provide counseling, guidance and eva
luation services. It is locally paid and 
attributable to the court although in many 
counties the juvenile budget is separated from 
the superior court budget. This cost and the 
cost of juvenile detention services is 
included. Adult probation is included for 
misdemeanant probation only. Adult felony 
probation is handled by the Washington state 
Department of Social and Health Services 
Division of Adult Corrections and is not 
included. 

.Indigent defense costs were included in 
the survey because many state and local offi
cials were interested in identification of 
this expense item. It was included where it 
is part of the court budget and Where the 
loc,al accounting practices identl\fied and 
recorded the expense. This will \~(ery likely 
und~r~tate the amount actually sP~ht in this 
area. Psychological and Psychiatric examina
tions as an item of court expense were also 
included on the same basis. Prosecution costs 
w~re excluded since they are not an item of 
court expense. 

The cost of indJrect administrative sup
port (e.g., payroll,." purchasing, accounting, 
motor pool, etc.) were excluded because of the 
degree of difficulty in computation. These 
costs are paid centrally by local governments 
and the identification.of an acceptable cost 
allocation procedure back to the court was 
deemed to be too costly and time consuming for 
.3pplicabili ty to this study consider ing grant 
limitations. Facility costa (e.g., heat, 
rent, lights, maintenance, capitalization and 

( 21) 
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Function Inclusion or Exclusion 

Indirect 
Overhead: 

(Continued) 

amortization costs, etc.), were excluded for 
the same reason_ It should be recognized that 
these costs co,nstitute a major expense and 
that special e£fort nee1s to be applied to 
identification of them, particularly 
facilities, if serious consideration of all 
court· related cost is required, (for example, 
in the case of drafting legislation or pro
posing a shift in the responsihility for 
payment of these or all court related costs). 

The foregoing definitional process serves two important 

purposes: 

(1) It established the "costable" components 
and functions encompassed by the term 
"court system" and provided the framework 
for an estimate of the expenditures and 
revenues; and 

(2) It created a rational frame of reference for 
data analyiis 'and for decisions and recommen
dations regarding improvements in the manage
ment practices of the Washington state court 
system. 

The cost data which flows from this definitional process has 

been compared with the records of the State Auditor and has con

sistently shown ninety-seven to one hundred percent comparability 

for the totals reported by each court and each local government. 

It can be stated that -there is in excess of ninety-five percent 

confidence in the uniformity and official validity of the total 

level data reported. This level of confidence falls off when 

addressing specific cost items which were not unifnrmly recorded. 

It must also be p~inted out that the data which results from this 

definitional approach and which has been subjected to this com

parison with the state Auditor's records has not been audited. 
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Therefore, statements as to the accuracy and appropriateness of 

the record must be made with some equivocation. This data does, 

however, represent an important contribution to an understanding 

of the Washington State court system. 
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· Chapter II 

Operational Costs of the 

Washington State. Court System 

A. Overview 

It is necessary to point out that without a statistical 

record. of the qualitative and quantitative nature of the output 

of the var ious functional areas discussed in' the previous 

chapter, it is impossible to speak of the "cost" of the 

Washington court system in technical terms. No specific cost 

centers have been defined for the court system such as is typi-

cally done when cost accounting methodology is employed in other 

organizatmls aggregating costs attributable to specific produc

tion units. No reliable record of the outcomes or results of 

expenditures exists other than the disposition of cases filed in 

various courts. Since there are no data available and no system 

in place in the courts of the state which depicts the "cost" of 

specific units of, p~oduction measured in qualitative and quan-

titative terms, it is more appropriate, for the purpose of 

understanding this report and the realities of financial manage

ment in the courts of the State of Washington, to consider the 

term "cost" as simply the expenditure of funds attendant to the 

functional areas defined in Chapter I. The following tables, 

therefore, describe the expenditures of the Washington court 

system in a very general format intended for broad policy develop

ment purposes rather than for court management. 

(24) 

The tables in this report are presented for each court and 

functional section of each court for all counties of the state 

grouped by population and cases filed. The data is presented for 

actual 1978, actual 1979 and budgeted 1980 in the following 

format. 

Appellate Courts 

1. Supreme Court 

A. Adjudication and Clerical 
B. Administrator for the Courts 
C. State Law Library 
D. Judicial Council 

2. Court of Appeals 

General Jurisdiction Trial Courts 

1. Superior Court 

A. Adjudication Section 
B. Clerk of the Court Section 
C. Juvenile Court Section 
D. Juvenile Detention Section 

Limited Jurisdiction Trial Courts 

1. District Courts 

A. Adjudication Section 
B. Clerk of the Court Section 
C. Adult Probation Section 

2. Municipal Courts 
3. Traffi~ Violations Bureaus 

In pre~enting trial court financial data, groupings of coun

tics were determined utilizing the following table (Table 4) 

which indicates the county population and superio~ court filings 

for 1978 and 1979. This approach was used to simplify the pre

sentation of the data rather than dealing with each county indi

vidually and to assist in analysis of how size influences other 

variabtes in the survey. 

(25) 



Sma 11 
Rural 

Rural 

11idsize 

Suburban 

Large 
Urban 

POPULATION AND flUNG SUHI~ARY FOR 1978 to 1979 
iABLE 4 

Superior 
County County Court Filings 

County POD 1978 Po~ lS79 1978 

Garfield Total 2,700 2,600 50 
IJahki.1lwm lotal 3,900 3,900 84 
Ferry Total 5,400 5,800 182 
Skamani OJ 1 cta 1 6,ZllO 6,400 271 
San Juan Total 6,70(1 7,100 221 
Pend Oreille lotal 8,400 C,500 263 
Lincoln Total 9,900 10,200 283 
Jefferson Total 13.600 14,200 443 
Adams Total 14,200 14.500 389 
Klickitat Total 14,4QO 15,100 506 
Asotin Total 15,600 15,900 645 
Pacific Total 16.200 16,400 685 
Douglas Total 20,600 21.000 445 
Kittitas Total 25,600 26,200 721 
Stevens Tota 1 25,600 27.200 760 
Mason Total 26,000 27,500 873 
Okanogan Total 29.000 30.500 1,018 
Franklin Total . 30,400 31.800 1,549 
Island· Total 39.100 40,200 1,365 
Whitman Total 41,900 42,000 635 
Walla Walla Total 43,800 43,800 1,645 
Chelan Total 42,400 43,900 1.544 
Clallam Tota1 4~,200 46,000 1,763 
Grant Total 46,100 49,300 1,725 
Lewis Total 50,800 52,400 1,836 
Skagit Total 57.30~ 59,900 2.127 
Grays Ha rbor Tota 1 62,300 63,700 2,367 
Cowlitz lotal . 74,800 77,300 2,71:16 
"Benton Total 90.600 97.400 2.973 
I~ha tcom To ta 1 96,600 99,800 3,072 
Thurston Total 107.000 111,100 4,080 
Kitsap Total 129.400 135,000 4,229 
Yakima Total 156,700 161,500 6,175 
Clark Total 169,900 178,900 5,948 

Snohomish Total 292,300 304,700 9.661 
Spokane Total 320,300 328,100 11,623 
Pierce Total 442,600 453.900 16.018 
King Total 1. 186.900 .1..!.?31.500 44.328 

STATE TOTAL 3.769,400 3,905.200 135,288 
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Superior 
Court Fil i ngs 

1979 

92 
129 
Z88 
458 
233 
291 
384 

( 530 
363 

f 604. 
574 r 731 1 

! 553 
813 
775 

1,056 
1.123 
1.538 
1,171 

670 
1,807 
1.793 
2.523 
1,829 
2,187 
2,082 
2,496 
2,879 
3,703 
3.523 
4.739 
4.907 
6,473 
6,591 

10.853 
12,804 
17 ,148 
47.412 

1~8,225 

Washington state Court System 

B. Overall Expenditure Summary 

TABLE 5 

This table shows the aggregated expenditure data of the 

Washington court system for the three year period 1978, 1979, 'and 

1980 with better than 95% accuracy as confirmed by comparison 

with local government financial reports submitted to the State 

Auditor. It must be emphasized, as mentioned earlier, tha~ these 

figures do not include all of the operating costs attributable to 

the system and that additions to this data can be made for th~ 

unreported courts (Columbia County and some municipal cour~s (see 

Table 1). 

Court Level 

Appellate Courts 

General Jurisdiction 
Trial Courts * 

Courts of Limited 
Jurisdiction ** 

Total 

1978 1979 'S80 

$ 10,174,123 $ 11,642,332 $ 13,975,259 

$ 33,891,110 $ 40,348,048 $ 46,877,914 

$ 17,791,830 $ 21,696,132 $ 25,964,946 

$ 61,857,063 $ 73,686,512 $ 86,818,119 

(*) Includes County Clerk 
(**) Excludes 14.9% of the municipal courts due to no survey 

response. (See Table 1) 

When used for making estimates of what it would cost the 

stnte government of Washington to assume the responsibility for 

financing the entire court system, it must be recognized that 

these figures represent'only what is currently being spent. They 
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cannot be regarded as what it would cost the state since state 

assumption of all costs leads to higher levels of spending in 

order to equalize the variations in local government expenditures 

and increase professional quality. and expertise in the court 

system. In anticipation of state government funding of the 

system, a comprehensive qualitative appraisal of the system would 

be necessary in order to assess the need for improvements and 

make judgments as to what services would be covered in such an 

action. Ultimately, the projections a~ to the costs of an 

administratively unified state funded court system would depend 

upon the definition of such services as determined by the State 

Legislature. 
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Appellate Court . 
Expendl ture SlJITIna ry 

Table 6 

Appellate Court Summary for 1978 

Salartes Personal 
& Wages ~ervices 

Goods & Employee Grants & Total 
Services Travel Egui~ent 8enefits Subsidies Expenditures 

Supreme Court 

Court of Appeals 

1,142.334 

1,699.076 

-0-

6.066 

Admintstrator for the Courts 3,114,403 109,049 

law library 

J~dfcfa1 Council 

196,004 -0-

61,470 1,800 

692,511 8.248 

454.946 16.520 

841,869 140,616 

87,448 3.352 

10,816 5,027 

TOTAL 6.213.287 116.915 2.087,590 173,763 

50,832 

57.167 

5,090 

181,221 

278,437 

722,296 

208,278 

1.575 

33,543 

13,429 

322.942 1,228,926 

-0-

-0-

30.700 

-0-

-0-

30,700 

*lnc1udes $1.162.759 of interagency reimbursements of funds recei ved from other state agencies. 

Appellate Court Summary for 1979 

S.Jpreme Court 1,264,213 -0- 704.677 10.199 66,715 209,905 -0-
Court of Appeals 1,860,434 -0- 364,026 16.292 16,027 316,065 -0-
Administrator for the Courts 3.471.352 124.903 1.338.852 193.128 46.757 838.828 75.480 
law library 210.111 -0- 114,127 6,246 249.111 38,889 -0-
Judicial Council 74,034 1,800 10.669 4.978 491 14.023 -±-
TOTAL 6,880.144 126.703 2,532,351 230,8J;3 379.101 1,417,710 75,428 

. *lncludes $1,318,126 of interagency reimbursements of funds recei ved from other state agenci es. 

AP~ellate Court Sunlr.lrl for 1980 

S!Jpreme Court 1,434,1.96 -0- 1,033,113 15,647 69,152 247,901 -0-
Court of Appeals 2,160.556 -0- 599.847 14,157 29.413 373.116 -0-
Administrator for the Courts 4,150.883 51,433 1,523.748 240.021 42.602 1.088.501 83.816 
law library 235.054 ':0- 115.535 3,861 300,592 44,033 -0-
Judicial Council 74.961 ~ 15,773 8,212 _1.463 14.973 -0-
TOTAL 8,055,950 53,BJ3 3,288,016 281,898 443,222 1,768,524" 83,816 

"Includes $1,470.147 of interayency reimbursements of funds received from other state agencies. 
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2,075,146 

2,512.212 

4,964.023* 

528.625 

94,117 

10.174,123 

2,255,709 

2.572.844 

6,089,300* 

618,484 

105.995 

11,642.332 

2,800.309 

3,177.089 

7.181,004* 

699,075 

117.782 

13,975.259 



The following tables present the expenditure data of the 

trial courts of the state (superior, district, municipal courts 

and traffic violations bureaus). They describ0 court expen-

ditures by object showing the percentage that each ob~ect is 

the sum of all objects. There are two total columns in these 

tables, one showing the total expenditures reported by the court 

and the other showing the sum of the objects reported. The data 

was presented in this fashion so as to describe the amount of the 

total expenditures which was lost when 'presenting the' object 

detail. Some courts, when presenting the more specific data 

(object detail), were unable to repor.t or overlooked some infor-

mation thereby omitting it from the objects. Therefore, there is 

a difference between the actual total expended and the sum of 

the objects reported. As demonstrated, the magnitude of this 

problem, as a factor which could distort the overall value of the 

data, is not significant. It is simply presented to answer the 

question of why the sum of the objects is less than the reported 

total expenditure. The difference could quite logically be 

prorated back to the Objects according to the percentages shown 

for each Object without significantly changing the data as 

presented. 

It is worthwhile to take note of the percentage each object 

repres~nts of the ~um of all objects. Salaries and benefits in 

the Personal Services object represent the most significant 

expenditure item of the courts. The next most significant expen

diture item is the Other Services and Charges object which 

includes such items as: purchased professional services, 
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communications, travel, printing, advertising and insurance. 

These two objects together represent over ninety percent of the 

total expense of the courts. Capital Outlay is used primarily 

for capital equipment purchases and therefore is quite small not 

addressing other capital purchases made by the central local 

government purchasing .agencies. While there are not significant 

variations in the Object distribution of expense from one court 

to another or one year to another, there is a significant 

increase in the totals expended by each court from year to year. 

This expenditure data will be compared with the revenue dat~ from 

Chapter III in the final chapter to demonstrate the growing 

disparity between revenues and expenditures. The final chapter 

will also examine per capita expenditures and expenditures per 

superior court filing. 

The following tri~l c6urt expenditure reports are self expla-

nitory and are presented for each section of the trial courts as 

Qutli"ed earlier. This format is used in an effort to provide an 

oPPQrtunity for more detailed analysis of each section. It must 

be kept in mind that municipal courts' data represents 85.1% of 

the total for all ~unicipal courts (see Table 1). Therefore, the 

data for municipal courts may be adjusted upward to 100%. This 

is done in the final chapter. In any event, the data presented 

cover over ninety-five percent of the total expenditures of the 

trial courts of the State. 

C. Trial Court Expenditures (Tables 7 thru 17) 
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JtlRISOICTlOO 

SUPERIOO Cl'S. 
STATE'IOmL 
PCl' CF 'IomL 

DIS'lmCl' CIS. 
STATE rorAL 
PCl' CF 'IomL 

MUNICIPAL CIS. 
STATE'IOmL 
PCl' CF 'IomL 

TVB 
Sl7ITE '!OrAL 
PCl' CF 'IomL 

'IOmL 
STATE'IOmL 
PC'!' CF 'IomL 

.JURISOICTIOO 

SUPERIOR CIS. 
STATE 'lOTAL 
PCT CF 'lOTAL 

DISl'RICl' CIS. 
STATE 'lOTAL 
PCl' CF rorAL 

t-IlNICIPAL CIS. 

TVB 

S'7.:ME 'lOTAL 
FCT CF 'lOTAL 

STATE 'lOTAL 
PCl' CF 'lOTAL 

JURlSDICTIOO 

SUPERIOR Cl'S. 
STATE 'lOrAL 
Per CF 'lOTAL 

OISTRICl' CIS. 
STATE 'rorAL 
Per CF rorAL 

KJNICIPAL CIS. 
Sl'ATE 'IDTAL 
PCT CF rorAL 

WASHltlGTON 

PfllSCtW. 
SERVICES 

24321122 
74.56 

9405443 
79.78 

3140723 
71.80 

437238 
67.20 

37304526 
75.47 

28827235 
73.41 

11237146 
76.46 

3848618 
71.21 

486115 
65.68 

44399114 
73.86 

PmSCNAL 
SERVICES 

33986056 
74.33 

13610255 
76.93 

4386216 
69.93 

644289 
64.02 

52626816 
74.44 

SUPPLIES 

861847 
2.64 

222154 
1.88 

43051 
.98 

11693 
1.80 

1138745 
2.30 

1090955 
2.78 

303425 
2.06 

64803 
1.20 

10232 
1.38 

1469415 
2.44 

SUPPLIES 

1161990 
2.54 

358972 
2.03 

73228 
1.17 

24065 
2.39 

1618255 
2.29 

STATE COURT FINANCE 

~ 

6&86180 
21.11 

17112966 
14.78 

1085662 
24.82 

90991 
13.98 

9805799 
19.84 

8920011 
22.71 

2711950 
18.45 

1420606 
26.28 

108202 
14.62 

13160761) 
21.89 

113'l>tI 
, .35 

U8074 
1.00 

81786 
1.87 

106791 
16.41 

419831 
.85' 

163974 
.42 

67638 
.46 

51765 
.95 

133901 
18.09 

417278 
.69 

CAPIm. 
~ 

435887 
1.34 

300357 
2.55 

23318 
.53 

3986 
.61 

763548 
1.54 

CAPIm. 
~ 

267921 
.68 

376956 
2.56 

18910 
.35 

1668 
.23 

665455 
1.11 

.EXPEl-lDI'lURE stM-I1\RY POO. 1980 
TRIAL CXXlRl'S 

9";88252 
21.19 

2967758 
16.78 

1714242 
27.33 

175634 
17.45 

14545886 
20.58 

<DVtMrAL 
SERVICES 

(32) 

192697 
.42 

497256 
2.8l. 

66292 
1.06 

156747 
15.58 

912992 
1.29 

CAPIm. 
~ 

696173 
1.52 

257071 
1.45 

32735 
.52 

5647 
.56 

991626 
1.40 

STUDY 

33891110 

11908702 

5223908 

659220 

51682940 

40348048 

14689753 

6256761 

749618 

62044180 

'lOTAL 
EXPNDrms 

46877914 

17719291 

7228958 

1016697 

72842860 

St»!m 
TC1I'AL 

EXmDITRS 

32618216 

11788994 

4374540 

650699 

49432449 

39270096 

14697115 

5404702 

740118 

60112031 

45725168 

17691312 

6272713 

1006382 

70695575 

-1272894 

-119708 

-849368 

-8521 

-2250491 

-1077952 

7362 

-852059 

-9500 

-1932149 

NET 
DIF'FRtO: 

-1152746 

-27979 

-956245 

-10315 

-2147285 , 
'\ .. ) 

I , ' 

s:w..t. JIJRAL 
GIQJp 'JUJ'AL 
PCT CF rorAL 

JUW.~ 
GRl1P 'ltm1L 
PCT CF '1'OmL 

KImlZE CXXNrIEs 
GRl1P 'l'Ol'AL 
Per CF 'l'Ol'AL 

SUBl.IRBIIN 
GRl1P 'l'Ol'AL 
PCT CF 'l'Ol'AL 

IAJG: (lm!JIN 

GRl1P 'JUJ'AL 
PCT CF '1'OmL 

fJ'O'OO. 
GRQJp 'IOD\l, 
PCT CF rorAL 

srw:L RlRAL 
GRl1P 'JOl'AL 
Per CF 'IDTAL 

JUW. a:wrm; 
GIn1P 'IDTAL 
Per CF 'IC7rAL 

KIOOlZE~ 
GIO.Jp 70TAL 
Pel' CF 70TAL 

stIll!mAN 
GIUJp 'IC7rAL 
PCl' CF romL 

ING: (lm!JIN 

GRl1P 70TAL 
Pel' CF row.. 

