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Executive Summary 
 
This report is being issued by Seattle Municipal Court (SMC) to fulfill the requirements of City Council 

Resolution 31637, which directed the City of Seattle Reentry Work Group to “inventory and assess the 

City’s current imposition and collection of fees and fines for criminal and infractions and the impact of 

such on successful reentry”.  SMC analysts worked with the Seattle Office of Civil Rights to define the 

scope of work for this inventory. 

 

Washington State has a particularly challenging court funding scheme. The result is a systemic 

dependency on the imposition of legal financial obligations (LFOs) as a way of funding courts and the 

criminal justice structure. Assessing LFOs therefore requires careful balancing. On one hand, our court is 

bound by LFO regulations and underlying policy enacted by the Washington State Legislature and Seattle 

City Council.  On the other, we are sensitive to the fact that the imposition of LFOs falls 

disproportionately upon those least able to afford them.  There is growing momentum to review how 

they are used throughout the criminal justice system. In particular, how LFOs intersect with race and 

social justice issues, poverty, reentry opportunities, and equitable administration of justice.   

 

Section One of the report provides information on SMC policies and business practices related to the 

collection of court-ordered fees and fines.  This section provides detail on ability-to-pay and eligibility-

for-public-defense determinations, community service and time payment plan opportunities, 

information on victim restitution, and information on SMC’s contracted debt-recovery provider.  Key 

findings in this section include: 

• SMC collected $47 million in revenue associated with court-ordered penalties in 2016.  $43.3 

million went to the City of Seattle and $3.8 million to the State of Washington. 

• Criminal-related legal financial obligations make up less than 1% of all collections revenue 

recovered. 

• At least 93% of monies collected from legal financial obligations at Seattle Municipal Court 

originate from infraction tickets. 

• Approximately one out of five defendants with a criminal case at SMC pays for a private 

attorney. 

 

Section Two of the report provides an inventory of legal financial obligations imposed on criminal cases 

at SMC.  Information is presented by defendant demographic characteristics where available.  Key 

findings include: 

• In 2016, 9% of monies collected from criminal cases were mandatory regardless of defendant 

indigence, 56% were mandatory unless indigence was found, and 35% were discretionary. 

• Case type is the biggest determinant of imposed LFO amounts. DUI cases receive significantly 

more fines and fees than DV and Non-DV, Non-DUI cases. 

• 62% of Non-DV, Non-DUI, 42% of DV and 7% of DUI cases have all LFOs suspended. 

• Median LFO amounts are slightly higher for Asian / Pacific Islander and White defendants than 

for Black and Native American / Alaska Native defendants. 
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• When comparing average LFO impositions between White defendants and other races, there 

were some statistically significant differences.  

• Preliminarily, it appears SMC may have lower LFO impositions than other jurisdictions, based 

on limited available data.  

 

Section Three of the report provides an inventory of fines and fees imposed on infraction cases at SMC.  

Information is presented by defendant demographic characteristics where available. Key findings 

include: 

• Parking and Traffic Camera tickets account for nearly 85% of infraction fine and fee monies 

collected, but because tickets are issued to vehicles, demographic information is unavailable. 

• State assessments make up 82% of the total cost of infraction tickets. 

• Black defendants and defendants under the age of 25 receive higher average and median 

infraction penalties on traffic infractions. This is largely because they receive tickets for 

violations for which the state has set higher penalty amounts.  

• Defendants of different races contest and mitigate tickets at different rates, however, they 

receive similar reductions after contested and mitigation hearings.  

 

Section Four of the report offers a discussion regarding how court practices involving imposition and 

collections of legal financial obligations are consistent with court policy goals.  The following are SMC’s 

policy priorities when it comes to the imposition of legal financial obligations. 

• Comply with state and local statutes regarding mandatory LFO imposition. 

• Make ability-to-pay determinations before imposing fines and fees. 

• Provide options for people to meet legal financial obligations. 

• Hold people accountable for violations.  

• Impose user fees for some court services.        

 

The mission of Seattle Municipal Court is to provide a forum to resolve alleged violations of the law in a 

respectful, independent and impartial manner.  The Court believes these LFO priorities and the results in 

this study suggest judges and staff are upholding this mission.    
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Introduction 
 

Report Purpose 

In December 2015, the Seattle City Council passed Resolution 31637 which created the Prisoner and 

Community Corrections Reentry Work Group (in Section 2 of the Resolution) and placed on the work 

group the responsibility to “inventory and assess the City’s current imposition and collection of fees and 

fines for criminal and infractions and the impact of such on successful reentry” (in Section 3B of the 

Resolution). Appendix 1 provides a complete copy of Seattle City Council Resolution 31637. This report 

by the Seattle Municipal Court (SMC) is the inventory and assessment. 

 

Background on Legal Financial Obligation (LFO) Policy Reforms 

Over the past decade there has been growing momentum to review how monetary sanctions are used in 

the U.S. criminal justice system.  Attention is particularly focused on how these sanctions impact race 

and social justice issues, poverty and equitable administration of justice. 

 

In 2015, after the killing of Michael Brown by police officers in Ferguson, Missouri and subsequent 

community riots, the use of monetary sanctions gained additional prominence.  After a review of the 

Ferguson Police Department and Municipal Court, the U.S. Department of Justice found:   

 

“Ferguson has allowed its focus on revenue generation to fundamentally compromise the role 

of Ferguson’s municipal court. The municipal court does not act as a neutral arbiter of the law or 

a check on unlawful police conduct. Instead, the court primarily uses its judicial authority as the 

means to compel the payment of fines and fees that advance the City’s financial interests… 

Together, these court practices exacerbate the harm of Ferguson’s unconstitutional police 

practices. They impose a hardship upon Ferguson’s most vulnerable residents, especially upon 

those living in or near poverty. Minor offenses can generate crippling debts, result in jail time 

because of an inability to pay, and result in the loss of a driver’s license, employment, or 

housing.”1           

 

In November of that year, the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) published a study to identify best 

practices in operating and managing courts of limited jurisdiction throughout the United States and 

suggest how those practices may be applied to municipal courts in Missouri.2 This study was conducted 

at the request of the Supreme Court of Missouri following the events in Ferguson and the U.S. 

Department of Justice’s investigation. The NCSC project team, which included then Seattle Municipal 

Court Administrator Yolande Williams as one of its three main members, returned with best practices 

                                                           
1 United States Department of Justice Civil Rights Division, INVESTIGATION OF THE FERGUSON POLICE 
DEPARTMENT.  https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/opa/press-
releases/attachments/2015/03/04/ferguson_police_department_report.pdf.  
2 National Center for State Courts, State Justice Institute, MISSOURI MUNICIPAL COURTS: BEST PRACTICE 

RECOMMENDATIONS, FINAL REPORT – NOVEMBER 2015. http://www.sji.gov/wp/wp-content/uploads/Missouri-Municipal-
Court-Best-Practices-Recommendations-Final-Report-2015.pdf 
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and recommendations that are specific to a court’s fiscal and financial operations and responsibility that 

should shape LFO policies in each jurisdiction. 

 

Beyond Ferguson, the imposition of monetary sanctions throughout the criminal justice system 

continues to gain attention as advocates, researchers, and government agencies call into question 

whether monetary sanctions should be part of a fair and effective criminal justice system. In March 

2016, the U.S. Department of Justice sent a Dear Colleague Letter to all State Chief Justices and Court 

Administrators to “address some of the most common practices that run afoul of the United States 

Constitution and / or other federal laws and to assist court leadership in ensuring that courts at every 

level of the justice system operate fairly and lawfully.” 3 

 

Monetary sanction reform within the criminal justice system has focused on several policy issues 

including conflicts of interest that arise from local jurisdictions’ use of court ordered fees and fines to 

raise government revenue, the harmful impacts criminal justice debt can have on marginalized 

populations’ ability to earn a living and reach stability, and whether courts throughout the country are 

making ability-to-pay determinations before imposing legal financial obligations. 

 

In addition to national reform efforts, there is a growing interest in the State of Washington to review 

monetary sanction imposition in Washington Courts. In 2008, the Washington Minority and Justice 

Commission, a commission created by the Washington State Supreme Court, issued a report on legal 

financial obligations in the state. This report concluded that “LFOs often create a cycle of poverty and 

incarceration… the fines severely inhibited the state’s goals of reducing recidivism and helping past 

offenders reintegrate into their communities”.4 

 

In 2015, the Washington State Supreme Court issued an opinion in State v. Blazina “that a trial court has 

a statutory obligation to make an individualized inquiry into a defendant’s current and future ability to 

pay before the court imposes LFOs.” This opinion has caused trial courts throughout the state not only 

to review their processes for ability-to-pay determinations, but also to examine associated policies 

around imposition of mandatory and discretionary legal financial obligations. 

 

In 2016, the Washington Minority and Justice Commission was awarded a three-year, $500,000 grant to 

investigate how to “structure criminal justice legal financial obligations in ways that support, rather than 

undermine, rehabilitation and successful reintegration of justice-involved individuals into communities”.  

Please note that SMC Presiding Judge Karen Donohue currently serves on the Washington Minority and 

Justice Commission’s Legal Financial Obligations committee.   

 

Finally, during the last three state legislative sessions, a major legal financial obligation overhaul bill has 

been proposed. This bill passed the Washington State House of Representatives, but failed to make it 

out of the State Senate in 2015, 2016, and 2017. 

                                                           
3 United States Department of Justice Civil Rights Division. https://www.justice.gov/crt/file/832461/download 
4 http://www.courts.wa.gov/committee/pdf/2008LFO_report.pdf 
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City of Seattle Interest in Legal Financial Obligations at SMC 
In December 2015, the Seattle City Council unanimously passed Resolution 31637, establishing the 

Prisoner and Community Corrections Reentry Work Group to develop policies and strategies that will 

strengthen the City’s efforts to assist reentry after incarceration. There are four main tasks of the work 

group, one of which is to “inventory and assess the City’s current imposition and collection of fees and 

fines for criminal violations and infractions and the impact of such on successful reentry.” 

 

In May 2016, the Seattle Office of Civil Rights (SOCR), the department charged with implementing the 

council resolution and convening the reentry committee, contacted SMC to inquire about potential 

options for completing a fine and fee inventory. SOCR and SMC collaboratively decided the best 

approach would be for analysts in SMC’s Research, Planning and Evaluation Group (RPEG) to query data 

and compile an initial report on LFO imposition practices at SMC. This report will address and answer 

the research questions posed in the scope of work drafted and put forward by SOCR.   

  

SOCR and SMC agreed that the criminal and infractions fine and fee inventory would focus on two 

primary objectives:  

• Provide data describing monetary sanction imposition by available defendant demographics; 

• Document policies and practices SMC employs to impose and collect monetary sanctions.  

 

The broader goal of the resolution, to assess the impact of SMC legal financial obligations “on successful 

reentry,” is outside the scope of this initial report. The intent is that this report will be distributed to the 

reentry work group for broader discussion regarding how to further examine the ways that LFOs 

imposed at SMC affect defendant reentry efforts.  
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SMC Fee and Fine Inventory Scope of Work 

In May 2016, SOCR contacted SMC for assistance in developing an inventory of criminal and infraction 

fines and fees at SMC. The proposed scope of the inventory is to include information on the following 

four areas of study5: 

 

Section One: Information on SMC policies and business practices related to collection of court-ordered 

fees and fines. This section will specifically: 

• Document how the court makes ability-to-pay determinations and evaluates eligibility for court- 

appointed counsel.  

• Document payment options provided at SMC, including time payment plan protocols. 

• Document how fines and fees are converted to community service. 

• Document policies and practices regarding collection of victim restitution. 

• Document policies and practices regarding use of a contracted collections agency. 
 

Section Two: Provide an inventory of criminal fees and fines imposed at SMC. This section will 

specifically: 

• Define the different fees and fines imposed on criminal cases at SMC. Provide the legislative 
authority, whether the fine or fee is mandatory or discretionary, the associated policy goals of 
the fine or fee, and where revenue generated from the fine or fee is directed. 

• Document the number and amount of each fine and fee imposed at SMC. 

• Determine the total, average, and median criminal fees and fine amounts assessed. Breakout by 
available demographic categories and case types. 

• Determine the amount and percentage imposed by case and defendant in comparison to the 
maximum amount allowed per legislative authority. This analysis must be completed by case 
type.   

• Compare LFO imposition rates with available data from other Washington Courts of Limited 
Jurisdiction.  
 