'!OrAL 
ClIIXJp romz. 
Per CF 'lOrAL 

SM.\LL RlRAL 
GRl1P 'l'Ol'AL 
Per CF 'IC7rAL 

RlIRAL CIl/N'l'nS 
GRl1P 70TAL 
PCl' CF 'IDTAL 

MIi:SlZE ,CXUlrIES 
G!O.Jp 'l'Ol'AL 
PCl' CF 70TAL 

StIJURBAN 
GIOJp 'IC7rAL 
PCl' CF 70TAL 

IAR:iE l.l/l&lio, 
, GPar~ 'l""7.rAL 

PCl' CF 1OD\L 

'rorAL 
<OR. rJr 'lfT,\L 
Per (l .: '7IL 

WASHINGTON STATE COURT FINANCE 
ElCFnI:ll'ruRE SlJM\RY 1'a'l 1978 

STUDY 

PE:R.<DW. 
, SERll'ICES 

417578 
69.57 

1132534 
71.78 

3490014 
73.64 

5109238 
77.29 

14171758 
74.23 

24321122 
74.56 

l'f:ROCtW. 
smvICES 

483633 
67.78 

1307518 
70.30 

4228042 
73.27 

6298864 
75.45 

16509178 
73.12 

28827235 
73.41 

l'f:ROCtW. 
SERVICES 

538507 
68.41 

14331928 
68.73 

4837026 
69.82 

7334975 
77.28 

19841620 
75.06 

33966056 
74.33 

SlJP'Pl:.mj 

15178 
2.53 

34422 
2.18 

189003 
3.99 

168772 
2.55 

454472 
2.38 

861847 
2.6~ 

st1PP.Lm; 

16176 
2.27 

43737 
2.35 

236148 
4.09 

221973 
2.66 

572921 
2.54 

1090955 
2.78 

21753 
2.76 

54034 
2.59 

264800 
3.82 

237691 
2.50 

583712 
2.21 

1161990 
2.54 

SlJPElUCil CXXlRt 
0Jm:R 

SERIfI(lZ OOVIHrAL CAPITAL 
~~ SERVICES ~ 

154435 
25.73 

388740 
24.64 

983263 
20.75 

1262359 
19.10 

4097383 
21.46 

6B8618r 
,21.11 

199420 
27.95 

483540 
26.00 

1264414 
21.91 

1725702 
20.67 

5246935 
23.24 

8920011 
22.71 

1875 
.31 

5500 
.35 

o 
0.0 

37596 
.57 

68209 
.36 

113180 
.35 

1810 
.25 

6511 
.35 

o 
0.0 

45m 
.55 

109876 
.49 

163974 
.42 

ll163 
1.86 

16492 
1.05 

76769 
1.62 

32877 
.50 

2;8586 
1.56 

435887 
1..34 

12471 
1.75 

18689 
1.00 

42060 
.73 

56122 
.67 

138579" 
.61 

267921 
.68 

EXPfN)lTURE stM!ARY Fra 1980 
suPERIOO CXlJR1' 

0l!IER 
smvICES 
, 0IiES 

212063 
. 26.94' 

558115 
26.75 

1759976 
25.41 

1829924 
19.28 

5328174 
20.16 

9688252 
21.19 

(33) 

2731 
.35 

22693 
1.09 

14330 
.21 

54122 
.57 

98821 
.37 

192697 
.42 

CAPITAL 
~ 

12178 
1.55 

17651 
.85 

51371 
.74 

34425 
.36 

580548 
2.20 

696173 
1.52 

605029 

1591293 

4897458 

7370052 

19427278 

33891110 

REtaaW 
'IDrAL 

EXPNDI'rnS 

717107 

1871461 

5749367 

9082636 

22927477 

40348048 

REKIRInl 
rorAL 

EXPNDrms 

791156 

2112619 

6926882 

10298451 

267488116 

468Y7914 

600229 

1577688 

6610842 

19090408 

32618216 

Sl»IED 
'JUrAL 

EXPNDrms 

713510 

1859995 

5770664 

8348438 

22577489 

39270096 

st.HmD 
'JUrAL 

EXPNDITRS 

787232 

2086421 

6927503 

9491137 

26432875 

45725168 

-4800 

-13605 

-158409 

-759210 

-336870 

-1272894 

NEZ' 
DIFrnrO:: 

-3597 

-11466 

21297 

-734196 

-349988 

-1077952 

NEZ' 
D~ 

-3924 

-261911 

621 

-807314 

-315931 ' 

-115274fi 



StW:L HI!AL 
GR:IlP rom. 
JIC'l' or rom. 

lOW. 0J0Nl'IfS 
GR:IlP~ 
JIC'l' or rom. 

MItSIZE CXlln'I!S 
GIOlP~ 
PCl' or rom. 

srw:.L lUW.. 
GKX1P 'lOJ'AL 
PCr CP 'lOl:1\L 

RDRAL <XXNl'rfS 
GIaJp 'lOl:1\L 
PCl' CP 'lOl:1\L 

HIIElZE o::xJn'IPS 
GIQ.Ip 'lOl'AL 
PC'J' ar 'lOl'AL 

St1BtIRE!M 
GRJUP 'lOl'AL 
PC'J' CP rom. 

IAR:2 tlIIIl\N 
GRXJp 'l'Ol'AL 
Pel' cr 'lOl'AL 

'l'OrAL 
GRXIP '.l'O'mL 
PCl' CP 'lOl'AL 

srw:.L JUIAt 
GKU> 'lOl'AL 
PC'J' CP 'lOl'AL 

RlRAL CIUn'IES 
GRXJp 'lOl'AL 
PC'J' cr 'lOl'AL 

Hl:ailZE CXUfrIl!!S 
GR:lUP '1'017IL 

" PC'1' cr 'lOl'AL 

SUIJJRBl\H 
GlOJp 'lOnIL 
PCr or 'If"JrAL 

,," .. --~-------. 
WAS.INGTO" STATZ COURT FINANCE 

PERSCIW. 
"~ 

l20692 
n.43 

310933 
52.30 

769149 
54.96 

1802229 
62.66 

4732847 
61.18 

7735850 
60.18 

l'EISHIL 
SER\1ICES 

133166 
43.88 

332843 
52.10 

865963 
53.50 

2316594 
62.20 

S242775 
61.74 

8891341 
60.17 

~ 

~ 

148291 
45.73 

361357 
0.83 

1017463 
53.78 

2664119 
65.56 

6809946 . 
70.61 

11001176 
66.07 

IU'EImR aurr JXlII!H)l'JUIIZ SOK\Rr ~ 1978 
AIl1tJ)IOaIOf ~ 

2684 
L08 

5786 
.97 

23967 
1.71 

43491 
1.51 

75985 
.98 

151913 
1.18 

OJ!IER 
SEINlC!S 
, OIZS 

120221 
48.24 

274125 
46.11 

5!KT703 
42.21 

988945 
34.38 

2866247 
37.05 

4840241 
37.65 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

. 0 
0.0 

32176 
1.12 

22417 
.29 

54593 
.42 

5617 
2.25 

3li65 
.62 

15629 
1.12 

9296 
• 32 

38482 
.50 

72689 
.57 

~CR CIXIR1' EXPfHlI'1tJRr: SUfi\Rr ~ 1979 
.AOOtDICATICIf ~ 

2770 
.91 

8483 
1.33 

31739 
1.96 

51446 
1.38 

116208 
1.37 

210646 
1.43 

~ 
SERVICES 
, CB:ZS 

lS868S 
52.29 

294633 
46.12 

716759 
44.29 

l297396 
34.83 

3058608 
36.0~ 

5526085 
37.40 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

3!?O 
.86 

27347 
.32 

59237 
.40 

8866 
2.92 

2875 
.45 

4016 
.25 

27358 
.73 

46322 
.55 

89437 
.61 

SUPmICR aurr J!!Ill!H):rroRl': StJIW!r ~ 1980 
ADJ!DICM'ICIf ~ 

ODII!R 
--sERVIa!S <J:JIJtMnU. CAPI'TI\L 

SOPPI:..IPS -. ODS SERVICI!S ~ 

4080 
1.26 

9699 
1.34 

34950 
1.85 

54364 
1.34 

119446 
1.24 

222539 
1.34 

164311 
so. 67 

346122 
47.73 

830487 
43.90 

l309621 
32.23 

258604S 
26.81 

52J6586 
31.45 

(34) 

25 
.01 

1800 
.25 

1200 
.06 

30454 
.75 

36874 
.38 

70353 
.42 

7600 
2.34 

6150 
.85 

77SO' 
.41 

49SO 
.12 

92715 
.96 

1U165 
.72 

STUDY 

594609 

1399430 

2892360 

7735977 

12871590 

RE:iOm!D 
'lOrAL 

EXmDl'1RS 

303490 

638836 

1520118 

3715066 

8491260 

14768770 

725128 

18924SO 

4058296 

964S026 

16643157 

Sf.IKl) 

'lOrAL 
I'!XPNlITRS 

249214 

594509 

1399448 

2876137 

7735978 

SlHED 
'lOrAL 

EICPRlI'mS 

303491 

638834 

1618477 

3724684 

8491260 

14776746 

324307 

725128 

1891850 

4063S08 

9645026 

16649819 

-100 

l8 

-16223 

1 

-16304 

-2 

-1641 

9618 

o 

7976 

NET 
DIFfRa 

20SO 

o 

5212 

o 

9W.L RnW. 
GIU1P 'lOJ'.AL 
PC'l' cr rom. 

JUlAL CIXlN1'lEs 
GIU1P 'lOl'AL 
PCT or rom. 

MIISlZE axNrl!S 
GIQ]p rom. 
PC'l' CP rom. 

SlI3tlRI!JIN 
GJalP 'lOl'AL • 
PC'l' CJ! 'lOl7IL 

LAIQ tJIII3M 
GIQ]p rorAL 
PC'l' CF rom. 

'IOrAL 
G!WP 'lOJ'.AL 
PC'l' CF 'lOl'AL 

9W:.L !{lRAL 

GJalP 'lOrAL 
PC'l' CF 'lOJ'.AL 

JItIW, ClX1NrIl!s 
GIU1P 'lOJ'.AL 
PC'J' CJ:~ 'lOrAL 

KlmlZE axmns 
GRX1P 'lOJ'.AL 
PC'l' CJ! 'lOJ'.AL 

Stl3UImAN 
GIQ]p 'lOJ'.AL 
PC'J' CJ! 'lOrAL 

.t..AKiE DmAN 
GIQ]p 'lOJ'.AL 
PC'J' CF 'lOrAL 

romr.. 
GIUJP 'l'ODIL . 
PC'J' CF row. 

SHIIU.. JIJRAL 
GIQ]p rorAL 
PC'l' CF rorAL 

RtIRAL~ 
GRXJp 'lOl'AL 
PC'l' CF 'l'ODIL 

HmllZE CDmrm; 
GIQ]p rorAL 
PC'J' CP 'lOW. 

, 

WAIHI_GTO. STATE COURT PINANCE 

stlPI!RICR a:tJRr EXl"mDI'JUR!!: SI.I'I4.\Rlt rat 1978 
CIZRICAL m:TIaJ 

STUDY 

162563 
88.77 

345955 
87.69 

620328 
87.90 

1069339 
90.78 

2738474 
88.18 

4936659 
!!8.68 

PEi&IW. 
SERVICES 

195~88 
87.25 

397957 
87.86 

785924 
88.02 

1383277 
89.27 

3228126 
84.04 

5990772 
86~06 

~ 
SERVICES 

237209 
87.60 

462407 
88.47 

889967 
88.18 

1731739 
90.18 

3617098 
84.18 

6'38420 
86.52 

~ 

SElMCES «:7JtHr1.r. CAPITAL 
Sl.JPPLIES , Q~ SERVICES ~ 

8281 
4.52 

17818 
4.52 

36220 
5.13 

36247 
3.08 

75723 
2.44 

174289 
3.13 

101."66 
5.02 

22701 
5.75 

39609 
5.61 

59858 
5.08 

211392 
6.81 

34·1226 
6.18 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

45726 
1.47 

45726 
.82 

1613 
.88 

8059 
2.04 

9547 
1.35 

12548 
1.07 

34064 
1.10 

65831 
1.l8 

b"UPERICR CIX.IRr EXPEmI'lt1RE stHWa' Fm 1979 
CIZRIC'AL ~ 

0lB!!:R 

11081 
4.95 

21940 
4.84 

37685 
4.22 

56626 
3.65 

65200 
1.70 

192532 
2077 

SERVICES 
, CBZs 

14402 
6.43 

25516 
5.63 

58136 
6.51 

83006 
5.36 

457302 
11.90 

638362 
9.17 

o 
0.0 

451 
.10 

o 
0.0 

7746 
.50 

60328 
1.57 

68535 
.98 

3095 
1.38 

7065 
1.56 

lll40 
1.25 

18919 
1.22 

30403 
.79 

70622 
1.01 

~CR CDRr EXPmDrnIRE StMWti Fm 1980 
CIZRICAL ~oo 

0lBER 
SERVICES' G':lV!MrAL CAPrm.. 

SlJPP.r.]E; , OIZS SERVICES ~ 

13330 
~.92 

23600 
4.52 

42590 
4.22 

58515 
3.05 

74101 
L72 

ililJfi 
2.&5 

~7008 
6.28 

27335 
5.23 

60221 
5.97 

lO6188 
5.53 

742437 
9.26 

(35) 

o 
0.0 

700 
.13 

6200 
.61 

.10936 
.57 

45314 
1.05 

63150 
.711 

3228 
1.19 

8600 
1.65 

10300 
1.02 

12908 
.67 

28640 
.67 

63576 
.79 

~ 
'IO.l'AL 

EXPM>ITRS 

l86l84 

394835 

803387 

1327120 

. 3153077 

5864603 

REroRm> 
rorAL 

~ 
224042 

452939 

892889 

1543635 

3837962 

6951467 

REI?CIRn:D 
rorAL 

EKPNDI'lRS 

270775 

529612 

1009278 

1870646 

4296828 

7977139 

SUflED 
'lOl'AL 

EXPNDITRS 

183123 

394533 

705704 

1177992 

3105379 

S!lfl:O 
rorAL 

EXPNDITRS 

224066 

452939 

892885 

1549574 

3841359 

6960823 

S!Mll:I> 
rorAL 

EXPND:r.ms 

270775 

522642 

1009278 

1920286 

4296838 

8019819 

NE'I' 
DIFFRfCE 

-3061 

-302 

-97683 

-149128 

-47698 

-297872 

NE'I' 
DIFFRN::E 

24 

-0 

5939 

3397 

9356 

-6970 

o 

49640 

10 

42680 

, 
\ 



RLIW.. <XUn'll!S 
GIOlP 'lOJ'AL 
PCl' Cl" 'lOl'AL 

HImIZE 0XNrIl?S 
QQJp 'lOl'AL 
PCl' Cl" 'lOl'AL 

SMI\LL RlRAL 
GIUlP 'IO'I2\L 
PCl' CF 'lOl'AL 

RllRAL CXXJm'IES 
GIOJP 'lOl'AL 
PCl' Cl" 'lOl'AL 

MIDSIZE ClXNl'IF.S 
GIUlP 'lOrAL 
PC!' CP 'IO'I2\L 

SlI!lR!AN 
GJa]p 'l'Ol'AL 
PC!' CP '!'OrAL 

lAmE URIWI 
Gia1P 'IO'I2\L 
PC!' CP '!'OrAL 

'.l'IlmL 
GR:XJp 'l'Ol'AL 
PC!' CP 'l'Ol'AL 

9W.L RJIW. 
Gia1P 'l'Ol'AL 
PC!' CF 'l'Ol'AL 

.RURAL CXXJNrI:ei 
GIUlP 'l'Ol'AL 
PL""r CF 'lOrAL 

KIDSlZE axJNrms 
GKXJp 'l'Ol'AL 
PC!' CF 'lOl'AL 

St.I!URBAN 
GJaJp 'lOJ'AL 
PC!' CF. 'lOl'AL 

J..,tUQ tm8AN 
GJaJp 'lOrAL 
Pel' CF rorAL 

WASHINGTON STATI COURT'PINANCE 

SUFP.RIal CDR!' ~ SlHWtY' Pat 1978 
J'lJII!'NIIZ ax.Rr SI!Cl'Im 

134323 
80.90 

475646 
81.41 

1497695 
78.92 

1691476 
86.96 

4938073 
85.67 

8737213 
84.36 

PERSl:NI\L 
SER\1ICES 

154979 
83.95 

576718 
76.84 

1809470 
78.06 

1954676 
83.54 

5903883 
79.13 

10399726 
79.66 

l'EIlS:ltW. 
SER\1ICES 

153007 
/:l0.64 

598387 
74.33 

2071825 
70.39 

2207520 
82.47 

6986200 . 
78.30 

120169.n 
77.34 

0lHI!!R 
S£RYICES Cl7VfftI'IU. 0\PlTAL 

StJPPL.I!S :, OG?S ~ ~ 

3400 
2.05 

1t11118 
1.85 

60731 
3.20 

41722 
2.14 

129689 
2.25 

246360 
2.38 

23290 
14.0) 

87514 
14.90 

295301 
15.56 

197517 
10.15 

672391 
1l.67 

1276013 
12.32 

1l0ll 
.66 

5500 
.94 

o 
0.0 

5420 
.28 

66 
.00 

l..2OB6 
.12 

3933 
2.37 

4768 
.82 

8983 
.46 

23709 
.41 

85369 
.82 

SlJPElUClt CIXIRl' EXPmDrruRE StMWU Pat 1979 
JU\ImILE COORl' ~m 

0Im!R 
SERVICES CDVtMrAL 0U>rmL 

~.uPPLIES , aG:S SERlJICES ~ 

1881 
1.02 

13314 
1.77 

78B14 
3.40 

51093 
2.18 

183461 
2.46 

32B563 
2.52 

26029 
14.10 

145736 
19.42 

406010 
17.52 

320431 
13.69 

l322627 
17.73 

2220833 
17.01 

1210 
.• 66 

6050 
.B1 

o 
0.0 

6141 
.26 

22201 
.30 

35602 
.27 

510 
.28 

8749 
1.17 

23750 
1.02 

7606 
.33 

29182 
.39 

69797 
.53 

SOPERIClt CIXIRl' EXPmDI'lURE SlHIMI F(R 1980 
Jtl'VmIr.E CIXIRl' ~m _ 0Im!R 

SERV'lC!S GJIIt.MrAL CAPrm. 
SUPPLIES - , aG:S SERVICES ~ 

2643 
1.39 

19775 
2.46 

83522 
2.84 

59478 
2.22 

122439 
1.37 

287857 
1.85 

30444 
1G.04 

163842 
20.35 

751554 
25.53 

383871 
14.34 

1794515 
2O.11 

3124226 
20.11 

(36) 

2306 
1.22 

20193 
2.51 

6930 
.24 

12732 
.48 

16633 
.19 

58794 
.38 

1350 
.71 

2821 
.35 

29706 
1.01 

13017 
.49 

2350 
.03 

49244 
.32 

STUDY 

165849 

588733 

1955502 

2538976 

5782105 

1lO31165 

REJiUUl:1) 

'lOTAL 
EKmDl'mS 

184607 

750157 

2294153 

3089603 

751B786 

13837306 

REI<RlfD 
'IO'I2\L 

• EKmDI'IRS 

189749 

80U18 

2939361 

3538784 

8895432 

16367744 

6UHD 
'lOrAL 

EKmDI'mS 

166046 

584246 

1897703 

1945118 

5763928 

1lJ35J041 

SI.H® 
'lOTAL 

EXmDI'mS 

184609 

750567 

2318044 

2339947 

7461354 

13054521 

SUf5ED 
'l'Ol'AL 

EXPNDITRS 

189750 

805018 

2943537 

2676618 

8922137 

15537060 

NET 
DIl"FJH:E 

197 

.... 487 

-57799 

-593858 

-18177 

-674124 

NET 
DI:FFIIN:E: 

2 

410 

23891 

-749656 

-57432 

-782785 

600 

4176 

-862166 

26705 

-830684 

'lMU! 12 

JolIllSlZE CXXNl'IES 
GlUJP 'JO'l'AL 
PCl' CP 'lOTAL 

stRlR8AN 
GIOJP'lO'l"AL 
PCl' CF ':rurAL 

LIUGE lJRBAN 
wUJP 'l'Ol'AL 
PCl' CP 'lOTAL 

'lurAL 
GRXlP 'JO'l'AL 
PCl' CF rom.r.. 