Section Three: Inventory of infraction fees and fines imposed at SMC. This section will specifically: 

• Define the different fees and fines imposed on infraction cases at SMC. Provide the legislative 
authority, whether the fee or fine is mandatory or discretionary, the associated policy goals of 
the fee or fine, and where the revenue generated from the fee or fine is directed. 

• Document the number and amount of each fee or fine imposed at SMC. 

• Determine the total, average, and median infraction fees and fine amounts assessed. Examine 
the number of infractions filed and amounts imposed for available demographic groups. 

• Review the infraction disposition process at SMC and the various paths an infraction goes 
through to result in a particular fine and fee obligation. 

  

                                                           
5 Please note, the original scope of work SOCR requested included some data elements analysts were either unable 
to provide (geographic location of offense, LFOs by courtroom) or considered outside the scope of this analysis 
(bail and alternative to confinement practices).   
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Section Four:  Discussion regarding how court practices involving imposition and collection of legal 

financial obligations are consistent with court policy goals: 

• Discuss how SMC LFO practices align with broader court policy goals. 
 

Focus on Defendant Demographics   

 

In addition to addressing the four areas of study provided above, SOCR asked SMC to analyze fee and 

fine imposition rates by defendant demographic characteristics, whenever possible. Specifically, SOCR 

and City Council are interested in the extent to which SMC fines and fees vary by all available defendant 

demographic characteristics. These characteristics include race, age, gender and ethnicity6.  

 

Impact on Defendant Reentry   

 

The extent to which SMC fines and fees “impact successful reentry” is outside the scope of this analysis. 

The purpose of this report is to document business practices related to fine and fee imposition, create 

an inventory of criminal and infraction fees and fines imposed at SMC, and document rates of LFO 

imposition by different demographic groups. This analysis will be provided to the 2016 City of Seattle 

Reentry Work Group for discussion regarding how to further examine the impact of SMC imposed fees 

and fines on successful citywide reentry efforts.  

 

  

                                                           
6 Seattle Municipal Court does not capture defendant ethnicity data, including whether a defendant identifies as 
Hispanic. The best proxy the Court has for ethnicity is whether defendants requested an interpreter, which occurs 
for about 5% of SMC criminal defendants. However, interpreter request data is not provided in this report because 
of the limitation that an individual who speaks English but identifies with a particular ethnicity would not be 
captured by relying on interpreter data.            
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SMC Background Information 

The City of Seattle municipal government consists of three branches: The Executive (Mayor), the 

Legislative (City Council), and the Judicial (Municipal Court). These three branches of government 

provide Seattle residents with infrastructure, programs, and services that support their quality of life.  

 

SMC is a limited jurisdiction court authorized under the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 35.20 with 

jurisdiction over all violations of the Seattle Municipal Code. SMC’s mission is to provide a forum to 

resolve alleged violations of the law in a respectful, independent, and impartial manner. SMC works 

closely with the Executive and Legislative branches of City government, the Seattle City Attorney’s 

Office and the Defense Bar toward a safe and vital community.   

 

SMC processes more cases than any other municipal court in the State of Washington. SMC’s bench is 

comprised of seven separately elected judges who preside over criminal proceedings and five-and-a-

half full-time equivalent magistrates who preside over infraction cases. SMC adjudicates misdemeanors 

(maximum jail sentence of 90 days and $1,000 fine) and gross misdemeanors (maximum jail sentence 

of 364 days and $5,000 fine). These include offenses such as driving under the influence, domestic 

violence, theft, and trespass. The Court also adjudicates civil violations related to building and zoning.  

  

SMC employs about 215 staff across nine work units to provide support to judges and magistrates, 

process the work of SMC courtrooms and provide customer service to court users. In 2016, SMC’s 

annual budget was $30.3 million, appropriated from the City of Seattle’s General Fund.  71% of the 

budget was accountable to personnel costs, 21% to inter-fund transfers and 8% to other costs.    

 

In 2016, workload data indicates that SMC: 

• Handled approximately 7,200 criminal filings. 

• Held approximately 19,000 criminal hearings. 

• Processed approximately 630,000 infraction tickets. 

• Held over 70,000 magistrate hearings. 

• Processed approximately $47 million in court ordered fines, fees and penalties. 
 
Figure 1 and Figure 2 provide additional detail on the types of criminal and infraction cases handled by 
SMC judges and magistrates.7 Over the past 6 years, driving while under the influence (DUI) and Non-
DV, Non-DUI filed cases have decreased more sharply than domestic violence (DV) cases.   
 

                                                           
7 These charts are also available on the SMC website:  http://www.seattle.gov/courts/pio/pioembed.htm. 
 

http://www.seattle.gov/courts/pio/pioembed.htm
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Figure 1: SMC Case Filings Jan 2011-Mar 2017 

 
Figure 2 describes the types of alleged criminal violations handled at SMC. Assault (both DV and Non-
DV) and Theft cases make up approximately 40% of all criminal cases filed at SMC in any given year.  The 
next most common charge, DUI (“PRSNS UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF INTOXICANT/DRUGS”) accounts for 
about 7% of the SMC caseload. 
 

 
Figure 2: Top 10 Most Frequently Filed Criminal Charges Jan 2011-Dec 2016 

 
SMC processes the most infractions of any court in the State of Washington. The number of parking 
tickets issued by Seattle Police Parking Enforcement Officers (PEOs) continues to increase every year. In 
addition, citations issued for traffic camera violations are increasing because the City continues to install 
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new traffic cameras every year. Traffic violations are the only type of infraction that have decreased 
rates of issuance over the past three years. 
  

 
Figure 3: Vehicle Infractions Issued by Infraction Type Jan 2014-Dec 2016 

Figure 4:Year over Year Percent Growth of Vehicle Infractions by Infraction Type 2014-2016 

In addition to case adjudication, SMC houses a large Probation department that provides services and 

programs that afford individuals opportunities to change behavior; by brokering community referrals for 

a broad range of therapeutic intervention programs including substance abuse, mental health, domestic 

violence, homelessness and unemployment.  
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SMC Probation consists of 46 staff members organized into a DV-unit, DUI-unit, Mental Health unit, 

General Probation, Pre-trial Services, and Alternative-to-confinement unit. SMC Probation relies heavily 

on volunteers to operate the Court Resource Center, a resource hub within the courthouse that co-

locates a variety of social service providers and resources.  

 

SMC offers a variety of specialty court programs including DV Court, Mental Health Court, Veterans 

Treatment Court and Youth Traffic Court.  Each of these programs is designed to better serve the 

defendants and victims involved in the program rather than sending them through traditional SMC 

courtrooms.   

 

Finally, SMC invests in diversion programs and alternatives to confinement aimed at reducing the City’s 

jail population along with its expenditures and creating opportunities to support defendants with 

underlying issues that can lead to criminal behavior. Diversion opportunities at SMC are housed under 

the SMC Connected program and include Pre-trial Diversion and Needs-based Sentencing8.  The 

Probation department oversees SMC’s alternatives-to-confinement programs which include day 

reporting, community service, work crew and electronic home monitoring. 

 

Background on Legal Financial Obligations in Washington State Courts 
Superior, District and Municipal courts in the State of Washington are subject to a complex array of legal 

financial obligations (LFOs) that have been legislated either by the Washington State Legislature or local 

municipal codes. Under these laws, there are both mandatory and discretionary LFOs, and each statute 

differs in setting standards for imposition and waiver.  Types of LFOs include restitution, fees, fines, 

assessments, and costs imposed by a criminal court as part of a judgment upon conviction or entrance 

into alternative disposition.9  Both nationally and in the State of Washington, the types of LFOs and 

amount of money imposed increased dramatically over the past 25 years. 10 

 

In Washington State Courts of Limited Jurisdiction, typical mandatory LFOs include the criminal 

conviction fee11, the DNA collection fee12, and the Public Safety and Educational Assessment13, among 

others.  

 

Discretionary LFOs include fines, a wide range of fees for certain offenses, and restitution. The array of 

state statutes and local codes authorizing mandatory and discretionary LFO imposition is so complex, 

                                                           
8 In 2017, SMC plans to participate in an additional Pre-filing Diversion (PFD) program. This program is being 
implemented by the Seattle City Attorney’s Office and aims to divert defendants out of the criminal justice system 
before the filing of a case. 
9 Certain LFOs are imposed on defendants entering specific diversion-based dispositions (i.e. Deferred 
Prosecution). 
10 Harris, A. (2016) A Pound of Flesh: Monetary Sanctions as Punishment for the Poor. New York: Russell 

Sage.  (American Sociological Association’s Rose Monograph Series).   
11 RCW 3.50.100 
12 RCW 43.43.7451 
13 RCW 3.62.090 
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there is often variance in how different courts or even judicial officers at a single court impose certain 

monetary sanctions.  

 

In this study, analysts identified the 15 most commonly imposed LFOs for criminal cases and included all 

LFOs ordered on infractions.14  Tables providing additional detail on relevant legal financial obligations 

for criminal cases can be found on page 50 of this report and page 85 for infractions. 

 

2016 Data on Collection of Legal Financial Obligations at SMC 
In 2016, SMC collected over $47 million from payment of criminal and infraction monetary obligations.  

As directed by state statute and municipal code, this revenue is directed to a variety of funds within the 

City of Seattle, King County and Washington State budgets. The following figures provide general 

information on the amount of money SMC collected from legal financial obligations in 2016. These 

figures detail the amount of money collected in the specified years; however, the date of violation 

connected to the sanction could have occurred in 2016 or any year prior. A more detailed analysis of 

LFOs imposed on all criminal cases filed between 2011 and 2015 is provided in section two of this 

report. An analysis of infraction LFOs imposed between 2014 and 2016 can be found in section three of 

this report. 

 

  
Figure 5: Revenue Collected from LFOs at SMC in 2016, by Revenue Stream 

Figure 5 provides a summary of revenue collected by SMC separated by where the money is directed.  

Around $43 million of the $47 million collected in 2016 goes back to the City of Seattle. Most revenue 

                                                           
14 Six criminal LFOs infrequently imposed were excluded to simplify the methodology. These six fees made up less 
than 0.1% of all fees imposed. These exclusions include the Transfer Offender Fee (imposed 39x in 5 years), the 
Crime Lab Analysis Fee (9x), the Defender Recoupment Fee (8x), the Incarceration Fee (6x), the Vacated Finding 
Fee (5x), and the Pre-trial Diversion Fee (2x). 
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the City receives is deposited in the General Fund, but there are other special funds that receive 

dedicated funding, as directed by Seattle Municipal Code. For example, in 2016 about $13 million of City 

of Seattle-directed revenue stems from speeding tickets issued in school zones. 100% of these funds are 

dedicated to fund projects addressing “school traffic and pedestrian safety and directly related 

infrastructure projects; pedestrian, bicyclist, and driver education campaigns; and installation, 

administrative, enforcement, operations and maintenance costs associated with the school zone fixed 

automated cameras”.15   

 

Approximately $5 million of revenue collected in 2016 came from violations of red light cameras, with 

80% of revenue directed to the City’s General Fund and 20% directed to the same school traffic and 

pedestrian safety projects noted above16.  $438,000 of 2016 collected revenue was directed to the 

Seattle Police Department because of handicap placard parking infraction violations17, and $85,000 was 

directed to the City to specifically fund enforcement of sexual exploitation and prevention services for 

victims of sexual exploitation.18 

 

Most revenue collected in any given year is attributable to infraction violations (Traffic/Non-traffic, 

Parking, and Traffic Camera) issued within city limits. The next two figures provide data on money 

obligations collected on criminal compared to infraction matters.  Figure 6 shows that at least 92% (45% 

Parking, 38% Traffic Camera, and 9% Traffic/Non-Traffic) of total revenue from legal financial obligations 

collected at SMC in 2016 stemmed from infraction violations and 2% were connected to criminal cases.  

Unfortunately, for 6% of the revenue, it is not possible to initially decipher if it stemmed from a criminal 

or infraction violation. This is because two common fines and fees, Collections Interest and the Public 

Safety and Education Account, are applied to both criminal and infraction cases.19  

  

                                                           
15 SMC 5.81.010. 
16 SMC 5.82.010. The revenue split on red light traffic camera tickets was 90% General Fund / 10% school and 
pedestrian safety projects in 2016. This changed to 80% General Fund / 20% school and pedestrian safety projects 
in 2017.  
17 SMC 11.72.065. 
18 SMC 12A.10.070(A)(2). Half of the funds are dedicated to enforcement and half to prevention services in any 
given year. 
19 It is likely the revenue in the “Not Categorized” section is similarly distributed as all other money obligations, 
with most of the revenue connected to infraction violations. 
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Figure 6: Revenue by Violation Type on LFOs Collected at SMC in 2016 

When one ignores fees and surcharges and just considers fines, which made up around $41.5 million of 

the $47 million collected by SMC in 2016, it is clear that infractions are the biggest driver of the SMC-

collected City revenue.  Figure 7 breaks down fines by case type, demonstrating that parking and traffic 

camera violations account for nearly 95% of fines collected by the Court in 2016. 