SHI\IL KJRAL 
GIOJP 'lOrAL 
PCl' CF 'l'Ol'AL 

iOW. CD.lm'IES 
GIOJP 'lOrAL 
PCl' CF 'l'Ol'AL 

MIISIZE axNl'nS 
GIOJP 'lOrAL 
I'Cl' CF 'lOTAL 

SUBl.lRBAN 
GIOJP 'JO'l'AL 
I'Cl' CF 'lOrAL 

LIUGE lJRBAN 
GIOJP 'lOrAL 
I'Cl' CF 'l'Ol'AL 

'lurAL 
GIUlP 'l'Ol'AL 
I'Cl' CF 'l'Ol'AL 

SMAIL RlRAL 
GIOJP 'lOrAL 
I'Cl' CF 'lOrAL 

RlJIW. CXXJNrIES 
GIOJP 'lOrAL 
I'Cl' CF 'l'Ol'AL 

MIDSIZE axJNrms 
GIOJP 'lOrAL 
I'Cl' CP 'lOTAL 

st.II!UR8IIN 
CDaJp 'lOrAL 
ll'Cl' CF 'l'Ol'AL 

~ UllBAN 
GIOJp 'l'Ol'AL 
I'Cl' Cl" '.101M. 

'rol'M. 
GIUlP 'lOl'AI. 
I'Cl' CF 7C7J:M, 

WA9HINGTON STATE COURT FINANCE 

SUPERlClt CIXIRl' EXPmDI'l'URE SlHiARr Pat 1978 
JUVENILE II::'mn'Im Sl'X:TIm 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

602842 
81.89 

546194 
89.31 

1762364 
70.92 

29114oo 
75.83 

~ 
Sl::RVICES 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

766685 
81.45 

644317 
87.75 

2134394 
76.68 

3545396 
79.17 

o 
0.0 

U777 
35.02 

857771 
79.22 

731597 
88.07 

2428376 
68.04 

4029521 
73.02 

0DfER 
• SERVIC?S GJ\ItHI'AL CAPrrAL 

SUPPLIES , ~ SERlJICES ~ 

813 
44.04 

o 
0.0 

68085 
9.25 

47312 
7.74 

173075 
6.96 

289285 
7.54 

258 
13.98 

4400 
100.00 

5765CJ 
7.83 

16039 
2.62 

347353 
13.98 

425700 
1l.09 

775 
41.98 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

775 
.02 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

7617 
1.03 

2050 
.34 

202331 
8.14 

211998 
5.52 

SUPElUCIR CXXIRT EXPENDI'lURE Sll-H\RY F(R 1979 
JlJVENII.,B IE'nNl'Im ~m 
c:n:m:R 
SERVI~ G:JI.ItfmU, CAPI'l1IL 

St1PPI.IES L~ SFlmC&S ~ 

444 
33.04 

o 
0.0 

87910 
9.34 

62808 
8.55 

208052 
7.47 

359214 
8.02 

300 
22.32 

17655 
100.00 

83509 
8.87 

24869 
3.39 

408398 
14.67 

534731 
1l.94 

600 
44.64 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

600 
.01 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

3154 
.34 

2239 
.30 

32672 
1.n 

3806~\ 
.B5 

SUPERIClt ClXJRT EXPmDrruRE Sll+lMlt F(R 1980 
JtMmLE IEIml'Im SEX:'l'Im 
0Im!R 

SERVICES G:JI.ItfmU, CAPITAL 
St1PPI.IES " CBiES SERVIC&S ~ 

1700 
70.83 

960 
2.85 

103738 
9.58 

65334 
7.86 

267726 
7.50 

439458 
7.96 

300 
12.50 

20816 
61.89 

117714 
10.87 

30244 
3.64 

415929 
1l.65 

585003 
10.60 

(37) 

400 
16.67 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

400 
.01 

o 
0.0 

80 
.24 

3615 
.33 

3550 
.43 

456843 
12.80 

464088 
8.41 

STUDY 

3782 

13116 

739139 

611596 

2756119 

4123752 

RE:Km'ED 
moo. 

ElCPNDITRS 

4968 

2952.9 

942207 

734332 

3079469 

4790505 

8375 

53461 

1085793 

830725 

3911520 

5889874 

SlH1i:l) 

'IUl7IL 
EXPNDITRS 

1846 

4400 

736194 

611595 

2485123 

~83~8 

SlM1ID 
'IUl7IL 

EXPNDITRS 

1344 

17655 

941258 

734233 

27B3516 

447B006 

SlM® 
'lOrAL 

EKmDITRS 

2400 

33633 

1082838 

830725 

3568B74 

5518470 

-1936 

-8716 

-2945 

-1 

-270996 

-284594 

-3624 

-1l874 

-949 

-99 

-295953 

-312499 

NET 
DIFFRN:::e 

-5975 

-19828 

-2955 

o 

-342646 

-371403 

:4 
"i 

I 



SMAIL RlRAL 
GIOJp 'JOI'AL 
PC"l' CF 'l'tm\L 

JUW. ro.Jm'IES 
GR:U> 'JOI'AL 
Ia' CI" '1O'mL 

MImIZE a:utrns 
G!UJp 'lt1l'AL 
Ia' CF rorAL 

SlBJRBAN 
G!UJp 'JOI'AL 
PCT CF rorAL 

IAJG: URBAN 
G!UJp '!OrAL 
PCT CF 'lt1l'AL 

'1Ol'AL 
GROOP '1Ol'AL 
PCT CF '!OrAL 

RIJR.?U. axmrns 
GlUJP 'lOl'AL 
Ia' CF '!OrAL 

H:ll:SlZE CXXNrms 
GlUJP 'lOl'AL 
PCT CF 'lt1l'AL 

SUBVRBIlN 
G!UJp 'lOl'AL 
Ia' OF 'lOl'AL 

IAIlGE URBAN 
GlUJP 'JUrAL 
PCT CF '!OrAL 

'1Ol'AL 
GfOJP '!OrAL 
Ia' CF 'lt1l'AL 

swu:.r. RlRAL 
GIUlP '1Ol'AL 
PCT CF '!OrAL 

RlRAL a:x.mns 
GROOP 'lOl'AL 
PCT CF '!OrAL 

HIOOlZE CCXNrIES 
GKXJp 'lOl'AL 
PCT OF 'lOl'AL 

Sl.!DllJ!BNl . 
GlOJp .'1Ol'AL 
PCT CF 'lOl'AL 

l.l\.IQ ~ 
GfOJP '1Ol'AL 
PCT CF '1Ol'AL 

"rtmL 
GlUJp rom.. 
PCT CI" 'IOrAL 

WASHINGTON STAT! COORT FINANC! 

Pf.:RDW. 
SERVICES 

87881 
73.04 

531942 
74.57 

942690 
75.12 

2489557 
73.43 

5353373 
84.84 

9405443 
79.78 

~ 
SERVICES 

164632 
76.54 

660282 
65.61 

1231056 
70.03 

2n8040 
71.36 

6403136 
Bl.83 

11237146 
76.46 

Pf.:RDW. 
SERVICES 

195229 
76.29 

783445 
71.47 

1537431 
70.ll 

3126S01 
73.34 

7967649 
80.62 

13610255 
76.93 

SOI'PLIES 

3767 
3.13 

22047 
3.09 

40364 
3.22 

70435 
2.08 

85541 
1.36 

222154 
1.88 

SUPPLIES 

8492 
3.95 

34785 
3.46 

53316 
3.03 

82757 
2.13 

124075 
1.59 

303425 
2.06 

ElCI'EmrruRE StMWn' P'CR 1978 
DISnUcr CXlURTS 

0ltII:ll. 
.SER\1ICES 00'VtMI'lU. CAPI'l1IL 
, OG:S smvICES ~ 

22024 
18.31 

150332 
21.07 

262718 
20.94 

767393 
22.63 

540499 
8.57 

1742966 
14.78 

o 
0.0 

2632 
•• 37 

473 
.04 

41493 
1.22 

73476 
1.16 

118074 
1.00 

EXPmDI'ltJRE ~ Fa!. 1979 
DIS'IRIcr ClXlRTS 

0lHER 

6640 
5.52 

6409 
.90 

8668 
.69 

21581 
.64 

257059 
4.07 

300357 
2.55 

SERllICES GJIi!>ftI'AL CAPI'l1IL 
, QQS smvICES ~ 

33210 
15.44 

238741 
23.72 

426541 
24.26 

899990 
23.12 

ll13468 
14.23 

2711950 
18.45 

2000 
.93 

2647 
.26 

o 
0.0 

36453 
.94 

'26538 
.34 

67638 
.45 

EKPmDI'ltJRE StHWU Pat 1980 
_ DISTru:CT a::l1Rl'S 
_ 0lBER 

6768 
3.15 

69869 
6.94 

47084 
2.68 

95582 
2.46 

157653 
2.01 

376956 
2.56 

SERllIC!S 00UtM!'AL CAPI'l1IL 
SUPPLIES • OGS SERVICES ~ 

10095 
3.94 

37175 
3.39 

56303 
2.51 

89196 
2.09 

166203 
1.68 

358972 
2.03 

44830 
17.52 

253887 
23.16 

544332 
24.82 

956942 
22.45 

1167767 
11.82 

296n58 
16.78 

(38) 

1000 
.39 

3700 
.34 

4874 
.22 

465SO 
1.09 

441132 
4.46 

4750 
1.86 

17921 
1.63 

49894 
2.28 

43842 
1.03 

140664 
1.42 

257071 
1.45 

STUDY 

168969 

718070 

1307404 

3404294 

6309965 

ll908702 

214432 

1005216 

1768755 

3860796 

7840554 

14689753 

259n1 

1092739 

2202974 

4263031 

9900n6 

17719291 

120312 

713362 

1254913 

3390459 

6309948 

11788994 

stHlm 
'roTAL 

ElCPNDITRS 

215102 

1006324 

1757997 

3892822 

7824870 

14697115 

stHlm 
'1Ol'AL 

ElCPNDI'lRS 

255904 

1096128 

2192834 

4263031 

9883415 

17691312 

m:r 
DIFFRra: 

-48657 

-52491 

-13835 

-17 

-119708 

NET 
DIFFRra 

670 

ll08 

-10758 

32026 

-15684 

7362 

-3867 

3389 

-10140 

o 

-17361 

-27979 

I 

! 
I 

SWL R.IRAL 
GR:lUP 'JOI'AL 
Per CI" 'lOIN. 

JUU\L CXlM1'IES 
GJO.IP '1Ol'AL 
pt.""!' CI" '.lOmL 

MImIZE CXUll'I!S 
GIOJP ~L 
Per CI" 'r0l'AL 

5aIUR8NJ 
GIIXlP '1Ol'AL 
Ia' <F TOrAL 

UIQ! tlRBM 
GIIXlP '1Ol'AL 
PCT <F 'lOmL 

'lt7n\L 
GRJOp '1Ol'AL 
Per <F ro.rAL 

SMALL ruRAL 
GlUlP 'lOl'AL 
PCT <F '1Ol'AL 

JUIAL CXXlNl'IES 
GRXJp '1Ol'AL 
PCT CI" '1Ol'AL 

MImIZE ClXNrI!S 
GIU.IP 'lOl'AL 
Ia' CI" 'lOl'AL 

StI!URBAN 
GR:XJp '1Ol'AL 
PCT CF '1Ol'AL 

IARZ tRiM 
GIUJp '1Ol'AL 
PO' CI" '1Ol'AL 

'lt7n\L 
GRJOp '1Ol'AL • 
PCT CI" '1Ol'AL 

SMI\IL HJRAL 
GIUJp '1Ol'AL 
PCT CI" 'lOl'AL 

RURAL ClXJNl'IES 
GIU.IP '1Ol'AL 
PCT CI" 'lOl'AL 

MImlZE a:x.wrms 
GIUJp '1Ol'AL 
PC'1' CF 'lUl'AL 

stIlUR8M 
:GIOlP '1Ol'AL 
~ cr '1Ol'AL 

LAJIZ UIIJIIN 
GIUJp 'JOl'AL 
I'C'1' Cl" row. 

romr.. 
GRX1P 'rolN. 
I'C'1' CF 'l"6rAL 

• -.~ --.~- -,. - --,- ~, -.--:-.:.?:,~"-,;::;;:::.n;.:-_';.;-""'-.'~ 

'" _'"' , ._f,.. .... -'I,,~. " 

WASHINGTON STAT! COURT FINANC! 

87881 
73.04 

396921 
73.28 

83.:u35 
74.07 

2101742 
71.24 

4615187 
83.64 

8034066 
78.35 

~ 
smlV'ICES 

164632 
76.54 

529853 
63.88 

108S027 
68.47 

2352190 
69.04 

5513283 
80.79 

9644985 
75.00 

l'ERSCG\L 
SERVICES 

195229 
76.29 

619787 
70.00 

1355822 
68.47 

2620472 
71.21 

69S4253 
79.52 

ll745563 
75.55 

DIS'l'Mcr axJRl' ~ StHoIMr I'm 1978 
AIl1lI)ICATIW ~W 

0lm'Jl. 
SERVIcPS a::M-HrAL CAPI'l1IL 

Sl1PPLtES , 0I:iI!S SERVICES ~ 

3767 
3.13 

18922 
3.49 

36797 
3.27 

66797 
2.26 

79634 
1.44 

205917 
2.01 

22024 
18.31 

117078 
21.61 

24n55 
22.05 

724305 
24.55 

495287 
8.98 

1606449 
15.67 

o 
0.0 

2332 
.43 

o 
0.0 

41493 
1.41 

73476 
1.33 

117301 
1.14 

6640 
5.52 

6409 
1.18 

6755 
.60 

15843 
.54 

254564 
4.61 

2902ll 
2.83 

DIS'l'Mcr CXlIRl' ~rroRE StMoI1\RY Pat 1979 
AIllUDlCATIW ~W 

0Jm:R 
SERll'IC!S ID'JIfofrAL CAPI'l1IL 

SUPPLIEs , OG:S SERVICES ~ 

8492 
3.95 

29719 
3.58 

49521 
3.13 

77848 
2.29 

112493 
1.65 

278073 
2.16 

33210 
15.44 

199517 
24.05 

409264 
25.83 

845699 
24.82 

1034634 
15.16 

2522324 
19.61 

2000 
.93 

2347 
.28 

o 
0.0 

36453 
1.07 

26538 
.39 

67338 
.52 

6768 
3.15 

68039 
8.20 

40841 
2.58 

94682 
2.78 

137201 
2.01 

341531 
2.70 

DIS'l'MCT CXlIRl' EIG'1'.NDl'ltJRE stHIo\R! Pat 1980 
- AIllUDlCA!rICN ~CN 

OISER 
SERVICES • G::I'MrrAL CAPrw. 