 

 
Figure 7: Fines Collected in 2016 at SMC, by Case Type 

 

One of the primary ways LFOs expanded over the past 25 years is through an increase in state 

legislatures and municipalities legislating mandatory fees and surcharges. Figure 8 and Figure 9 display 

the amount of revenue collected by SMC in 2016 stemming from criminal and infraction matters 

categorized by whether the revenue was associated with the original penalty or an additional fee / 

surcharge that goes either to the City, County or State. 
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Figure 8: Revenue Collected from Criminal Judgments at SMC in 2016, by type of LFO  

Figure 9: Revenue Collected from Infraction Judgments at SMC in 2016, by type of LFO 

In 2016, 39% of monies received on criminal associated LFOs at SMC stemmed from the initial fine, 52% 

from City-generated fees and 8% from State-generated fees.  For infraction-related financial obligations, 

a much higher percentage of monies collected is related to the original penalty on the violation. This 

makes sense given there are no assessments placed on parking or traffic camera tickets that are paid on 

time, and these tickets make up a sizable percentage of all infraction tickets issued at SMC.20    

                                                           
20 Traffic infractions do have substantial state assessments with only 18% of the amount on a common traffic ticket 
stemming from the original penalty.  
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Section 1:  Information on SMC policies and business practices 

affecting court-ordered fees and fines 
Section one of this report documents policies and business practices at SMC that facilitate a structured 

approach to the imposition and collection of legal financial obligations. This section will describe how 

the court determines ability to pay, determines eligibility for court appointed counsel, allows fines and 

fees to be satisfied through completion of community service or work crew, offers time payment 

options to satisfy monetary obligations, and contracts with a private collection agency to collect 

outstanding monetary sanctions. 

 

SMC Policies on Ability-to-Pay Determinations and Eligibility for Court Appointed 

Counsel  
 

Ability-to-Pay Determinations 

The process at SMC for assessing a defendant’s ability to pay legal financial obligations is different 

depending on whether the obligation stems from the resolution of a criminal case or an infraction case. 

 

In criminal matters, legal financial obligations are generally imposed at SMC in the courtroom at time of 

sentencing.  To determine if a defendant has the ability to pay imposed fines and fees, judges make an 

individualized inquiry into a defendant’s current and future ability to pay. If a defendant indicates he or 

she is a recipient of a needs-based, means-tested assistance program (i.e. TANF, GA-U, GA-X SSI, food 

stamps), the judges waive discretionary legal financial obligations. If a defendant is not receiving public 

assistance, judges rely on additional information gained through a colloquy on the record with a 

defendant.  An example of the information solicited through this colloquy is provided in Appendix 2.   

 

If judges feel they have not gained enough information to make an informed decision about a 

defendant’s current or future ability to pay through the colloquy, they may direct a defendant to full 

financial screening. Full financial screening is a process where SMC financial screening staff ask more 

detailed questions about a defendant’s income and resources and often ask them to provide documents 

establishing current and / or future income levels.  A copy of the full financial screening form is provided 

in Appendix 3. 

 

Under Washington State Court Rule GR 34, a defendant is found to be indigent if he or she21: 

• Currently receives public assistance. 

• Has an income level at or below 125% of the federal poverty level (FPL). 

• Has income above the FPL, but basic living expenses render the defendant unable to pay. These 

expenses are defined in RCW22 and include reasonable payments towards shelter, food, utilities, 

healthcare, transportation, clothing, loan payments, support payments and court-imposed 

obligations. 

                                                           
21 http://www.courts.wa.gov/court_rules/?fa=court_rules.display&group=ga&set=GR&ruleid=gagr34 
22 RCW 10.101.010(2) 
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• Has other compelling circumstances that demonstrate an applicant’s inability to pay fees or 

surcharges. 

 

While the rule applies to a determination of indigence for purposes of waiving court and clerk’s fees and 

charges in civil matters, it can also be used to help determine a defendant’s ability to pay LFOs, which is 

exactly what the Washington State Supreme Court Minority and Justice Commission did in its 2015 

reference guide, attached as Appendix 4. 

 

For infraction matters, which include traffic, non-traffic, parking, and traffic camera tickets, the court 

provides two alternative options for individuals who do not have the ability to immediately pay imposed 

infraction penalties. First, any individual, regardless of personal income level, may ask to set up a time 

payment plan to pay off his or her tickets. For more complete information on this process, please refer 

to the Time Payment Plan Policies at SMC section of this report found on page 28.   

 

The second option is for eligible defendants to convert outstanding infraction penalties to community 

service or SMC work crew.23 SMC only offers infraction community service conversions for defendants 

receiving public assistance or who are within 125% of the FPL, as determined by an SMC financial 

screener.  More details about the community service and the SMC work crew conversion process are 

provided on page 30 of this report. 

 

Eligibility for Court-appointed Counsel 

SMC is committed to screening defendants as early in the case adjudication process as possible so that 

defendants can gain effective legal counsel. For defendants initially booked into King County Jail, SMC 

personal recognizance screeners working in the jail conduct the indigence screening prior to a 

defendant’s initial hearing. For defendants who are out-of-custody, SMC utilizes an indigence screener 

who works in the Court Resource Center. 

 

Court personal recognizance and indigence screeners rely on the income qualification guidelines set 

forth in RCW.24 These are also consistent with guidelines set forth in Washington State Court Rule GR 34. 

 

Essentially, if a defendant’s income is within 125% of FPL, which varies depending upon the number of 

dependents for which an individual is financially responsible, then the individual qualifies for public 

defense services.25  Consistent with statutory requirements26, if an individual’s income exceeds 125% of 

FPL guidelines but he or she cannot afford the full cost of a private attorney, the individual is offered the 

option of signing a promissory note and receiving court appointed counsel at a subsidized rate.  

Defendants with some ability to contribute to the cost of public defense services are those whose 

                                                           
23 In July 2017, SMC began offering SMC Work Crew as an option for defendants looking to resolve tickets that 
were preventing them from renewing their driver’s license. 
24 RCW 10.101.010, RCW 10.101.120 
25 125% of 2016 Federal Poverty Guidelines are the following:  $1,238 (1 dependent), $1,669 (2), $2,100 (3), $2,531 
(4), $2,963 (5), $3,394(6), $3,826 (7), $4,259(8). 
26 RCW 10.101.120 
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income is between 125% of the FPL but less than $1700 over the monthly FPL standards.27 If individuals 

do have some ability to contribute, they are asked to pay $554.94 per case, or $333.56, if the case is 

already in post-disposition status (review hearings).  The City of Seattle splits these payments up into 

three equal monthly amounts for defendants to reduce the financial burden of this expense.28 

 

Figure 10 and Figure 11 provide several data measures regarding individuals screened for a public 

defender from 2011 through 2015. Many out-of-custody defendants hire private attorneys and never 

request to be screened for indigence; they are not included in this data. 

 

 
Figure 10: Number of Defendants Screened and Rate of Indigence by Year 

Figure 11: Indigence Rate by Defendant Race on Cases Screened between 2011-2015 

                                                           
27 For example, in 2016 the 125% FPL threshold for one individual with no dependents was a monthly income of 
$1,238. If this individual’s personal income was found to be between $1,238 and $2,938, then he or she would be 
provided the opportunity to sign a promissory note and received subsidized defense services. 
28 Billing of subsidized public defense services for defendants who sign a promissory note is not a court function, 
but is handled by the City of Seattle Finance and Administrative Services department. 
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Approximately 90% of defendants who were screened for public defense services, either after being 

booked into King County Jail or as requested for an out-of-custody criminal or infraction matter, 

qualified for free court-appointed counsel. Between 3% and 5% were found to have some ability to pay 

and asked to sign a promissory note. Between 6% and 9% either had full ability to pay for attorney 

representation or refused to use public defense services.29 

When comparing indigence screening data by defendant race, it appears Asian / Pacific Islander and 

White defendants were about 10% less likely than Black or Native American / Alaska Native defendants 

to be indigent and qualify for court appointed counsel. 

To overcome the limitation that indigence screening data does not capture individuals who hire their 

own attorneys, court analysts queried the Municipal Court Information System (MCIS) to identify the 

percentage of criminal defendants who use private attorneys. This information is provided in the table 

below and suggests that approximately one out of five individuals hire a private attorney to adjudicate 

their SMC case. 

 

 
Figure 12: Number and Percentage of Unique Defendants on Criminal Cases with Private Attorneys, by Year 

                                                           
29 A small percentage of in-custody defendants screened for indigence at time of booking in King County Jail 
refused to be interviewed by personal recognizance screeners. Data for these defendants can’t be separated from 
those who were found not to be indigent, so true defendant indigence rates of those screened could be slightly 
higher than the figures presented in Figure 12. 



25 
 

PREPARED BY RPEG  AUGUST 2017
  

 
Figure 13: Defense Representation by Case Type on Cases Filed, 2011-2015 

Figure 14: Defense Representation by Defendant Race on Cases Filed 2011-2015 

Figure 15: Defense Representation by Case Type and Defendant Race on Cases Filed 2011-2015 

SMC defendants appear to have different rates of public defense representation depending upon the 

race of the defendant and the type of case being adjudicated at SMC.  The table above titled Defense 

Representation by Defendant Race shows that 26% of White defendants and 29% of Asian defendants 

hired private attorneys between 2011 and 2015, whereas these rates were much lower for Black and 

Native American defendants, at 9% and 8% respectively. 

 

DUI cases at SMC are more likely to be adjudicated by a private attorney, with public defense 

representation rate of 48% on cases filed between 2011 – 2015. Domestic violence and Non-DV, Non-

DUI have significantly higher rates of public defense representation at 79% and 89% respectively.   

 

The table titled Defense Representation by Case Type and Defendant Race on Cases Filed 2011 – 2015 

distills this information further, showing that Black and Native American defendants charged with Non-

DV, Non-DUI violations have the highest rates of public defense representation at 94 to 95%. White 
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defendants charged with DUI violations are least likely to be represented by a public defender with a 

public defense representation rate of 46%.  

 

Fee and Fine Payment Options at SMC 
SMC is committed to working with defendants to resolve outstanding obligations and offering different 

locations and options for fulfilling legal financial obligations. The options a defendant may use to fulfill 

monetary sanctions are described below, broken out by whether an individual pays-in-full, enters a time 

payment plan, or completes community service in lieu of payment.  Appendix 4 outlines all the different 

payment options and time payment plan policies that the SMC Court Payments Unit relies on in working 

with defendants to resolve debt stemming from criminal and infraction monetary sanctions.   

 

Payment-In Full 

A defendant may pay a legal financial obligation in full by paying in person at SMC or various 

neighborhood service centers around the city, by dropping payment in an afterhours drop box at the 

court, or mailing the payment to City Treasury.30 

 

The Court charges a $4 fee per transaction to make a payment by credit card either through the web 

application or using the IVR phone system. SMC analyzed how the $4 convenience fee compared to 

practices in other Washington State Courts and the results are provided in Figure 16 on the following 

page. SMC ranks 11th lowest out of 17 courts for paying off a $50 penalty, 3rd lowest for paying a $136 

penalty and 1st lowest for paying a $550 penalty.31  This range is due to the fact that SMC charges a flat 

$4 transaction fee, while many other jurisdictions charge a percentage fee of the payment being made.  

 
 
 
 

                                                           
30 The Court encourages payment to City Treasury for efficiency reasons, but SMC cashiers process any payments 
that are mailed directly to the court. 
31 $50 is a typical parking penalty at SMC, $136 is a typical traffic infraction and $550 is the penalty for driving 
without motor vehicle insurance, an example of a common violation with a high penalty amount. 
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Figure 16: Average Fees for Payment Among All Three Methods (Online, Phone, In-Person) by Jurisdiction
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Time Payment Options 

The Court offers time payment plans to anyone who either does not want or is not able to pay his or her 

legal financial obligations all at once. As outlined in Appendix 4, time payment terms differ, depending 

on whether an individual is indigent.   