Sl1PPLtES , <Xlli:S SERVIC!S ~ 

10095 
3.94 

32100 
3.63 

51300 
2.59 

84025 
2.28 

155001 
1.77 

332521 
2.U 

44830 
17.52 

212805 
24.03 

519359 
26.23 

886878 
24.10 

1073266 
12.27 

2737138 
17.61 

(39) 

1000 
.3S 

3700 
.42 

4874 
.25 

465SO 
1.27 

439025 
5.02 

495149 
3.19 

4750 
1.86 

17058 
1.93 

48844 
2.47 

41802 
1.14 

123422 
1.41 

235876 
1.52 

STUDY 

168969 

545312 

1176131 

2964016 

5518146 

10372574 

.REPORTED 
'lOl'AL 

EXPNOlTRS 

214432 

828602 

1595410 

3374845 

6836832 

1285012L 

881976 

1990339 

3679727 

8758864 

15570677 

120312 

541662 

1123642 

2950180 

5518148 

10253944 

SlHmD 
'lUmL 

EXPNO~ 

215102 

829475 

1584653 

3406872 

6824149 

12860251 

str+I.m 
'.lOl7\L 

ElCPNDIT.RS 

255904 

885450 

198019il 

3679727 

8744967 

15546247 

NEr 
DIFFRta 

-48657 

-3650 

-52489 

-13836 

2 

-118630 

m:r 
DI.FFRta: 

670 

873 

-10757 

32027 

-12683 

10130 

NET 
DIl''FRtO;: 

-3867 

3474 

-10140 

o 

-13897 

-24430 

----,---



SHALL JUW. 
GIIXlP '101'AL 

I'CJ' " 'lOI1IL 

JUW.~ 
GPaJP 'lUl'AL 
I'CJ' Cll" 'lOl'AL 

MIOOlZE CXlJNTIES 
GIOJP '!'OrAL 
I'CJ' CF 'lOI1IL 

sr.BIRIWI 
GPaJP 'IOl'AL 
I'CJ' CF 'IOl'AL 

SHAU. JlIRAL 
GPaJP '101'AL 
I'CJ' CF 'IOl'AL 

RIJRAL CDJNTIES 
GRXrP '!'OrAL 
PC1' CF '101'AL 

MImlZE OXNrIES 
G1QJp '!'OrAL 
I'CJ' CF '101'AL 

SlBlIRBAN 
GPaJP '!'OrAL 
I'CJ' CF 'IDl'AL 

IAJQ; llRBI\N 
GROOP 'IOl'AL 
I'CJ' CF '.!OrAL 

'101'AL 
GRXrP '!'OrAL 
I'CJ' CF 'lOl'AL-

SMI\IL JlIRAL 
GR:XJp '101'AL 
I'CJ' CF '101'AL 

RURAL COONTIES 
GR:XJp '101'AL 
I'CJ' CF '!'OrAL 

MIlElZE CXXNrIES 
GR:XJp '101'AL 
PCl' CF '101'AL 

SlJBtIUW.I 
GPaJP '101'AL 
I'CJ' CF. 'JUrAL 

IAK;£ URBAN 
GR:XJp 'lOl'AL 
PCl' CF 'roTAL 

'lODU. 
GIOJp 'roTAL 
I'CJ' CF 'roTAL 

WASHINGTON STATE COORT FINANCE 

o 
M 

135021 
78.64 

110355 
84.07 

387815 
88.08 

738186 
93.23 

1371377 
89.34 

o 
M 

130429 
73.75 

146029 
84.24 

425850 
87.63 

!.le98S3 
8l~.92 

15921~11 
BI'i.68 

PERW!.\ru, 

~~ 

o 
H 

163651.1 
77.68 

181609 
85.41 

506029 
86.75 

1013396 
89.02 

1864692 
86.93 

DISTRIC1' CXlJRJ' I!XP!!ND~ 8U'K\RY I"CR 1978 
ADULT l'IOWl'IQf 5ECT'I~ 

C7mER 
SERVICES ~ CAPI'OO. 

SUPPLIES , 0IiES SERVIClS ~ 

o 
M 

3125 
LB2 

3567 
2.72 

3638 
.83 

5907 
.75 

16237 
1.06 

o 
M 

33254 
19.37 

14963 
1l.40 

413068 
9.711 

45212 
5.71 

136517 
8.89 

o 
M 

300 
.17 

.73 

.36 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

773 
.05 

o 
M 

o 
0.0 

1913 
1.46 

5738 
1.30 

2495 
.32 

10146 
.66 

DISTRIC1' C1XIRT FXPmDI'IURE stHIARr Fa{ 1979 
AIXlLT l'K:BATI.CN 5ECT'I~ 

C7mER 
SERVICES G:l\INiI'AL CAPITAL 

SUPPLIES , ClG!S SERVIClS ~ 

o 
t-l 

5066 
2.86 

3795 
2.19 

4909 
LOI 

ll582 
L16 

25352 
1.3a 

o 
M 

39224 
22.ll! 

17277 
9.97 

54291 
li.17 

78834 
7.B8 

189626 
10.32 

o 
M 

300 
.17 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

300 
.02 

o 
M 

1830 
1.03 

6243 
3.60 

900 
.19 

20452 
2.04 

29425 
1.60 

DIS'IRIC1' C1XIRT EKPmDI'mRI'! st.MWn' Fa{ 1980 
AOOLT PKEATICN ~ 

- cnm:R 
- SERVICES G7.IrftrAL CAPITAL 

SUPPLIES , OG!S SERVICES ~ 

o 
M 

5075 
2.41 

5003 
2.35 

5171 
.89 

11202 
.98 

26451 
1.23 

o 
M 

41082 
19.50 

24973 
ll.74 

70064 
12.01 

94501 
8.30 

'·230620 
10.75 

(40) 

o 
M 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

2107 
.19 

2107 
.10 

o 
M 

863 
.41 

1050 
.49 

2040 
.35 

17242 
1.51 

21195 
.99 

STUDY 

o o 

172758 171700 

131273 131271 

440278 440279 

791819 791800 

1536128 1535050 

o 

176614 176849 

173345 173344 

485951 485950 

1003722 1000721 

1839632 1836864 

o o 

210763 210678 

212635 212635 

583304 583304 

ll41912 ll38448 

2148614 2145065 

o 

-1058 

-2 

1 

-19 

-1078 

NET 
DIFFRrCE 

o 

235 

-1 

-1 

-3001 

NET 
DIFFRrCE 

o 

-85 

o 

o 

-3464 

;"3549 

·i 
1 

~. 

SHALL KlRAL 
GPaJP '101'AL 
I'CJ' CF '.Itm\L 

lOW. CXXlN1'lES 
GR:XlP '101'AL 
PCr CF 'lOmL 

MIISlZE 0XN.rm; 
GIaJp '.Itm\L 
FCT CF 'l'Ol'AL 

SlBIIBAN 
G!UJp moo:. 
PCr CF '.Itm\L 

LIUCE tlRBAN 
G!UJp 'l'Ol2IL 
PCr CF '.Itm\L 

7t7.rAL 
GIOJp '.Itm\L 
FCT CF '.Itm\L 

SMALL RJRAL 
G!UJp 'l'Ol2IL 
FCT CF '.IOl'AL 

HJRAL CXXlN1'lES 
GIU1P '.IOl'AL 
l'CT CF '.IOl'AL 

HImlZE CXXNrIES 
GIU1P '.IOl'AL 
PCr CF '.IOl'AL 

~ 
G!UJp rom. 
FCT CF '.Itm\L 

IAK;£ tlRBAN 
GR:XJp 'l'C7l'AL 
PCr CF 'l'C7l'AL 

romx. 
GIUJp '.IOl'AL 
PCr CF '.IOl'AL 

SM1U.L HlRAL 
GRXIP 'l'C7l'AL 
FCT CF 'lODU. 

HJRAL CIXlNI'IES 
GRXIP 'l'C7l'AL 
FCT CF 'It'7mL 

HIOOlZE CXXNrIES 
GRXJp 'lOl'AL 
PCr CF '101'AL 

SlIJtWWi 
G!UJp '101'AL 
5Cl' CF 'lODU. 

LAJG:: tIRBM 
GRXIP 'lODU. 
PCr ~ 'roD\L 

'lODU. 
GaJp'lOrAL 
FCT CF rom. 

WASHInGTON STAT~ COURT FINANCE 

P£RDw. 
SERVICES 

4442 
92.99 

24853 
49.42 

86619 
78.89 

151B53 
57.20 

2872956 
72.84 

3140723 
71.80 

~ 
SERVICES 

9769 
86.70 

91685 
69.30 

161325 
74.02 

230397 
71.14 

3355442 
71.10 

3848618 
71.21 

l'ERSClW.. 
SERVIClS 

10106 
87.08 

106470 
67.95 

20li89 
71.13 

277555 
71.63 

3790896 
69.76 

4386216 
69.93 

24 
.50 

1928 
3.83 

2822 
2.57 

9748 
3.67 

28529 
.72 

43051 
.98 

510 
4.53 

3384 
2.56 

6637 
3.05 

18767 
5.80 

35505 
.75 

64803 
1.20 

600 
5.17 

4650 
2.97 

8355 
2.95 

22058 
5.69 

37565 
.69 

73228 
1.17 

EXPI!m:r.tuRe SI.MWn' Pat 1979-
IUnCIPAL a:um; 

0'lH!R 
.SER\lICES 
, 0J:iES 

311 
6.51 

looS'S 
20.08 

20074 
18.28 

32558 
12.26 

1022623 
25.93 

1085662 
24.82 

o 
0.0 

11905 
23.67 

o 
0.0 

69881 
:26.32 

o 
0.0 

81786 
1.87 

o 
0.0 

1509 
3.00 

288 
.26 

1428 
.54 

20093 
.51 

23318 
.53 

EXPmDl"IURE SlHW<Y PCR 1979 
KM.rCIPAL <XXIRI'S 

0lBER 
SERVIC!S 
, OG!S 

989 
8.78 

24842 
18.78 

48369 
22.19 

33762 
10.43 

1312644 
27.81 

1420606 
26.28 

o 
0.0 

10945 
8.27 

o 
0.0 

40820 
12.60 

o 
0.0 

51765 
.96 

EXPmDl"IURE stMIARY FOO 1980 
KJNICIPAL <XXIRI'S 

0mER 
SElMC!S 
, OG!S 

900 
7.75 

24225 
15.46 

71735 
25.36 

37412 
9.65 

1579970 
29,08 

1714242 
-27.33 

(41) 

o 
0.0 

20940 
13.36 

o 
0.0 

45352 
ll.70 

o 
0.0 

66292 
1.06 

o 
0.0 

1452 
1.10 

1624 
.75 

100 
.03 

15734 
.33 

18910 
.35 

o 
0.0 

400 
.26 

1550 
.55 

5125 
1.32 

25660 
.47 

32735 
.52 

STODY 

9160 

86051 

186747 

288951 

I 4652999 

5223908 

132968 

331704 

324209 

5456542 

6256761 

160085 

374542 

400752 

6281773 

7228958 

4777 

50291 

109803 

265468 

39H201 

4374540 

132308 

217955 

323846 

4719325 

5404702 

SI.MoIm 
rorAL 

EKPNDITRS 

11606 

156685 

282829 

387502 

5434091 

6272713 

NET 
DIFf1ItCE 

-4383 

-35760 

-76944 

-23483 

-708798 

-849368 

NET 
DIFFRrCE 

-70 

-660 

-113749 

-363 

-737217 

-852059 

NET 
DIWRta 

-200 

-3400 

-91713 

-13250 

-847682 

-956245 



cx:x.Jtlr.! G!nJp 

stIBllRBI\N 
G!OJp 'l'OrAL 
PCr (F 'lUl'AL 

IAFCE tImlAN 
GlOlP 'lUl'AL 
PCr (F 'lUl'AL 

'.lU.rAL 
GlOlP 'lUl'AL 
PCr (F 'lUl'AL 

WASHINCTON 

74279 
81.98 

362959 
64.80 

437238 
67.20 

74263 
77.01 

411852 
63.98 

486115 
65.68 

PERSaW. 
SER\1IQS 

112073 
72.30 

532216 
62.51 

644289 
64.02 

3677 
4.06 

8016 
1.43 

ll693 
1.80 

3917 
4.06 

6315 
.98 

10232 
1.38 

" SUPPLIES 

6225 
4.02 

17840 
2.10 

24065 
2.39 

STATE COURT FINANCE STUDY 

"mBIZ 17 

P:Xl'mDI'lURE: ~ Pm 197B 
TRAFFIC VIClLATICNS OORE:AO 

0lBER 
SERVICES 
, QG!S 

8031 
8.86 

82960 
14.81 

90991 
13.98 

9975 
10.34 

98227 
15.26 

108202 
14.62 

00IIrftt'AL 
SERVICES 

4615 
5.09 

102176 
18.24 

106791 
16.41 

00IIrftt'AL 
SERVICES 

8033 
8.33 

125868 
19.55 

133901 
18.09 

CAPITAL 
~ 

0 
0.0 

3986 
• 71 

3986 
.61 

CAPITAL 
~ 

243 
.25 

1425 
.22 

1668 
.23 

EXl'ElmrroRE stM-IMY PeR 1980 
TRAWIC VICJrAl'I(H) OORE:AO 

0lBER 
SERVICES Cl:JI.ImrAL CAPITAL 
, CJ:;ES SERVIcEs ~ 

33310 2400 1000 
21.49 1.55 .65 

142324 154347 4647 
16.72 18.13 .55 

175634 156747 5647 
17.45 15.58 .56 

(42) 

REfORl'EIJ 
'lUl'AL 

ElCPNDITRS 

99102 

560118 

659220 

REfORll:D 
'lUl'AL 

EXFNDITRS 

105931 

643687 

749618 

REKJRl'ill 
'lUl'AL 

EXFNDITRS 

165233 

851464 

1016697 

90602 

560097 

650699 

96431 

643687 

740llB 

SlHIED 
'lUl'AL 

ElCPNDITRS 

155008 

851374 

1006382 

-8500 

-21 

-B521 

Nm' 
DIFFRK:E 

-9500 

-0 

-9500 

Nm' 
DIFFRK:E 

-10225 

-90 

-10315 

t 

" f 

The tables on the "following pages present the data obtained 

from the survey regarding the levels of expenditure for some 

selelcted court services which \Iere of special interest. It must 

be emphasized that these figures are considerably understated. 

This problem is due to the fact that these serices are accounted 

for in the local government accounting system as sub-objects of 

the required object level reporting of accounting information • 

Specific sub-object accounting is d~scretionary and therefore the 

level of detail reported by individual courts and local govern-

ments depends upon those courts and/or governments perceived 

needs for the information and the resources they have available 

to ~o the additional accounting work. With wide variations 

across the state i~ these factors, it was not possible to obtain 

this level of reporting detail from all survey respondents. This 

data represents the majority of these expenditures in the courts 

of the state as determined by the fact that the larger courts and 

counties did provide the information requested. It was generally 

in the smaller courts and counties that it was unavailable. 

Therefore it is estimated that this data represents over seventy 

percent reporting. 

(43) 
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WASHINGTON _TATE COORT PINANCE 

TABIZ 18 

HIIlSIZE cnmms 
GR:X.TP 'IOl'AL 

PSYCmL. 
ElWfi. 

845 

3362 

1889 

32240 

54082 

92418 

~. 
ElW!S. 

820 

6226 

10535 

25484 

55481 

98546 

~. 
ElW!S. 

1850 

11800 

103320 

22706 

93450 

233126 

6El2I:'rEO Sl!'.RllIQS Sl!1MMY lOR 1978 
SlJPIl:RIat CIllRT EXPI!N>I'JURl~ 

173 

4.525 

62618 

·12934 

87091 

CXXIGIm 
SER'lIas 

8090 

25 

100131 

78899 

6910 

194055 

CIXJtmN:r 
SER'lIQS 

9200 

900 

156640 

20336 

33950 

221026 

(44) 

Il«>IGENr 
ID'mSE 

40475 

94581 

169913 

193117 

562212 

1060298 

INDIGENl' 
IEf1!mE 

52329 

125285 

278058 

266453 

652665 

1374790 

INDIcan' 
IEFmSE 

49000 

146720 

251300 

256428 

643746 

1347194 

.nJRr 
EXPmSES 

13820 

28493 

131464 

218824 

1147267 

1599868 

JURY 
ElCPENSl;S 

16892 

45540 

157021 

304695 

399945 

924093 

Jim' 
ElCPENSl;S 

23450 

64500 

230100 

137625 

407903 

863578 

STUDY 

3592 

19125 

23467 

42993 

89692 

w.t'mESS 
ElCPENSl;S 

1091 

3499 

31989 

37245 

64520 

138344 

WITNESS 
EXPENSES 

1950 

8950 

52175 

I»J 

~ 

10631 

30157 

86779 

84124 

80229 

291920 

LAW 
~ 

9534 

33254 

97403 

115067 

75805 

331063 

LAW 

~ 

10825 

4U69 

112317· 

80900 . 145072 

66500 20320 

210475 329803 

, 
I 

i 
'! 

WASBINGTOU STA~E COURT PINANCE 

o 

o 

344 

354 

17316 

18014 

o 

o 

1330 

661 

10276 

12267 

o 

o 

4640 

600 

7300 

12540 

TA8lZ 19 

SI!:IB::'lm SERVIQS Sl.M'IMr PC!l 1978 
DISmICl' CXlURr EKl"fmI"lURl!S 

o 

12000 

102 

o 

12102 

INDIGi!NI' 
IEmSE 

1522 

34689 

73950 

76335 

75352 

26l.;~8 

JURY 
EXPENSES 

1164 

3983 

11753 

24451 

104095 

145446 

SEUX:'JED SERVICES SlM-IARY FCR 1979 
DIS'lRtCl' ClX1Rr EXPmDI'lURm 

o 

12200 

960 

o 

13160 

o 

19500 

600 

o 

21300 

(45) 

INDIGIim' 
lEFmSE 

3187 

44338 

112046 

88948 

81318 

329837 

6850 

35600 

136900 

99600 

76575 

355525 

2135 

2774 

18074 

32495 

142317 

197795 

JURY 
~ 

4700 

3200 

25908 

21180 

134568 

189556 

STUDY 

30 

lS88 383 

10B30 o 

11606 872 

30517 BO 

.54691 .1365 

126 

4507 1034 

13212 2500 

14602 872 

532936 255 

565407 47B7 

300 200 

11550 700 

16970 2500 

13000 900 

56250 3~0 

98070 4630 
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~20 

SP:U!Cn;D SERVICES SUofoIo\Jn' Pat 1978 
I«lNICIPAL axIRl' E:Xl"mDI'lURfS 

c:nmry GOJp PSroIlL • . ~ lNDIGmr JURY EXAMS. SERVIC'iS l:EF'I!N5E ElCPmSES &!AIL RlRAL 
GIOJp rom.. 0 0 291 0 

RllR1IL CIXlNrII!S 
GIOJp 'lUrAL 0 0 1013 483 

MItslZE CXUll'IEs 
GRa:IP 'lUrAL 0 4523 3641 0 

stlBORBAN 
r.:llXJP 'IOI'AL 0 0 19057 1986 

IARGE URBAN 
GlUIP 'lUrAL 0 1352 10365 12516 

!UrAL 
GJrop 'lUrAL 0 5875 34:367 14985 

SEU:rIE:> SERVIC'iS stMIARY Fm 1979 
MUNICIPAL axm:r EXP:ENDI'lURfS 

Cl:XJNrY GRaJp PSYODL. c:t:msm:; INDIGm' JURY ,ElWf:'i. SERVIC'iS SM7\IL RlRAL ~- J::XPms&s 
GlUIP 'IOI'AL 0 0 269 0 

RURAL CIX1Nl'I1:s 
G!lOOP ro'l'AL 0 0 3030 n8 

MIrSlZE CXXN:l"m; 
GlUIP 'lOl'AL 200 3000 23118 1466 

st.I3URBAN 
GROOP '1C1l2U. 130 1700 19485 1843 

lARGE URBAN 
GiU1P 'lUrAL 0 230 1 .... 87 16429 

rornr.. 
GIO:Jp 'lUrAL 330 4930 60889 20466 

~ SER'lIC'iS SlMWn' Pm 1980 
MUNICIPAL axm:r EKPmDI'IURES 

0'l:.JNIY GIl.XJp PSmDL. CIXlNSIN; INDIGm' JURY EXAHS. SERVICES I:EI"fmE &!AIL JURAL EXPmsEs 
GiU1P 'lO.mL 0 0 280 0 

RURAL CIXMms 
GiU1P 'lUrAL 0 1000 U50 2700 

MIrslzg axmm:; 
GiU1P 'lUrAL 100 12000 22150 1850 

SUB!.JRBAN 
GiU1P ro'l'AL 300 500 23100 900 

lAIG: URBAN 
GJntp 'lUrAL 0 6000 19860 19075 

TOrAL 
GJOJp 'lUrAL 

"00 19500 695 .. 0 ;/ 24525 

Ii, 

\'(46) 
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STUDY 

WI'Ilm>S lAW 
ElCPmSES ~ 

0 0 

162 199 

204 25 

2660 1163 

116632 1163 

119658 2550 

WI'lNESS lAW 
ElCPmSES ~ 

0 0 

300 33 

343 158 

2046 361 

125410 2418 

128099 2970 

WI'INESS lAW 
ElCPI:N!m3 LIBRARY 

0 0 

.. 50 0 

550 300 

1200 1200 

136200 2497 

138400 3997 
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The following table (Table 21) depicts the growth rate in the 

exp~nditures of the trial courts and uses an expOl,ential 

regression model to project the 1981 and 1982 levels which can be 

anticipated. This growth rate; while generally associated with 

growing caseloads, emphasizes the increasing financial burden the 

courts are upon local government. When this data is compared 

with the growth in local govenment revenues deriving from the 

courts, a ~raphic example of one of the primary reasons for so 

much concern about court financing is demonstrated. This is 

discussed further in the final chapter. 

(47) 
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TABLE 21 

1975 

'CALENDAR YEARS 

NOTE: An exponential regression equation was used producing an R2 of .97. 

Data Source for. 1974 through 1977: local government financial reports to 
the State Auditor. 
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Chapter III 

Revenues Generated by 

Washington State Courts 

A. "Revenues" Defined 

It is necessary to point out that, for the purposes of this 

study, "revenues" are actually a portion of the cash receipts 

collected by court clerks and in no way represent the amount of 

governmental revenue available to the courts for the funding of 

court operations. lIRevenues" do not include monies held in trust 

for the beneficiaries in court actions. As discussed in this 

study, "Revenues" are those cash receipts of the court clerks 

which are deposited in the general fund of the state treasury or 

the current expense [unds of counties' and cities' treasuries 

by their respective treasurers and are therefore subject to the 

appropriation autbority of the legislative branches of those 

governments. The specifics of the revenue accounting and distri-

bution procedure of the courts and local governments are 

discussed in Chapter IV. 

B. Overview 

The revenues of the courts of the state are, for the most 

part, generated in the trial courts with the vast majority coming 

from the courts of limited jurisdiction (district and municipal 

courts). The revenues of the appellate courts are minimal and do 

not merit ~ttention in this study since they represent only a 

fraction of one percent of the total. It should be noted that 

( 49) 
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municipal court revenue is understated by 14.9% as mentioned jn 

Table 1 and could therefore be adjusted upward with a 

corresponding adjustment in the distr~bution: 

The following rev,enue tables are presented in the same 

general format as the expenditure tables in Chapter II. As in 

the case of the expenditure data, there are two total columns 

presented for the revenue data. The Total Receipts column shows 

the total amount received by the court and the Total Receipts 

Distributed column shows the amount of court receipts distributed 

to state, county and city governments. The Net Difference column 

is presented to show the amount of the total receipts which is 

not accounted for in the 'distribution. The Unreported 

Distribution of Receipts column is presented to show the number 

of courts which did not provide the distribution detail of their 

total receipts. This format was selected in order to accurately 

state the findings of the survey and highlight the problems some 

courts appear to have with the provision of detailed revenue 

distribution information. It must be pointed out, however, that 

the tables do include all of the total revenues collected by the 

courts with the exceptton of the adjustment needed for municipal 

court~ and that they also show the majority of the distribution 

since it was primarily in ~he smaller courts where the distribu

tion detail was lost. As may be noted, the net difference is 

approximately ten percent of the total receipts thereby indi

cating that approximately ninety percent of the distribution is 

accounted for. 

( 50) 
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The breakdown of reye~ues by type (fees, fines, forfeitures, 

penalties and assessments) was requested in the survey but the 

response rate on those questions was so poor that this data could 

not be reliably reported. Although not a very significant loss 

to the data base, this reporting problem is'due, in large part, 

to the general difficulty courts are having in the area of reve

nue accounting and also the limited resources devoted to the pro

vision of specific revenue accounting detail. Considering the 

accounting resources available to the courts and the level of 

perceived need for detail beyond the essentials required by law, 

the amount of information which can be and is provided is quite 

good, however limited. 

District courts collect more of the revenue than any other 

court level in the system primarily because of their large volume 

of traffic cases which generate the bulk of the total revenues 

collected. Municipal courts are the next highest revenue genera

tor in the system also due substantially to traffic cases. It is 

worthwhile to note the sizable difference between the distribu-

tion of district court revenue to the county government and the 

distribution of municipal court revenue to city government. This 

difference is magnified with the addition of the county revenue 

collections which are distributed to cities. This indicates that 

city governments receive cons-idera.b.Ly-rnor-e--cour-t--g-enerated 

revenue than it costs to operate municipal court. 

It must also be emphasized that the revenue reported in this 

study is the revenue collected and that the percentage of the 

(51) 
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fines and assessments actually imposed which is represented by 

these collections varies from one court to another. The percen-

tage of fines collected in some courts is over ninety percent 

while in others it may range downward close to fifty percent. 

This is due to the varying levels of resources necessary to the 

collection effort which are available to the court clerks and to 

the level of interest and motivation clerks, judges and county 

commissioners or city councilmen have in being collection agents. 

In any case, it is clear that the potential for substantially 

increasing collections exists. The Office of the Administrator 

for the Courts is assisting in this effort with the provision of 

data processing services which have proven to be of considerable 

benefit in increasing the level of imposed fines actually 

collected. 

The following revenue tables depict the actual trial court 

revenue collected for 1978 and 1979 and the budgeted revenue for 

1980. As may be noted, there is a slow but steady growth from 

year to year. This revenue trend will be discussed further in 

the final chapter. 

C. Trial Court RevenUes (Tables 22 thru 26) 

(52) 

! 
I 

I 
'I 
II 
I 
I 

f' 
r 
j 

1,. 

DISmIC1' crs. 
GJaIP '1Ol'AL 
PCT CF '1Ol'AL 

KlNICIPAL crs. 
GJaIP '1Ol'AL 
PCT CF 'IOI:AL 

JURISDlcrrOO 

SUPElUOO crs. 
GIUJP 'lO,rAL 
PCT CF 'IOI:AL 

DIS'l'RIC1' crs. 
GIUJP '1Ol'AL 
PCT CF '1Ol'AL 

KlNICIPAL crs. 
GialP '1Ol'AL 
PCT CF 'IOI:AL 

JURISDlcrrOO 

SUPElUCR crs. 
GR:XJp '1Ol'AL 
PCT iF IDl'AL 

DIS'l'RIC1' crs. 
GIUJP '1Ol'AL 
PCT Ci' 'mAL 

KlNICIPAL crs. 

'lVB 

GIUJP 'IOI:AL 
PCT CF '1Ol'AL 

GIOJp mI'AL 
PCT CF '.10:00. 

row. 
GIWP row. 
PCT CF 'IOI:AL 

WASHINGTON STATE COURT FINANCE STODY 

mREKlRIl::D 
DISTR. OF 
Ra:EIPI'S 

13 

19 

7 

1 

40 

00REr0RmD 
DISTR. OF 
Ra:EIPI'S 

13 

18 

4 

1 

36 

WREFORIfD 
DISTR. CF 
Ra:EIPlS 

15 

21 

14 

4 

54 

-

5771284 

198888B7 

12186069 

2738816 

40585056 

'IOTAL 
Ra:EIPlS 

6351846 

21949245 

12847732 

2703861 

43852684 

- 'lOl'AL 
REX::EIPn~ 

6364386 

23894200 

13135436 

2876259 

46270281 

ROCEIPl'S 
DISTR. 'to 
'!HE sv,TE 

325142 
6.41 

4103913 
24.03 

lB82267 
15.94 

554972 
20.48 

6866294 
lB.72 

REO:lPIS 
mSTR. '10 
'!HE S'mTE 

352851 
6.27 

4648381 
24.45 

1912900 
15.29 

538873 
20.18 

7453005 
18.72 

ROCEIPrs 
DISTR. '10 
'lHE sv,TE 

326573 
5.94 

4351591 
21.20 

2026731 
15.80 

517407 
18.40 

7222302 
17.34 

(53) 

mx:EIPI'S 
mSTR. TO 
mE 0Dll'Y 

4747238 
93.54 

9466592 
55.43 

19462 
.16 

o 
0.0 

14233292 
38.81 

52705~e 
~~.68 

1%05545 
55.78 

25184 
.20 

2910 
.11 

15904167 
39.94 

mx::EIPI'S 
DIS'l'R. '10 
mE Cl'nU'l( 

5164578 
94.00 

12201324 
59.44 

25937 
.20 

40000 
1.42 

17431839 
41.84 

ROCEIPI'S 
DISTR'lO 
THE crry 

2652 
.05 

3508499 
20.54 

9906895 
83.90 

2154363 
79.52 

15572409 
42.46 

REX:ElPIS 
DISTR'lO 
~TY 

2882 
.05 

3760379 
19.78 

10570423 
84.51 

2129041 
79.71 

16462725 
41.34 

REX:ElPIS 
DISTR'lO 
'lHE CITY 

3000 
.05 

3973170 
19.36 

10773684 
84.00 

2254152 
80.17 

17004006 
40.82 

TOrAL 
ROCEIPI'S 

DISTR. 

5075032 

17079004 

11808624 

2709335 

36671995 

'lOmL 
RFX:E:IPIS 

DISTR. 

5626261 

19014305 

12508507 

2670824 

39819897 

'!OrAL 
ROCEIPl'S 

DISTR. 

5494151 

20526085 

12826352 

2811559 

41658147 

NET 
DI1"FRtQ 

696252 

2809883 

29481 

3913061 

NET 
DI1"FRtQ 

725585 

2934940 

339225 

33037 

4032787 

NET 
DIF.FRrCE 

870235 

3368llS 

309084 

64700 

4612134 



T1.Bl..E 23 

tMU.L JUlAL 
GlUJP '1Ul'J>J.. 
PCT Cl" 'lOl'1lL 

RIJRAL a:uN'l'.IES 
G!UlP 'IOl'AL 
PCT Cl" 'lOrAL 

HImlZE <XXNl'IES 
G!UlP 'IOl'AL 
PCT (F 'lOl'1lL 

SUBllRBAN 
GlUJP 'lOl'1lL 
PCT CF 'lOrAL 

L1IJG: URBAN 
GIQ)p 'lOl'1lL 
PCT (F 'lOrAL 

SMALL RlRAL 
G10Jp 'IOl'AL 
PCT Cl" 'lOTAL 

RIJRAL o:xmrn:s 
G10Jp 'lOl'1lL 
PCT (F 'lOTAL 

HImlZE <XXNl'IES 
G10Jp 'lOl'1lL 
PCT (F 'lOTAL 

SOOURBAN 
GlUJP 'lOl'1lL 
PCT CF 'IOl'AL 

LAlQ; UR&N 
G10Jp 'lOl'1lL 
PCT CF 'lOTAL 

'IOl'AL 
G!aJp 'lOl'1lL 
PCT CF 'lOTAL 

SMALL RlRAL 
G10Jp 7Ol'AL 
PCT CF 'lOTAL 

RlIRAL axJNrIJ:s 
G10Jp 'IOl'AL 
PCT CF 'lOTAL 

HIrSlZE cxx.wrms 
GRXJp 'IOl'AL 
PCT CF 'lOTAL 

S1.IBURBAN 
G10Jp 'lOl'1lL 
PCT CF. 'IOl'AL 

WASHINGTON STATE CODRT FINANCE STUDY 

2 

4 

3 

o 

13 

tI\IREfORIE!) 
DIS'lR. CF 
R&:EIPffi 

2 

4 

4 

3 

o 

13 

3 

4 

5 

3 

o 

15 

J!!!\1fKE JII!OmII?D '.I!IR:lnI cn.tRT ICI'IVITIl!S IUU'H:: 1978 

165988 

184729 

537384 

ll58064 

3725119 

577l2B4 

~.u~ 0X1RT 
"Ra:EI..,....M'DPl""~ Ra:f.:l:pn; 

DIS'lR. 'to DZS"lR. 'to 
. 'll!E S'IM'E 'mE axmy 

51195 
33.62 

4985 
S.ll 

32663 
9.77 

104530 
13.65 

131769 
3.54 

325142 
6.41 

98434 
64.64 

92639 
94.89 

301676 
90.23 

661140 
86.35 

3593349 
96 •• 16 

47472:38 
93.54 

ROCEIPl'S 
DIS'lR ro 
'mE CITY 

2652 
1.74 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

2652 
.05 

RIMmIE ROCEIVm 'lllR:XnI CWRT JlCTIVITIEs IX.JRm:; 1979 

199230 

203834 

589254 

ll99225 

4160303 

6351846 

195572 

250500 

591937 

1306982 

4019395 

6364386 

SUPERICE CIXlRT 
ROCEIP"''''''''''';:;';I'''"S REX:EIPl'S 
DISlR. ro DISlR. ro 
'mE smn: 'mE a:xJm'Y 

62863 
34.60 

6613 
6.03 

38563 
10.29 

94674 
U.84 

150138 
3.61 

352851 
6.27 

62700 
35.74 

7200 
5.83 

35141 
10.74 

38862 
4.58 

IB2670 
4.54 

326573 
5.94 
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ll5916 
63.81 

103144 
93.97 

336331 
89.71 

704973 
88.16 

4010164 
96.39 

5270528 
93.68 

109727 
62.55 

116300 
94.17 

292193 
89.26 

809633 
95.42 

3836725 
95.46 

5164578 
94.00 

2882 
1.59 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

2882 
.05 

3000 
1.71 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

3000 
.05 

'IOl'AL 
RIO:IPlS 

DJS'lR. 

152281 

97624 

334339 

765670 

3725118 

5075032 

'IOl'AL 
R!'LElPIS 
DISlR. 

181661 

109757 

374894 

799647 

4160302 

5626261 

~nTAL 

REX:EIPl'S 
DISlR. 

175427 

U3500 

327334 

848495 

4019395 

5494151 

NE:T 

P-.~ 

13707 

87105 

203045 

392394 

1 

696252 

NE:T 
D:I.F:ffitQ 

17569 

94077 

214360 

399578 

1 

725585 

NE:T 
DlFFRtO: 

20145 

U7000 

264603 

458487 

o 

870235 
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SH.\LL RlRAL 
G!UlP TOrAL o 
PCT Cl" TOrAL 20.32 

RURAL a:wms 
GIalP TOrAL 
PCT Cl" TOrAL 
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7 

7 

5 

o 

19 
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7 

6 
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o 

18 

tmE:POtm::D 
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2 

8 

6 

5 

o 
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REVENUI!: REttIVED 'J'tIIOnI OXIRT ACl'IVITnS WRIK; 1978 

• 'lUl'AL 

365375 

1342264 

2157516 

560m6 

10415956 

19888887 

DISmICT CIXlRT 
Rl'X:EIPl'S ROCEIPl'S 
DIS'm. ';0 DIS'lR. TO 
'll!E STATE 'mE CXXJmY 

74238 
72.60 

77450 
U.02 

777837 
60.09 

1606343 
36.85 

1568045 
15.05 

4103913 
24.03 

265263 
7.08 

466162 
72.32 

462481 
35.73 

2162783 
49.62 

6109903 
58.66 

9466592 
55.43 

REJ:EIPl'S 
DIS'lR TO 
'mE CITY 

25867 

100962 
15.66 

54218 
4.19 

589430 
13.52 
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26.29 
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49TI38 
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'mE STAre 'mE 0XJm'l( 
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8U80 
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59.72 
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55.78 

RErEIPl'S 
DIS'lR TO 
'lllE CITY 

26608 
6.69 

94251 
15.17 

63449 
3.56 

621137 
12.95 
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68.93 
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36.22 
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4351591 
21.20 
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59.44 
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DIS'lR TO 
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7000 
3.19 
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REX:EIPl'S 

DIS'lR. 
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REX:EIPlS 
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12733808 
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DIFFRtQ 

7 
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-14 
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DIFFRICE 
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742436 
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1188015 
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DIFF'IN:E 
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936464 
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2 
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RIRAL CXXNl'IES 
GJOJp 'IOl'AL 
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t.NI.i:'J<iW!.: 
DISTR. CF 
Ra:EIPl'S 

o 

1 

2 

3 

1 

7 

UNREfORI£O 
DIS'.m. OF 
RErEIPl'S 

o 

o 

2 

1 

1 

4 

WREfORI£O 
DISTR. CF 
RErEIPl'S 

1 

o 

5 

4 

4 

14 

REVfME RB:EIVl'D 'lHIUGf 0XlRT l\C'I'I'VI?IES IIlR.IN:O 1978 

20808 
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lll9927 
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KmCIPAL ClXJRT 
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27.74 
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22.02 
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14.79 
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15.94 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 
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.31 

o 
0.0 
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.18 
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Rl'XlnPl'S 
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15.80 
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0.0 

o 
0.0 
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o 
0.0 

25937 
.24 
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18475 
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186004 
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~Pl'S 
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1 
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o 
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GRCXJp 'IOl'AL 
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1 

o 

1 
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REU:lPl'S 

1 

o 

1 
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DISTR. CF 
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2 

2 
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TABLE 26 

REVm£lE RJ:I:EIVm '1lIInGf cnJRl' ACl'IVITIES IX.IRlI{; 1978 
TRI'.FFIC VIOIATICNS IIJRE1IV 

697582 

2041234 

2738816 

mrEIPl'S 
DISTR: 'TO 
'JHE STATE 

87856 
13.15 

467116 
22.88 

554972 
20.48 

.REX:ElPl5 
DISTR. 'TO 
'JHE <XXJm"i 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

580245 
86.85 

1574118 
77.12 

2154363 
79.52 

REVElIDE Ra::EIVm 'lH!OGl cnJRl' .ACTIVITIES IX.IRlI{; 1979 
TRAFFIC VIOIATICNS BUREAU 

j'13255 

1990606 

2703861 

Ra::EIPl'S 
DISTR. 'TO 
'JHE STATE 

86844 
12.77 

452029 
22.71 

538873 
20.18 

Ra::EIPl'S 
DISTR. 'lU 
'.mE <XXJm"i 
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.43 

o 
0.0 
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.11 
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590465 
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726965 
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RF.O:IPl'S 
DISTR. 'TO 
ng: STATE 

84563 
12.51 

432844 
20.27 

517407 
18.40 
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o 
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1 
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NET 
DIFFRICE 

51200 

13500 
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Chapter IV 

Financial Management Systems and Structures 

Affecting Washington Courts 

A. The Administrative Structure 

As previously mentioned, Washington's trial courts do not 

demonstrate a very systematic administrative structure in the 

manner in which effort is organized to jeal with operational 

administrative processes and procedur~s. The courts are fairly 

autonomous and have varying levels of expertise with which to 

address administrative issues resulting, therefore, in varying 

approaches to the demands of court administraton. 