 
The following time payment plan terms are offered for defendants presumptively indigent or 

determined to be indigent: 

• There is no minimum balance to setup a time payment account 

• If the account balance is $75 or less, a $10 minimum payment is required 

• If the account balance is greater than $75, a $25 minimum payment is required 

 
The following time payment plan terms are offered for non-indigent defendants: 

• The account balance must $50 or greater to setup a time payment account 

• If the account balance is $600 or less, standard plan is typically 12 months and monthly 

payments are equal amounts 

• If the account balance is between $600 and $1,200, standard plan is typically 24 months and 

monthly payments are equal amounts 

 

For both indigent and standard time payment plans, SMC charges a one-time $10 fee to administer 

infraction-based time payment plans, as authorized by state law.32 

 
Figure 17, Figure 18 and Figure 19 provide additional information on the number of time payment plans 

setup each year and how they differ between criminal and infraction monetary sanctions. 

 
Figure 17: Percentage of Time Payment Accounts Opened by Case Type on Cases Filed in 2015-2016 

                                                           
32 RCW 46.63.110(6). This fee is not applied for time payment plans consisting of LFOs related only to criminal 
cases. 
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Figure 18: Number of Cases and Average Monthly Payment by Case Type for all Cases Entering Time Payment Plans in 2015-
2016 SMC Filed Cases 

Figure 19: Average Total Payment per Case for 2015-2016 Filed Cases Completing Time Payment Plans 

90% of all time payment accounts opened on cases filed between 2015 and 2016 were related to 

infraction monetary sanctions. 16% of accounts opened were related to monetary sanctions from 

criminal cases.  This figure is greater than 100% because time payment plans can consist of LFOs from 

multiple cases and case types. About 6% of time payment accounts opened in 2015 – 2016 included 

monetary sanctions from multiple types of SMC cases. 

 

Traffic infractions are the most common type of case whose money obligations are being satisfied 

through time payment plans. Traffic infractions also account for the most monies collected via time 

payment plans.  This may in part be due to the Washington State Department of Licensing’s policy of 

suspending a driver’s license if a traffic ticket for moving violations are not paid.33 

Criminal non-traffic and criminal traffic cases in time payment status have higher average monthly 

payment plans than infraction cases.  This is likely due to higher initial fines and fees on those case 

types.  The largest fee types for non-traffic criminal cases are the probation supervision fee ($25 per 

month of supervision) and two sexual exploitation-related LFOs, the sex industry victims fund ($1,000) 

and the prostitution prevention and intervention account ($1,500 for first offense, $2,500 for second 

offense and $5,000 for third offense). 

The criminal related time payment accounts also have higher average total payments for defendants 

completing time payment plans than the infraction accounts. Defendants with criminal non-traffic cases 

that completed the terms of their time payment plans averaged a total payment of $665. Defendants 

with criminal traffic cases averaged $353. Infraction cases appear to have similar total average payments 

regardless of case type. 

                                                           
33 Generally, moving violations are directly related to driving; non-moving violations relate to equipment or 
documentation violations. See Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 308-104-160 for more information. 
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Community Service Opportunities In Lieu of Fees / Fines at SMC 

SMC is committed to providing defendants who lack the means to pay court ordered fines and fees with 

alternative ways to satisfy these obligations, if provided by law. One of the methods used by SMC judges 

and magistrates is the conversion of court ordered fees and fines to community service hours.   

 

To support this process, SMC Probation cultivates partnerships with around 125 community 

organizations where defendants can perform service and satisfy court conditions. 34  This list of 

organizations is provided in Appendix 6.  A defendant may choose any of the organizations on the list to 

complete community service, however, some sites do have restrictions on who can perform service at 

their organization.  For example, some sites exclude defendants who are convicted of a violent offense 

or who have a specific type of charge in their criminal history.  Ultimately, the court partnering with 

community organizations to identify community service opportunities helps the defendant overcome a 

big hurdle of completing the service: knowing where to go and how to get started. 

 

Conversion of Fees and Fines on Criminal Cases 

At time of sentencing, judges have discretion to impose, waive (due to defendant indigence) or convert 

criminal fees and fines to community service obligations. However, state law is complex and unclear 

regarding what fees and fines are eligible for community service conversion. In the past, judges 

converted many different types of LFOs to community service; however, this practice is now less 

common due to a recent interpretation under state law that most state assessments are not eligible to 

be converted to community service.  Appendix 5 provides internal guidelines to which SMC judges refer 

when deciding whether to convert a LFO to community service.   

 

Currently, the only fees that can explicitly be converted to community service are the DUI Assessment 

Fee (DIAS) and the Criminal Traffic Assessment Fee (CRAS).35 However, judges occasionally convert other 

monetary obligations, citing judicial discretion over fine and fee setting.36  If criminal LFOs are converted 

to community service, the court sometimes imposes an additional one-time $25 Community Service 

Setup Fee (CSFE) that covers the cost of administering the community service condition. Figure 39 in 

Section Two of this report details the number of times the CSFE was imposed on cases filed between 

2011 and 2015. 

 

Conversion of Fines and Fees on Infraction Cases 

Upon defendant request, any infraction penalty can be administratively converted to a community 

service obligation if the defendant is receiving public assistance and / or screened by SMC financial 

screeners and found to be indigent (within 125% of federal and state poverty guidelines). Magistrates 

may also order penalties to be converted to community service without requiring indigence.  In rare 

                                                           
34 Judges do sometimes use their discretion to allow individuals to complete community service at an organization 
not on the Court’s list. This occurs most often when individuals have SMC matters but outside King County. 
35 RCW 46.64.055.   
36 Seattle Municipal Court is the only court in the state authorized under RCW 35.20. 35.20.255 gives SMC judges 
wider discretion than in other district and municipal courts in Washington State. 
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instances, SMC Magistrates may not impose any financial penalties and instead, order a defendant to 

complete community service hours.  

 

Conversion Rate and Assessing Completion of Community Service Condition 

When an eligible defendant seeks to perform community service in lieu of fine payment, a Court 

Payments staff member provides the defendant a list of organizations where the service can be 

performed. In addition, Court Payments staff outline the following policies governing community service 

conversions: 

• The conversion rate is $15 of outstanding fines for every hour of community service performed. 

• SMC asks defendants to perform at least 5 hours of service per week or 25 hours per month. 

• If the plan is more than 50 hours, defendants must report completed hours each month. 

• For infractions, no more than ten tickets may be converted in a one-year period. 

 

A complete list of community service conversion policies is detailed in Appendix 4. 