In practice, the trial court administr.ative authority of the 

Supreme Court is quite limited. In spite of the fact that the 

Chief Justice is, by virtue of Supreme Court rule making 

authority, assumed to be the administrative head of the state 

court system, his role rarely inVOlves him or his administrative 

staff in the management of trial C0urt activities. The rule 

making authority of the Supreme Court has tended to be applied to 

legal and trial procedgre rather than to issues of court 

management. 

While trial court judges in the larger courts have relatively 

adequate (in terms of expertise) administrative support in the 

form of experienced and trained staff, those in the smaller 

CDurts often do not and sometimes find that they an~ in a posi-

tion of simply doing the best they can on their own. The success 

(58) 
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of these individuals in the area of court management then 

~epends upon a variety of factors inclUding: 1) the judges level 

of interest in administrative matters; 2) the workload of the 

court (the amount of court business both administrative and adju

dicative}; 3) the expertise of the individuals involved; 4) the 

level of cooperation between the judicial branch and executive , 

branch agencies such as the county auditor, clerk, treasurer, 

prosecutor .and sheriff; and 5) the judge's relationship with the 

county commissioners or city council (the legislative branch). 

Both superior (incltiding jUvenile) and district court 

(including adult probation) rely upon the county executive branch 

of government for financial support services such as accounting, 

purchasing and payroll. The county executive branch also pro

vides for all court facilities (heat, rent, lights, maintenance 

and custodial Rervices, and design, construction and finance of 

new facilities). Some of the services represented by the court 

may not even appear in the court budget (e.g., court security 

and, in the case of superior court, clerical services). Superior 

court services such as the clerk of the superior court (county 

clerk, because of it~ independently elected status) and Juvenile 

services (juvenile court and juvenile detention) are budgeted for 

~s separate budgets from the budget for the superior court. The 

Superior court does not have any official input or authority over 

the budget of the county clerk but does exercise some influence 

in the development of the budgets for jUvenile services. The 

cler ical services [or cHstr,ict .:lnd municipal courts are included 
,-, 

in the court budget and therefore receive judicial revi~w. 

( 59) 



Collection, receipt and distribution of court revenue is pri

marily a function of court clerks while recording and remittance 

of court revenue to the appropriate authorities is a duty of the 

county or city treasurer. The county auditor processes and 

records the operational expenditures for the judicial branch and 

maintains the accounting records. In any case, it is clear that 

a number of fundamentally essential financial and administrative 

judicial functions are performed by agencies outsi~e the direc

tion of the judicial branch of local goverment. Therefore, it is 

accurate to state that the judiciary may find its operation 

substantially influenced by financial management decisions about 

which they are not consulted. The situation for municipal courts 

is roughly the same with the city treasurer handling financial 

management for the court. 

In addition, the budgetary practices of most of the local 

governments of the State involve a great deal of executive branch 

influence in the development, review and amendment of jucicial 

budget requests. This is due primarily to the judiciary's depen

dence upon the executive branch for financial management services 

and its general lack qt interest and expertise in this area. 

This is a historical practice finding its justification in the 

early days of statehood when court operations were in an 

embryonic condition and involved traveling circuit judges who had 

to depend upon local governments for all administrative and 

financial services. However, in the present day, local govern

ment exhibits institutionalized judicial dependence upon the 

executive branch and, to a fairly broad extent, the judiciary has 

(60) 
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exercised only marginal control over the financial management of 

trial courts. As mentioned earlier, the courts, as they grew in 

number with population increases, tended to replicate themselves 

in their administrative structure and practices thereby 

establishing and cementing the present day institutional depen-

dence on the executive branch. 

While generally reducing the practical authority of the judi-

ciary over the courts' financial affairs, jUdicial branch depen-

dence on the executive branch for financial services has not been 

without merits. This dependence has contributed over the years 

to: 1) accomplishment of the needed financial services. 2) 

provision of an element of continuity of service which otherwise 

may have been lacking, and 3) provision of a certain amount of 

standardization uniformity and appropriateness in budget and 

accounting practice. This resulted from statutory requirements 

imposed by the State Legislature and the accounting regulations 

of the State Auditor upon the financial practices of government 

in general. The salutary effect of the statutes and of the State 

Auditor's regulations and recommendations on the records of the 

judicial branch would very likely not have occurred had those 

records not been maintained by county auditors who are statu-

torily under the direction of the state Auditor (RCW 36.22~140). 

To a very large extent, the uniformity and appropriateness of 

judicial branch financial records that does exist from one county 

or city to another can be credited to the practice of the execu

tive 'branch of local government providing most of the financial 

management services for the judicial branch. 
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B. Expenditure Records and Procedures of the Courts 

At the state level, the Supreme Court, Court of Appeals and 

their offices use the State Management Accounting System (MAS) 

which provides considerable uniformity and detail. At the local 

level, the State of Washington has had, since 1975, fairly broad 

statewide utilization of a uniform accounting system for all 

local governments. The production and prescription of the 

Budgetinq and Accounting Reporting System (BARS) was made pur

suant to the authority granted the Office of the State Auditor by 

RCW 43.09.200 and 43.09.230. Its purpose is to provide unifor

mity in budgeting, accounting and reporting of financial infor

mation by all local governments and to serve as the policy and 

d t governl'ng budgeting, accounting and reporting procedures ocumen 

for these same governments. Since the expenditure accounting 

work of the judicial branch of local government is done by the 

executive branch (county auditors and city treasurers), this 

standard system has been applied to the records of the courts as 

well as all other county and city agencies. Therefore, there is 

a considerable degree of uniformity in the general accounting 

d · the catagorization of general expenditure data. procedure an 1n . 

For example, all locar governments segregate expenditures for 

court related services by organizational unit or major service 

categories such as: superior court, district court, municipal 

court, juvenile services and county clerk. They further segre-

d 't l'nto standard obJ'ects of expenditure e.g., gate expen 1 ures 

. (Salar1'es and Wages and Personnel Benefits), Personal SerV1ces 

. d Charges (for purchased services such supplies, Other SerVlces an _ 
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as professional services, travel, printing and binding. 

communicatons, insurance, etc.), Governmental Services (for ser

vices from other government agencies), Capital Outlays (used by 

the courts primarily for capital equipment purchases), Debt 

Service (for principal and interest payments - this object is 

rarely used by the court). These object accounts are further 

subdivided into sub-objects for more detail on the items which 

are included in the object account. 

It is at the sub-object level of the accounting system that 

standard practice deteriorates somewhat. This is due to the fact 

that the use of the sub-object accounts is discretionary and the 

varying levels of need for detail in the various courts. Where 

minimal detail is perceived to be adequate by the court, use of 

the prescribed sub-object accounts is minimal (it must be kept in 

mind that while the executive branch is doing the accounting 

work, the jUdicial branch can request the level of accounting 

detail it needs). With the wide variation of perceived need for 

detail in the various courts of the State and the variations in 

local government resources devoted to the provision of detailed 

accounting information, it was not surpriSing to find wide 

variation in the amount of specific accounting detail which could 

be provided. For example, many courts did not provide expen

diture data for such court related services as psychological exa

minations and evaluations, social services, indigent defense, 

jury expense, witness expense, etc. Since these services are 

sub-objects for which specific accounting is discretionary and 

many courts, particularly the smaller ones, either do not have 
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some of these services ·or they choose not to account for them 

individually and instead lump them together in a higher level 

object total, the ,ability to speciCically address them is somc-

times lost. This practice is not: necessarily inappropriate but 

often reflects the real needs and resources of the court and the 

local government. It does, however, make the job of assessing 

these items on a statewide basis practically impossible. In 

addition, expenditures in support of court operations made by 

other agencies of local government do not appear in the record dS 

court related expenditures, e.g., sheriffs' and police services 

to the court. 

Payment of court related expense is uniformly handled by a 

claims-warrant system for all local courts of the state as for 

all other local government agencies. This system involves each 

of the organizational units of the court system (superior court, 

county clerk, district court, juvenile court and juvenile 

detention, and municipal court) in the preparation of claims, in 

the form of a Voucher/Purchase Order, which are submitted to the 

county auditor or city treasurer for preparation of a warrant. 

By law CRCW 46.32.120l5) (6), RCW 36.32.100) all such claims must 

be specifically allowed and signed by the county commissioners or 

city council prior to warrant preparation. The essential records 

for payroll (time records) are maintained by each organizational 

unit and then included with the payroll voucher when submitted. 

Other purchases of the court, documented by a supplier's invoice, 

~re batched together on purchase order forms which are assigned 

the proper account code by the organization filing the claim and 
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are then submitted to the county auditor or city treasurer for 

processing and accounting. The county auditor or city treasurer, 

after a pre-audit of the claims, then forwards these claims to 

the legislative branch for approval using a transmittal form. 

After receiving legislative branch approval, the claims are 

returned to the county auditor, city treasurer or sent to data 

processing for preparation of warrants. This results in the pre

paraLion of a Warrant Register recording all of the warrants pre

pared which is then sent to the treasurer for recording of the 

disbursements from the current expense fund of the local 

government. Then the warrants may be distributed by the county 

auditor or city treasurer to the appropriate payees. At the end 

of each month the county auditor or city treasurer submits to 

each organizational unit of the court a financial statement 

showing the amounts disbursed from court budgets and the balances 

remaining for the fiscal period (a calendar year). These reports 

constitute the expenditure record for the court and, as such, 

there is no expenditure accounting required of the court. 

Expenditures for some court-related items are processed 

centrally by the local government. The costs of county or city 

facilities, maintena~ce and administration (accounting, 

purchasing and personnel services) are paid from general local 

government administrative accounts and are not pro-rated back to 

the various agencies of local government. Therefore, the portion 

of these costs which is specifically attributable to the opera

tion of the courts is unavailable. This is not to suggest that 
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these costs cannot be obtained but rather that many local govern

ments do not believe that a detailed administrative (or indirect 

overhead) cost allocation plan is justifiable or necessary. Th0 

exception to this is in relatively large local governments which 

have a considerable number of federal grants. These governments 

require an indirect overhead cost allocation plan to prescribe a 

formula for the distribution of administrative ,overhead costs 

back to the grants and therefore can allocate these costs by 

governmental organizational uriit or major service category. 

general, however, this is, not done and the portion of these 

costs which is attributable to the operation of the var~ous 

courts is unavailable or merely estimated. 

C. Revenue Records and Procedures of the Courts 

As mentioned earlier, the "revenues" of the courts are 

actually a portion of the cash receip~s collected by the court 

In 

clerks which generate from the conduct of court business. These 

"revenues" in no way reflect the amount of governmental revenue 

available to the courts for the funding of court operations. 

"Revenues" do not include the cash receipts of the courts from 

civil judgments and garnishments or for trusts and escrows held 

by the court for the parties to a court action. While court 

rlerks do maintain the records of these non-revenue receipts and 

corresponding bank deposits, these receipts have not been 

included in the definition of court generated revenue because 

t~ey are not available for governmental or court use. Generally 

they are deposited in non-interest bearing accounts, such as 
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checking accounts, to be held until released by the court to the 

beneficiaries in the ~ourt action. The one exception to this 

procedure is in the case oC superior court trust funds held by 

the county clerk. RCW 36.48.090 was amended in 1977 to specifi

cally allow the county clerk to invest trust funds not required 

for immediate use. The interest from these investments was 

allowed by this amendment to accrue to the county current expense 

fund. According to common law, in the absence of such specific 

statutory authorization, the courts may not invest trust monies 

for the government's benefit, the principle being observed that 

any interest accrual on principal invested from monies held iri 

trust must accrue to the beneficiary of the trust (interest must 

follow principal). "Revenues,"'as discussed in this study are, 

therefore, those cash receipt~ of the courts which are deposited 

in the general fund of the state or the current expense funds of 

the countie~' or cities' treasuries by their respective 

treasurers and are subject to the appropriation authority of the 

legislative branches of those governments. 

At the appellate court level revenues are minimal. They are 

accounted for by the clerks of the appellate courts and are 

remitted to the State Treasurer for deposit in the state general 

fund in accord~nce with state law. 

For practical purpo~es, it is at the trial court level that 

the generation of court revenues takes place. The key officials 

in the revenue collection and ~ccounting process are the court 

clerks and the state, county and city treasurers. The court 
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clerks do the cashiering work associated with the collection of 

these revenues and the maintenance of the accounts recording the 

amounts of court judgments (fines, fees, penalties and 

assessments), the payments on 'those judgments and the unpaid 

balances remaining. It is also the responsibility of the court 

clerks to calculate the revenue distribution to the appropriate 

authorities as prescribed by statute (See RCW 3.62, 10.82.070, 

27.24.070, 27.24.090 and 36.18.020). According to statewide uni-

form accounting procedure, the clerk is to show this distribution 

on the transmittal form used to transmit court revenues to the 

county or city treasurer for deposit in the current expense fund 

or remittance to other governments (e.g., the state government). 

At the superior court level, the job of determining the 

distribution of court revenues is relatively simple (relative to 

district court) inVOlving few statutes and few distinctions 

between the many allowable fees collected or fines being 

distributed. For example, all superior court fines are remitted 

to the State Treasurer via the county treasurer for deposit in 

the state general fund (RCW 10.82.070) and the superior court 

fi.ling fee of sixty do_lIars is uniformly distributed between only 

five or six categories. It is worthwhile to note, however, that 

while RCW 10.82.070 states that all superior court fines shall be 

handled in the same fashion, it also states - lIexcept as other-

wise provided by law." This exception come's into play' primarily 

in such cases as a perfected appeal of a district court convic

tion on a traffic law violation. In this example, the other sta-

tutes relating to penalty assessments on traffic fines, which are 
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commonly processed by the district court, must be applied and 

calculations of the proper way to distribute the revenue 

collected by the superior court or county clerk must be made in 

the same manner as they are in~district court. This exception to 

the routine superior court fine handling procedure is often 

overlooked or disregarded in many counties. This fact occurs 

primarily because superior courts do not handlp. very many traffic 

cases and, when they do, the cases are frequently remanded back 

to district court for disposition. Therefore, the number of 

traffic cases actually requiring a detailed revenue distribution 

procedure which are ultimately the responsibility of the county 

clerk is quite small. 

It is at the district court level that the job of revenue 

distribution becomes extremely complex and very difficult because 

of the myriad statutory provisions relating to the distribution 

of district court income (particularly traffic fines). The 

district court clerks, frequently in a position of fending for 

themselves ~ith limited resou~ces and expertise, exhibit con

siderable difficulty in coping with these requirements. The 

problems they are h~ving cause the amounts remitted to the 

various funds and accounts in the distribution to often be 

incorrect, usually less than the amounts that they should have 

been. The State Auditor, in his report to the State Legislature, 

h~s described this situation quitq succinctly. 

( 69) 



He states ••• "RCW 3.62.015, enacted in 1969, provides for 

the distribution, on a 'percentage basis, of Justice Court(*) 

income from: (1) fines, forfeitures and penalties assessed and 

collected because of the violation of city and/or county 

ordinances, (2) fees and costs assessed and collected because of 

civil action, and (3) penalty assessments assessed and collected 

pursuant to RCW 46.61.515(2). (Note) The purpose of that statute 

was to simplify the distribution of justice court income to the 

various entities having an interest in the income - cities, 

towns, counties and the State." 

"At first, justice court revenue could be distributed wholly 

on a percentage basis with the exception of five dollars .for each 

twenty dollars fine or bail forfeiture or fraction thereof which 

was required to be forwarded to the traffic safety account of the 

general fund of the State treasury before the percentage distri-

bution could be made." 

(*) Justice Courts in the state of Washington have been 
replaced with district courts (Chapter 3.3 RCW 1961 
Amendment). 

(Note) According to the prOV~Slons of RCW 3.62, the percentage 
distribution is to be reviewed jointly by the Office of 
the Administrator for the Courts and the State Auditor on 
a regular basis to determine if there has been any signi
ficant change in the distribution of the types of cases 
involved in the formula. This review has been 
accomplished in only a very cursory fashion over the years 
since 1969. 
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"In succeeding years various interests have succeeded in 

getting laws passed that require certain amounts of dollars or 

percentages of the basic fine or forfeiture to be assessed or set 

aside for special purposes befo,re the percentage distr ibution is 

made. As a result, the percentage distribution cannot be made 

until the following deductions have been taken: 

(1) RCW 46.81.030 -- For driver education, $5.00 for each 
$20.00 fine or bail forfeiture or fraction thereof. 

(2) RCW 46.61.515 -- For driver services program and 
statewide alcohol safety action program, 25 percent 
of, and which shall be in addition to, any fine, bail 
forfeiture, or costs on all offenses involving a 
violation of any state statute or city or county ordi
nance relating to driving or being in physical control 
of a motor vehicle while under the influence of 
intoxicating liquor. 

(3) RCW 77.12.173 -- For the protection and preservation 
of wild animals, wild birds and game fish a $5.00 
penalty for every $20.00 fine or forfeiture of bailor 
fraction thereof for any violation of Washington State 
game, fish and wildlife laws and regulations. 

a. RCW 77.12.170 provides that counties 
will receive fifty percent of the fines 
and bail forfeitures collected for 
violations of Washington State game, 
fish and wildlife laws and regulations. 
Counties may elect to receive an amount 
in lieu of real estate taxes on game 
lands equal to that which would be paid 
on similar parcels of real estate 
situated in the county. Chapter 59, 
Laws of 1977, 1st Extraordinary Session, 
provides that the percentage 
distribution procedure provided in 
Chapter 3.52 RCW shall not apply to the 
fines and forfeitures for game, rish and 
wildlife violations. 

(4) For the purpose of compensating victims of violent 
crirne l Chapter 302, section 10, Laws of 1977, 1st 
Extraordinary Session, amended Chapter 7.68 RCW to 
provide that whenever any person is found guilty of 
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h~ving co~itted an act prohibited under the provi
SIons of TItle 9A RCW the court shall impose a penalty 
assessment of twenty-five dollars or ten percent of -
any oth~r penalty or fine, whichever is greater, and 
to p~ovIde tha~ ~henever any ~erson, accused of having 
c?mrnltted ~ crImlnal ac~ prohIbited under the provi
SIons of TItle 9A RCW, forfeits bail there shall be 
deducted from the proceeds of such forfeited bail a 
penalty assessment of twenty-five dollars, in addition 
to any other penalty or fine imposed by law. 

(5) RCW 46.61.587 as amend~d by Chapter 57, Laws of 1977 _ 
For winter recreational parking account. Provides for 
a fine of not more than twenty·-five dollars plus 
c?urts costs, ~nd said fine shall be deposited in the 
WInter recreatIonal parking account. 

(6) Chapter 43.101 RCW.~s amended by Chapter 212, Laws of 
~977! 1st ExtraordInary Session, for training criminal 
JustIce prrsonnel. In ea~h instance of bail for
feiture attendant to any violation of a law of this 
state or an ordinance of a city or county except an 
ordinance relating to vehicles unlawfully left or 
parked, an assessment in addition to such bail for
feited shall be collected and forwarded within thirty 
days by the clerk of the court or the county treasurer 
to the state treasurer to be deposited in the criminal 
justice training account of the State General Fund. 
The amount of the assessments shall be as fOllows: 

a. When forfeiture is $10.00 to $19.99, the assessment is $3.00; 

b. When forfeiture is $20.00 to $39.99, the assessment is $5.00; 

c. When forfeiture is $40.00 to $59.99, the assessment is $7.00; 

d. When forf..ei ture is $60.00 to $99.99, the assessment is $12.00; 

e .. When forfeiture is $100.00 or more, the assessment is $15.00" 

(7) RCW 4.24.230 - Provides that: 

a. An adult or emancipated minor who steals 
merchandise from a wholesale or retail 
store or other mercantile establishment 
shall be liable, in addition to actual 
damages, for penalty to the owner or 
seller in the amount of the retail value 

(72) 
f 

I 

; 

I 
~ 
l 

~ 
l u 

I Ii 

i 
I 
'I 

i 
I 
I 
j 

of the goods stolen not to exceed one 
thousand dollars plus an additional 
penalty of not less than one hundred 
dollars nor more than two hundred 
dollars. 

b. The parent or legal guardian having the 
custody of an unemancipated minor who 
steals merchandise from a wholesale or 
retail store or other retail establish
ment shall be liable, in addition to 
actual damages, for a penalty to the 
owner or seller for the retail value Df 
the goods stolen not to exceed five 
hundred dollars plus an additional 
penalty of not less than one hundred 
dollars nor more than two hundred 
dollars." 

"In addition, it appears that the 1981 session of the Legisla

ture will be asked to consider legislation which will add at 

least two more surcharges to the seven currently in effect.~ 

"All of these special provisions have so complicated the 

financial administration of the courts that we believe few of the 

courts are able to follow the requirements of the statules. In 

addition, we believe that the overlay of penalties tends to cause 

judges to reduce the basic fine so that less money is available 

for distribution pursuant to the provisions of RCW 3.62.015. We 

recommend that the Legislature study the maLter of fines, for

feitures and penalfies for the purpose of simplifying the finan-

cial administration of the justice courts." 

This study has confirmed these conditions and concurs with 

the recommendation of the State Auditor that legislative action 

is needed to clear up the situation. It is further recommended 

that the Office of the Administrator for the Courts, together 
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with the Office of the State Auditor, draft suggested legislation 

for this purpose taking into consideration the interests of all 

who share in the revenue distribution. 

It should also be noted that the penalty assessments 

described above must be taken off the top of the revenue 

collected before the percentage distribation formula is applied 

and that after the operating costs of the court are deducted 

there is frequently nothing left to distribute. This condition 

is aggrevated by the fact that the courts allow installment 

payments of fines and have a rather monumental task in collecting 

full payment. When partial payments of fines are collected, it 

is a very taxing Exercise to determine the distribution. This 

effort involves weighing the q~estions of who should get how much 

of the partial payment and whua. There seems to be as many 

answers to these questions as there are individuals wrestling 

with the problem. 
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Chapter V 

Findings and Recommendations 

A. Overview 

The conclusions and recommendations contained within this 

chapter have been prepared by the Washington state Court Finance 

Study Project. This project, while operating within the State 

Office of the Administrator for the Courts, has functioned with 

considerible independence and autonomy much as an independent 

'contract consultant would function. This approach was encouraged 

in an effort to increase the level 6f objectivity in the study 

and to bring new and different perspectives into the analysis of 

the court ~ystp.m. Therefore, statements of opinion contained 

herein should be recognized as thos@ of the project staff. 

Many specific findings regarding the "costs," "revenues" and 

operational financial management practices of the Washinqton 

state court system have been presented in the data and 

discussions of the foregoing chapters. While there is a 

recognized deficiengy in the type of data available from the 

court system which would permit a more in-depth analysis of cause 

~nd effect relationships, this chapter will attempt to summarize 

the hroad scope implications of the survey results. This chapter 

.:'Ilion providp.!1 !;ome general obncrvatio/ls which derive from the 

management or Ddministrativc focu~ of tho review of the survey 

results employed by the project staff. 
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In the State- of Wasnington, the technical fin.lncial mannyc

ment of the court system is a qua3i "unified" oper~tion which 

results from the standards for governmental accounting set forth 

in statute and the policies, procedures and recommendations of 

the State Auditor_ These standards have been applied to the 

accounting records of the courts by virtue of the fact that the 

executive branch of government, under the supervision of the 

State Auditor, is assuming the responsibility for the policies 

and procedures of judicial branch accounting. The unifying 

effect on judicial branch financial records systems resulting 

from this operational approach has been generally salutary. It 

has, for example, provided the opportunity for a standardized 

format in the presentation and analysis of court financial data 

and has served to reduce the risk of inappropriately mixing 

expense items by establishing a categorical framework for the 

entire State. It has also served tv reduce the amount of inac-

curacy in reporting of financial data by providing an appropriate 

category for all expense items thereby assuring that all costs 

are accounted for. The study was, as a result of this fact, able 

to record 100% Df the appellate courts, 99.94% of the superior 

courts, 99.5% of the district courts, 85.1% of the municipal 

courts and 100% of the traffic violatIons bureaus total expen

ditures and revenues. The only missing data resulted from no 

responses to,the survey instrument. In any case, the level of 

completeness and accuracy in the data reported was greatly 

enhanced by the unifying influence of the statewide accounting 

system. 
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B. Findings 

(1) The operations of the courts appear to bear an important 
relationship to population. 

utilizing the financial data obtained from this study and 

data on population and court filings the project attempted to do 

some analysis of relationships between variables in an effort to 

convert the raw data into usable information. The question "So 

What?" w~s posed "hen reviewing relationships between data ele

ments (such as differences in levels of expenditure from one 

county to another) to see if there were any significant conclu-

sions which could be drawn from the data. (This effort was tam-

pered by the limited availability of data elements with which to 

pursue this analysis). However, utilizing what was available, 

some interesting relationships began to emerge. Per capita 

expenditures and per capita super~or court filings were examined 

as were expenditures per filing. This analysis produced the 

following: 
Table 27 

Superior CC2.urt $ -
District Court $ 

Municipal Court/Traffic 
Violations Bureaus $ 

Subtotal-All Trial Courts $ 

Appellate Courts $ 

Total All Courts $ 
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Expenc1itures 
Per Capita 

1978 1979 
8.99 $ 10.33 

3.16 $ 3.76 

1. 80 $ 2.08 

13.95 $ 16.17 

2.70 $ 2.98 

16.65 $ 19.15 
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When these data were further broken down into the population 

groupings employed in the foregoing chapters, there appeared a 

trend in the per capita expenditures and the expenditur~s per 

superior court filing from higher -in the Small Rural group to 

lower in the Large Urban group, while the number of superior 

court filings per capita stayed fairly constant at between .031 

and .038. This finding appeared that it might have significance 

in indicating some potential for identification of economies of 

scale since it was known that the comprehensiveness of services 

was trending in the opposite direction, i.e., the larger courts 

providing much more comprehensive services than the smaller 

courts. Why then, with more comprehensive services, are the 

larger courts spending less per capita and per filing while the 

filings per capita are roughly the same as the smaller courts? 

What are the implications on equality of justice or distribution 

of court resources? 

Table 28 

Expenditures Per 
Expenditures Superior Court 

Per Capita Filing 
1978 1979 1978 1979 

Superior Courts --
High-Small Rural Courts $14.00 $16.11 $446.85 1?382.46 
Low -Large Urban Courts 8.66 $ 9.89 $237.99 $259.90 

District Court 

High-Small Rural Courts $ 3.91 $ 4.82 
Low -Large Urban Courts $ 2.81 $ 3.38 
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Following this finding, correlation analysis was attempted 

utilizing correlation matrixes. A variety of variables were 

applied to the equation to see _if truflY significant rela

tionships could be established -including variables from other 

data bases (such as dispositions and dispositions per judge). 

All attempts at establishing truly significant-relationships 

between variables by accounting for truly significant levels of 

variance were inconclusive. This was due to the extreme variance 

found between the counties in the Small Rural group. This obser

vation is an important finding in itself. It has considerable 

significance when addressing questions about the apprcpriate 

allocation of resources to the various counties. While it is 

possible to make some judgement from this data about the level of 

need for resources in four of the five groups, it is not possible 

to apply any easily identifiable formula to those counties in the 

Small Rural group since they differ from each other and from the 

rest of the state to such an extent and, at this point, there is 

no explanation for this fact. It can only be said that it would 

be extremely risky to propose resource allocations to these small 

counties based on c~rrent knowledge. It should be emphasized 

however, that the implications of establishing a demonstrable 

trend towDrd economies of scale (through marglnal cost analysis 

and marginal production analysis) are truly revolutionary for 

court managers, and that the attempt to accomplish this should 

not be abandoned. It had to be terminated in this study due to 

time deadlineo on the completion of the project but the effort 

~u~t be continue~. It is the belief of the project staff that, 
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in time, these relationships can be identified. More work needs 

to be applied to this in an effort to document the existence of 

economics of scale. 

In the event that significant-relationships between variables 

can be identified and economies of scale are documented, a whole 

new approach to judicial administration will be opened to use by 

court management. Optimum levels of operation can be identified 

through the analysis of how marginal changes in one factor under 

the control of the manager influence changes in another factor. 

Marginal analysis of court workload, spending levels, reve-

nue earning capability and many more factors fundamentally· rela

ted to the decisions managers must make will then be possible. 

The bottom line in this event, is answering the questiono .... How 

does the manager optimally allocate scarce resources?" At this 

point in time~ judicial system managers have no t00ls with which 

to address this question. This effort may provide the necessary 

tools. 

(2) The financial management services provided for the 
courts are of good quality. 

As mentioned earli~r, the trial courts of the state of 

Washington have a uniformly applied (although differentially 

utilized) budgeting, accounting and r~porting system-BARS. It is 

employed by all local governments and, to the extent that the 

executive branch of local government (the county auditor or city 

treqsurer) is doing the accounting work for the courts,.BARS is 

applied to the records of the courts. This has contributed to 
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uniformity and completeness of reporting and has made statewide 

aggregations of court related expenses and revenues possible for 

all courts. This financial data is uniformly transmitted to the 

Office of the State Alldi tor on' an annual basis and, after all 

reports have been received (usually more than six months after 

the close of the fiscal period), they are entered into the State 

Auditor's computer for conversion to computer tape. Therefore, 

the capability exists for the judicial branch of state government 

(specifically, the staff of the Office of the Admininstrator for 

the Courts) to wor~ cooperatively with the staff of the Office of 

the State Auditor to generate computer output of court financial 

data. By working together with the Office of the State Auditor, 

the Administrator for the Courts can work out the details of this 

procedure thereby meeting the needs of the Supreme Court for 

statewide trial court financial information. 

The implications of the capability of the judicial branch of 

state government to obtain uniform and reliable trial court 

financial data from the State Auditor are significant for these 

data are fundamental to the development of a cost analysis data 

base and the management information system needed by the jUdicial 

branch of governmen-t. If ~h . 
~ ere 1S ever to be any attempt to 

identify fixed and variable costs, marginal costs, cost centers, 

cost benefit, efficiency, ~tc., then the data from the 

accounting sytem for trial courts which is currently in place and 

functioning fairly well can be and should be utilized. 

Purthermore, BARS is capable of being modified and can deal with 

suggested improvements, e.g., and increase in the level of detail 
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in the reporting of specific court related expenses. All that is 

needed is a routine operational interface between the Office o[ 

~f' the Administrator for the Courts, local government and the O~ Ice 

of the state Auditor. 

The financial reco~ds of the trial courts are routinely 

S tate Auditor, Division of Municipal audited by the Office of the 

f local governments are done and beneCorporations, when audits o· 

fit further from the advice and recommendations offered by state 

examiners as they review these records. As a result of the 

unl'form standards by the State Auditor statewide application of 

t the records of the judicial branch are to local governmen , 

certal'n level of nuality is maintained. improved and a '~ 

Judicial branch acceptance and utilization of executive 

d has contri-branch accounting statutes,. policies and proce ures 

buted to the credibility and respectability of judicial branch 

positions regarding financial affairs. 

state level y the legislative branch of 

At both the local and 

government has been able 

, I b h says and does in the area to understand what the judicIa ranc. 

sl'nce practice and rrocedure are the same of financial management 

-h w·J.'th Whl'ch they are most familiar. as the executive branc If 

dl'fferent, it would surely have serious the judicial branch was 

credibility problems and lack legislative appreciation and 

There l'~ much to be said for the benefits of the understanding. -

and continuity in financial existing levels of consistency 

~anagement procedure. 
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(3) There are some weaknesses in the financial practices of 
the courts. 

The weaknesses in the current financial practices relating to 

the courts of Washington are, ~n general, minor when related to 

the daily operations of the court and the levels of demand for 

financial information currently placed upon the accounting system 

by court management. This is to say nothing. of the weaknesses 

related to the provision of sophisticated financial management 

informatio~ such as would be required if the courts were to 

attempt cost accounting and the development of a cost analysis 

data base for application to a comprehensive management infor-

mation system. Given the current nature of court management and 

the currently perceived level of need for financial information, 

the operational weaknesses found by this study fall into four 

categories: 

A. The level of specificity and uniformity in the recording 
and reporting of sub~object detail on the expenditures 
of the courts. 

B. The capabilities of court clerks to perform the collec
tion function generating court income. 

C. The capabilities of court clerks to perform the revenue 
distributi9n function. 

D. The level of emphasis within the court system on finan
cial management. 

E. The clarity of the chain of management authority and 
responsibility in the jUdicial system. 

A. It was confirmed by this study that while the object level 

accounting provided for the courts is very good, the sub-object 

capabilities of BARS are differentiallv aoolied from one court or 
~ .... 
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county to another. This results in oomc elemnnlu (>f court 

expense not being specifically identifiable in some counties. 

Albeit intentionally designed to provide this discretionary usc 

of sub-objects, BARS could be uni£ormly applied to the 

accounting of some of the specific sub-object expense items of 

interest on a statewide basis e.g., psychological examinations, 

counseling services, indigent defense, jury expense, data 

processing, etc. These and other court related expenses are not 

uniformly handled and in counties where the accounting procedure 

does not utilize sub-objects to break out these items they are 

lumped together with other expenses at a higher level in the 

accounting system and are therefore not individually 

identifiable. The study found that a more specific review of 

this inconsistency is indicated. 

B. The study also confirmed that the revenue collections by the 

various court clerks (particularly district court clerks) are far 

below the levels of the fines and penalties imposed by the court. 

When reviewing the cost vs. revenue picture of the courts, it 

must be kept in mind that the revenues reported are only the 

actual receipts and do not reflect the potential revenue of the 

courts. Without specific statewide data on the amount of court 

fines and penalties imposed it is impossible to state precisely 

how much potential revenue is never collected. Based upon inter-

views and discussions with court clerks across the Stat€, it is 

estimated that perhaps as much as 20% to 30% of the potential is 

~ost. This is due primarily to three factors: 

(84) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Other priorities of the office of the clerk 
take precedence over the job of collections. 

The limited resources (staff) of the courts 
and the clerks with which to address the 
problem of collections. 

The practice of permitting installment 
payments of fines which enables the indivi
duals responsible for payment to leave the 
court or the geographical jurisdication of the 
court without making full payment. 

Considering the fact that many courts and clerks are not 

particularly enthusiastic about the job of collections, the small 

staffs of most clerk's offices who are busy with other court work 

and are not trained or specifically assigned in the area of 

collections and the number of installment accounts with 

outstanding balances which must receive constant surveillance and 

att~ntion, the court and clerks are not very effective collection 

agents. As a result, a considerable amount of potential cou=t 

generated revenue is unavailable to local government, not to men

tion the uncollected penalty assessments and the reduction in the 

state's portion of the distribution of court income. More 

importantly, uncollected fines represent justice not carried out 

when the payment of a fine was determined by the court to be the 

just penalty for viGlations of the law. 

The problems associated with collections are being ame

liorated to some extent by two factors: 

1. The data processing ser.vices which are pro
vided to the trial courts (particularly the 
district courts) by the State Office of the 
Administrator for the Courts. 

( 85) 
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2. The 1980 amendments·to RCW 46.63 which 
decriminalized. traffic violations but added 
penalties for late payment of fines and tied 
payment of f.~nes to drivers license renewals. 

While there has been demonstr~ted improvement in collections 

in those courts utilizing the data processing service of the 

State Administrator (in some cases almost doubling collections by 

reducing paperwork and notifying the clerk of the status of the 

outstanding accounts), not all courts are making use of the 

service. In fact, only about one third of the courts have com-

puter assisted capability. This is primarily a result of the 

state not having enough hardware to see that all courts get the 

service. In any event, this service is extremely useful. The 

service, when extended by the state to all courts, will have a 

dramatic impact on the problem. 

The 1980 State Legislature amended the traffic violations 

statute, RCW 46.63 i to decriminalize traffic offenses. There are 

two provisions of this change in the law which are expected to 

have the effect of increasing the collection ratio of the courts. 

One is that there will be a $25.00 penalty added to the fine if 

it is not paid within ~even days and the other is that a driver'S 

license shall not be renewed for any driver who has an 

outstanding unpa~d ~ine. It is obviously too early to be certain 

of the effects of these provisions but they should help in the 

collection e£fort. 

It should also be emphasized that there is little pressure 

regarding this subject brought to bear upon the court or the 
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clerk from other branches of government and vice versa becaust no 

one has the information as to the sum of f' lnes imposed versus the 

collections actually recel'ved. Wh d Of en an I this information 

becomes available, further influences will quite likely occur 

which may also increase collectlOons. F 1 or examp e, county com-

missioners may be far more able to understand and accept the 

logical reasons for the staff increases requested by court clerks 

in their budget requests if they can see that this staff will 

produce increased collections of court imposed fines which will 

become revenue to the county. 

C. The study also confirmed that the trial courts (particularly 

the district courts) are experiencing tremendous difficulty in 

properly handling the distribution of ' court Income (revenues). 

In fact, it is very difficult to determine what the proper rr.ethod 

is. This task is a significant workload on the small staffs of 

the offices of the court clerks. h ' T e lnord~nate amount of effort 

devoted to the determination of the distribution of court 

generated revenues has pr.-,mpted the State Audi tor and the Office 

of the Administrator for the Courts to begin to work together to 

suggest a solution to t'ne problem. ... ff' 't ~u lee 1 to say here that a 

major finding of this study is that the Office of the 

Administrator for the Courts needs to have the staff capability 

to work with local government and state government agencies in 

the area of financial management in order to be of assistance to 

tll0 court system in the solution of this and other financial 

problems. 
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D. Another observation of weakness in the area of financial 

management in the courts of the State of Washington is that there 

has traditionally and historically not been any particular empha-

sis within the court system, specifically at the state level, 

upon financial affairs as they relate to court management. The 

judicial system has left those matters to others and, as· a 

result, has not cultivated any int~rnal financial management 

expertise of its own. This lack of emphasis has become so insti-

tutionalized in the court system that attempts at breaking into 

this area are often viewed almost as an anathema sometimes held 

in sus~icious.contempt. Rather than attempting to master the 

arts and sciences of accountability and Inanagemen~, the courts 

have shied away from them to their own disservice. This institu-

tional weakness is just now beginning to be overcome but before 

the courts can presume to be completely responsible for their own 

financial affairs and skillful management they must recognize the 

need for the development and enhancement of their own financial 

and management expertise. That area of effort within the judi-

cial system must be given the emphasis it requires in o~der to 

grow to meet the task. This departure from tradition will of 

necessity, involve briOging individuals with economics, finance, 

statistical and business and government administrative education 

and experience into the judicial system, placing them in posi

tions of responsibility and authority and providing them with 

adequate supporting staff capability to seriously address and 

impact court management practice. 
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Modern management techniques such as cost accounting, manage-

ment systems analysis, cost impact and cost benefit analysis, 

marginal cost analysis, resource needs forecasting and analysis 

of effectiveness and efficiency will not and cannot be 

accomplished for the courts by the executive branch agencies upon 

which the judicial system is currently dependent for the genera-

tion of financial data. These executive agencies are not pre-

pared or motiviated in any way to expend th' l' , elr Imlted resources 

in an area which is not their responsibility' and Whl'ch has x;,ot 

had in-depth consideration, (developmental and definitional 

policy analysis by the judicial branch) or documented need cr 

demand for attention (court recognition and demonstration of the 

need and demand for comprehensive modern management capability). 

If there is ever going to be modern management practice employed 

in the judicial branch, the capabilities to develop the systems 

and employ the information they generate must receive high 

priority within the J'udicI'al system. J d' , 1 ' u lCla branch administra-

tive support services (particularly at the state level) must be 

organized and structured around the 1 f emp oyment 0 comprehensive 

modern management theory and practice before it will become a 

reasonable possibil~ty. N 1 
4 0 one e se will create judicial branch 

management information and it will surely become an essential as 

competition for increasingly limited government resources 

intensifies. The Office of the}~dministrator for the Courts has 

taken an ini tialstep by establ' h' D"" IS lng a IV1Slon of Management 

Services for this purpose. Ph' er aps thIS organizational emphasis 

wili provide the vehicle and catalyst needed to begin the deve

lopment of judicial management supportGsyste~s. 

(89 ) 



" E. There is some confusion as to the chain of atlministrative 

authority and responsibility in the Washington court system. 

As mentioned earlier in this report, the historical develop-

ment of the judicial system in th$ State tended to separate 

judges from the administrative processes associated with the 

operations of the courts. They, of necessity, concentrated their 

efforts on their adjudication role and depended upon other agen

cies to handle the administrative functions associated with it. 

As a result of this history, judges have not been as deeply 

Involved in the development of administrative policy and the 

supervision of administrative affairs as they might have been 

considering the administrative authority and responsibility 

placed on them by the constitution and the law. As a separate 

branch of government, the judicial branch is, according to 

constitutional and statutory provision, under the direct super

vision and direction of judges, both trial court judges and 

appellate court judges. The trial court judges are constitu

tionally and statutorily under the direction of the S~ate Supreme 

Court to the extent that they must follow Supreme Court rules. 

It would follow then th~t the administrative rule-making 

authority of the Supreme Court is binding on the trial courts and 

that a degree of administrative unification of the court system 

could be accomplished through the use of Supreme Court rules. 

However, due to the concentration of the Supreme Court on their 

adjUdication role and their primary interest in adjudicatory 

matters, there have not been many Supreme Court rules adopted . 
addressing court management and administration for all levels of 

the court system. As a result of this, there is not much 

(90) 
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demonstrated exercise of the Supreme Court's administrative 

authority. The lac~ of the exercise of this authority has tended 

to foster some confusion as to who is administratively in charg~ 

of the "system", if indeed there is a system or someone in 

charge. Answ~rs are not to be found in the constitution, the 

statutes or in the judicial branch record (court rules) as to 

where the administrative buck stops or starts. That is to say, 

there is no specific delegation of administrative authority from 

the Supreme Court to the lower courts. 

It seems logical, from a management point of view, to expect 

or suggest that the various courts of the State constitute a 

"system" in so far as there is'a supre.:e policy making body (the 

Supreme Court) which has the ultimate' responsibility for the 

system and a chief executive or administrative officer (the Ctief 

Justice) who supervises what goes on in the system and delegates 

his and the Supreme Court's authority to subordinate executives 

(presiding judges of the lower courts) who, by deriving their 

administrative authority from the delegations of the higher 
;! . \\ 

court, are then empowered to manage the affairs of the lower 

courts. One may further expect or suggest that this chain of 

administrative authority together with the legal/adjudicatory 

chain of authority results in a systematic operation called the 

ju~icial "system." This administrative chaih has never been 

clearly established constitutionally, statutorily or by Supreme 

Court rules. Perhaps it cannot be established without running 

afoul of the constitution • 

(91) 
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If the trial court judges, the executives of the local judi-

cial branch of government, derive their administrative authority 

from the constitutional provision for their independently elected 

offices rather than receiving it ~y delegation from the Supreme 

CC"lrt, then they are autonomous administratively (exc~pt for 

their obligation to follow state law, Supreme Court procedural 

rules, and county ordinances) and are. not part of any statewide 

administrative system. Each local trial court, in that case, iG 

free to conduct its administrative affairs in any manner it deems 

appropriate without regard for any larger scheme or system. In 

fact, the idea of any such administrative system is, in that 

event, a myth and no purely administrative effort could make it 

otherwise. The creation of a "system" would require constitu-

tional amendment specifically describing the administrative rela

tionships between the courts. This is not to s~ggest that 

nothing can be done to make the operations of the various courts 

more systematic and uniform without a constitutional amendment. 

It does point out that there are fundamental problems in 

at~jempting to view and affect the courts as though they are in a 

typical management chain, organizatonal hierarchy or system 

designed for effective:administration. They are not and their 

individual discretion in administrative matters is considerable. 

There are however, several statutes which' seem to support the 

contention that trial court jUdges are administratively subor-

dinate to the Supreme Court e.g., RCW 2.08.100, RCW 2~08.240, RCW 

2.56.040 and 050. These statutes, implementing constitutional 

provisions, give the State Supreme Court control over where a 
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su~erior court judge may be assigned to work, what data and 

information related to superior court operations and expenditure 

of public monies shall be reported to the higher court and 

whether or not a super ior cou'rt judge I s work is sufficiently 

current that he may be authorized the payment of his salary. 

These statutory provisions appear to define the Supreme Court as 

the employer or supervisor of the superior court judges and lead 

to the conclusion that there is an administrative hierarchy not

withstanding th~ superior court judge 1 s constitutional indepen

dently elected status. 

If the superior court judges are administratively autonomous 

by virtue of their constitutional and independently elected 

status, the provisions of RCW 2.56.050 (which require superio= 

court judges to comply with all requests for data regarding the 

operation of the ~uperior court which come from the Office of the 

Administrator) raise the question - "Why are trial courts 

required to provide data to the Offic~ of the State Administrator 

for the purpose of making administrative policy recommendations 

to the Supreme Court if the Supreme Court cannot impose admi

nistrative regulat~ons on the independently elected trial court 

judges and constittltionally created trial courts; or is there 

indeed a management chain or hierarchy of administr.ative 

authority?" This is a merky issue, the clarification of which 

can contribute significantly to improved management and system~~ 

tic probfern solving in the judicial system. 
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(4) There is a growing disparity between c~urt g~nerated 
'revenues and the costs of court operatIons. 

The Washington State Court Finance Study has provided data 

which point out dramatically a g~owing problem in the area of 

court finance. While it has been felt for some time that local 

government was experiencing increasing difficulty in paying for 

the court system, it has not been until now that documentary evi

dence of this perceived problem has been available. The 

following tables (Tables 29 and 30) present the amounts of court 

generated revenue which were distributed to local governments, 

the expenditures for each of the trial court levels and the dif

ference between the two + or (-). One can easily see that the 

counties are experiencing a real deficit between the cost of 

c~unty funded courts (superior and district courts) and the reve

nue they receive from the courts' collections. Cities, on the 

other hand, are receiving (in court generated revenues) between 

two and three times the cost of municipal courts and traffic 

violations bureaus. In total, local government is considerably 

short of covering" its expenses for the courts in Spite of the 

large surpluses in the cities. 

What is more alarming, is that the slower rate of increase in 

revenues and the relatively faster rate of growth in expenditures 

is producing a very rapidly growing deficit. When projected to 

1982, it becomes apparent that the amount of money involved in 

the deficit is truly becoming larger t~an local governments can 

~eal with and when the surpluses of the cities are subtracted 

from this calculation, there is no question that the burden upon 
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county government will become staggering. It is also obvious 
, , 

from this data that the cities are receiving a disproportionate 

share of the revenue distrib~tion when comp~red to the costs of 

operating the municipal courts: and traffic 'violations bureaus 

versus the costs of superior and district courts. 

This study finding gives graphic evidence of a major portion 

of the strength in arguments supporting state funding of the 

court system. In view of these facts and the limitations on the 

tax base of counties (a property tax with statutorily established 

ceilings) and the much broader taxing authority of state 

government, many experts believe that, in order to achieve 

equitable and appropriate prov"ision of justice at the trial court 

level, state funding is essential and perhaps inevitable. County 

commissioners are expressing growing concern to the Washington 

State Association of Counties and the State Legislature. Judges 

and magistrates are expressing concern to the Office of the 

Administrator for the Courts, the Supreme Court and the legisla

tive branches of state and local government. State legislators 

are beginning to have growing concerns about this problem. Now 

it can be demonstrated that there rea~ly is a financial crisis in - , 

thp. courts. (See the following table and graph). 
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Table 29 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVENUE DISTRIBUTION -vs- TRIAL COURT EXPENDITURE LEVEL 

1m. 1/ 197,? 
illQ. 1 

% 
1 

Revenues. Expenditures Difference Covered Revenues Expenditures Difference Covered Revenues Expenditures Difference CovereCS Superior Court 4. 747 .2~:~ 33.891.110 (29.143.872) 14,001 5.270.528 40.348.048 (35.077.520) 13.061 5.164.578 46,877.914 (41.713,336) 11.021 
(to counties) 

Dhtrict Court 9.466.!J92 11.908.702 (2.442.110) 19.491 10.605.545 14.689,753 (4,084,208) 72.201 12,201,32~ 17,719.291 (5,517,967) 68.861 
(to counties) 

Municipal Court* 11.641.475 6.138.552 5.502.923 189.6511 
12.421.179 7.352.246 5.068.933 168.94S1 12.660.028 8.494.663 4.165.365 149.041' TraffIc Viola-

tions BUloeaus 2.154.363 659.220 1.495.143 326.8S 2.129.041 749.618 1,379.4230 284.01 2.254.152 01.016.697 1,237.455 221. 71 
(to citles) 

County Revenue 

3.791,355 3!791.355 4.042!lD2 
to Cities 3.511.151 31511 1 151 

41042! 102 TOTAL'" 31.520.819 52.597.584 (21.076,765) 59.931 34.217.648 63.139.665 (28.922,017) 54.19% 36.322.184 74.108.565 (37.786,381) 49.011 
*N01E: MuniCipal court Is adjusted to 100 percent from the 85.1 percent level of municipal court reporting. 

*·NOT£: The amounts of court revenues distributed to these varfous local governments are understated due to incomplete reporting of the distribution 
by some local courts. In total, the revenue distributed to local government is approximately 10 percent low. 

1
NOT

£: A portion of the revenue collectedOby the counties Is remitted to the citfes thereby increasfng the percentage of muniCipal court expenditures which is covered by court generated revenue. 
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TRIAL COURT 
REVENUE DISTRIBUTION AVAILABLE TO COUNTIES/CITIES 

(ALL TRIAL COURTS) 

EXPENDITURES 
of 

Trial Courts 

Table 30 
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$ 5~.3 IIIillion 

MILLIONS 

52. 

50 

$21.1 million 
40 

30 31.5 

$ 37.8 million 

RE~,ENUES 
Distributed to local Government 

-- --

20------,---------~_r----~----_.------------TI----------~I-
1981 1982 1978 1979 1980 

CALENDAR YEARS 

NOTE: A 1ine~r regression equation was used producing an RZ for expenditures of .9999 
.~d an R2 for revenues of .9974. 
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The following table (Table 31) presents basically the same 

picture as the previous local government table but it depicts 

total judicial system expenditures (including the appellate 

level) and the total of all revenues collected by the court 

system (including special penalty assessments and all distribu

tions to the state government). As can clearly be observec, the 

trends are essentially in the same directions and the overall 

deficit continues to grow at. about the same rate as in the pre

vious local data. This indicates that even if all court 

generated revenues were applied to funding the operations of the 

court~ (which of course they are not) the judicial system is 

not able to support itself. This is, in no way, intended to 

l.'tself but only to point out that it suggest that it should fund 

could not even if it tried. What is more, this lack of funding 

ability is growing worse' each year. State General Fund tax sup

ported legislative appropriations are increasingly attractive. 

(98) 

Total JUdicial System* 

Expenditures -vs- Revenues 

Projection to 1982 

Table 31 

1978 1979 1980 
$ - Millions 
1981 1982 

Total $62,771,707 $74,781,997 $88,083,824 100.5 113.2 
Expenditures 

Total $42,718,692 $46,102,169 $48,570,140 51.0 53.7 
Revenues 

Difference 

% of Expense 
Covered 

($20,053,015) ($28,679,828) ($39,513,684) ($49.5) ($59.5) 

68.05% 61. 65% 55.14% 50.75% 47.44% 

(*) Includes appellate courts and their offices and an adjustment 
for municipal court reporting from 85.1% to 100%. 

Note: projection to 1982 was made using a linear regression model 
producing an R2 of .978. 

(See the following page for a graph for this data) 
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Table 31 Continued 

Expenditure and Revenue Graph (To~al Judicial System) 
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(5) There is a~g~neral lack of a data base essential to the 
proviSion of management information • 

As mentioned throughout this report, there are deficiencies 

in ·the types and amounts of data related to the operations of the 

courts which are need~d in order t~ create truly Significant 

information for managers~ (At this point there are some data both 

financial and statistical but standing~ by themselves these data 

only raise the question - "So What?".) Without considerably more 

effort and systematic' development of a data base directed at the 

answer to this question, judicial system managers cannot make 

meaningful judgments as to ~hat factors, under their control, 

influence the work of the court or how these yet unidentified 

factors are impacting the court. Management decision makers in 

the Washington court system do not have the tools or the infor

mation necessary to address the fundamental mpnagement question 

"How can the manager optimally allocate the court's scarce 

resources?" While the Office ot' the Administrator for th2 Courts 

has gathered much data and kept a record of it, there is no mana

gement infor.mation system. These data are not systematically 

interrelated so as to provide meaning and consequence for 
I 

management. 

Ih addition, because of continuing to make do with the data 

which is available, a depenQ~nca upon some perhaps inappropriate 

data el.~ments has developed, e.g., dependence upon court fili"ng 

datil as an accurate indicat,or of court' workload. ,. cursory ana

lysis of court Ciling data quickly indicates that a significant 
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portion of the,~ilings are_disposed of without significantly 

affecting the major events in the work of the court. A relati-

vely small portion of the filings generate most of the court's 

workload. Yet there is continued jeliance on filing data as a 

workload measure. 

As a result of this condition, it is not possible for mana-

gers to support, in a truly _significant manner, their statements, 

requests or the positions they may wish to take with respect to 

court mana~ement. For example, it is of little use to know what 

a court spent if what was purchased with that expenditure (cost 

center output) is not known~ Identification and definition of 

what a court is or the court system is, in terms of its fiervices 

to the public or units of output is essential if the system is to 

make convincing stateme~ts or documented decisions about its 

needs for resources and/or appropriate levels of funding and/or 
t » 

management methods and styles. T;he Judiciary of the state of 
/,,' 

Washington must attempt to progress from a 100sely?>nferrelated 

number of courts each with some ~ .~o a judicia! or court 
;1 
Ii 

system with system related managementl!tformation}~ lUth t~at 

emphasis, the system CQuld begin to identify and define such fun

damental management information as: (I)' fixed versus variable 

costsJ (2) outpu~ or ~orkload uni~ costJ (3) optimum levels of 

operation (in terms of efficiency and ultimately effectiveness) 

and many other items which are not curr.ently known. It is the 

belief of the project staff that when and if this is 

accomplished, the judicial system of this state will 
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begin to h~ve improved manager quality and real management 

capability. Those individuals currently charged with the respon-

sibility for court rna I ° nagemen, wlll become comfortable with and 

expert in the use of these t 1-00 ~ (which they have not ever before 

had available to them) aHd th ° , ey wlll become capable of making 

informed, objective and consistent management decisio~s. 

C. Recommendations 

Recommendations have been mentioned h t roughout this report in 

the discussions of each of the flOndl"ngs f h o t e study. Suffice it 

to say here that recognition needs to be given to the findings of 

this study and further steps need to be k ta en to address these 

findings. A general recommendation can be made that most of the 

study findings merit further analysl"s d an the development of 

systematic approaches to resolution. Emphasis upon further study 

of the issues r" d" alse ln this report will produce increased aware-

ness and more informed and systematic Solutl"ons to judicial mana-

gement problems. It should be a major role of the Office of the 

Administrator for the Courts, and ". speclflcally the Management 

Services Division of_ that office, to share in the leadership of 

this effort with the Supreme Court and the trial court managers 

of the state. 
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