 

Once a community service defendant reports his or her hours worked, Court Payments staff contact the 

community partner to verify whether the community service was performed.  For both criminal and 

infraction matters, if the service hours are performed as directed, Court Payments close out the 

underlying financial conditions on the case. If a defendant does not complete community service, staff 

reinstate the original monetary obligation. 

 

Figure 20, Figure 21, Figure 22, and Figure 23 detail the frequency with which SMC converts fines and 

fees to community service in criminal cases.  
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Figure 20: LFO Amount and Number of Hours Assigned by Community Service Completion Status 

Figure 21: Number of Cases with LFOs Converted to Community Service by Completion Status 

Figure 22: Proportion of Criminal LFOs Converted to Community Service by Obligation Type 

Figure 23: Completion of Criminal LFOs Converted to Community Service by Defendant Race 

SMC converted a relatively small and decreasing number of criminal-related LFOs to community service 

conditions. Of the approximately 21,000 criminal cases with at least one LFO imposed between 2011 – 

2015, only 434 cases or 2% of cases, had an LFO converted to community service. This does not include 

cases where defendants were ordered to complete community service as a condition of sentence rather 

than a conversion of monetary sanctions. In addition to a recent legal interpretation that narrows the 

types of criminal LFOs eligible for community service conversion, another possibility is that many 

indigent defendants may have all their LFOs waived or suspended outright.        
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Figure 20 displays the total monetary value of LFOs converted and community service hours assigned by 

year and completion status. While almost 70% of criminal cases with converted LFOs successfully 

complete the community service assignment, cases that fail appear to have higher LFOs and 

corresponding lengthier community service assignments. This suggests community service conversion 

may be more effective for shorter, more manageable lengths of community service. 

Figure 22 provides data on the type of criminal LFOs most commonly converted. The criminal conviction 

fee (CCFE) was converted most frequently at 49% and other fees more commonly converted include the 

DUI Assessment Fee, the Criminal Traffic Assessment Fee and the DV Offender Fee.   

Figure 23 provides a demographic comparison on the success rates of community-service-converted-

LFOs. This data suggests that White and Black defendants are slightly more successful at completing 

community service conversions than Asian and Native American defendants, but no strong conclusions 

can be drawn from this data, given the small number of criminal LFOs converted between 2011 and 

2015.   

Figure 24, Figure 25, and Figure 26, detail the frequency with which the Court converts fines and fees to 

community service in infraction cases.  

 

Figure 24: Number of Infraction Cases with Fines and Fees Converted to Community Service and Completed Amount by Year, 
2014-2016 

With infraction fines and fees making up at least $43 million of the monies collected by SMC in 2016, the 

above community service conversion amounts appear low. One reason for this is most people who 

receive infractions simply to choose to pay them and do not request to have their tickets go through a 

court adjudication process. 
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Figure 25: Completion Percentage of Fines and Fees Converted to Community Service for Infraction Cases by Race 

To provide a demographic comparison, Figure 25 shows the number and rate of completions by 

defendant race. Black defendants had obligations converted to community service on about 1,500 cases, 

while this figure was just shy of 1,300 cases for White defendants, about 200 cases for Asian / Pacific 

Islander defendants and about 15 cases for Native American / Alaska Native defendants.   

Figure 26 displays the number of cases resolved successfully by community service and the value of the 

fines and fees. Asian / Pacific Islander defendants completed obligations converted to community 

service on 152 cases in the value of $26,469, while this figure was about 1,077 cases for Black 

defendants for just over $201,000, 14 cases for Native American / Alaska Native defendants for $1,673 

and 764 cases for White defendants at the value just shy of $110,000. 
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Figure 26: Number of Traffic/Non-Traffic Infraction Cases and Completion Amount of Fines and Fees Converted to Community 
Service from 2014-2016, by Race 

 

Conversion of Infractions to SMC Work Crew for Relicensing Defendants  

In July 2017, SMC began a new initiative to help individuals who could not renew their driver’s license 

due to unpaid infraction tickets.37  This initiative allows individuals to work on an SMC work crew for 8 

hours per day and receive $120 credit towards their outstanding tickets.  There are a few key benefits to 

this program versus the traditional infraction community service conversion process.  First, the work of 

identifying an agency, coordinating available hours to complete service, and setting up logistics and 

transportation to and from the agency is handled by SMC staff. Second, work crew is an eight-hour shift, 

allowing individuals to resolve a significant amount of fines and fees.  Through the regular community 

service process, SMC has received feedback that it is often hard to work with agencies to schedule long 

blocks of time that translate into meaningful reductions to financial penalties.  

 

  

                                                           
37 Like regular infraction community service conversions, SMC work crew for relicensing defendants is only 
available for individuals who are presumptively indigent or are determined to be indigent after a financial 
screening. 
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Policies and Practices Regarding the Collection of Victim Restitution. 
Victim restitution is a court-ordered condition requiring an offender to compensate the victim of a crime 

for harm done by the offender’s criminal act. Courts consider restitution as part of a criminal sentence, 

upon the request of the prosecuting attorney’s office. Unlike fine and fee revenue, which is directed to 

the City or State, all money collected from restitution conditions is paid to victims. 

 

SMC judges impose restitution on the defendant based on law and equity. Washington State law details 

that “restitution ordered by a court pursuant to a criminal conviction shall be based on easily 

ascertainable damages for injury to or loss of property, actual expenses incurred for treatment for injury 

to persons, and lost wages resulting from injury. Restitution shall not include reimbursement for 

damages for mental anguish, pain and suffering, or other intangible losses, but may include the costs of 

counseling reasonably related to the offense. The amount of restitution shall not exceed double the 

amount of the offender’s gain or the victim’s loss from the commission of the crime”.38 

 

The Seattle City Attorney’s Office (SCAO) is directly involved with setting victim restitution. SCAO relies 

upon a victim impact statement to establish the amount of restitution requested and either moves for 

restitution to be imposed at sentencing or requests a post-disposition restitution hearing be set later.39   

At time of sentencing, a defendant may not know the exact amount of restitution owed.  SCAO has up to 

90 days after sentencing to conduct its inquiry regarding the restitution amount. Upon completion, the 

SCAO submits a restitution packet to the court and moves for a restitution hearing for the amount to be 

imposed on the defendant. The defendant may accept and pay the amount, or contest the restitution 

amount at a hearing. 

Attached in Appendix 7 and Appendix 8 are copies of the SCAO victim impact statement and the 

restitution packet, which document the process SCAO uses to determine how much, if any, restitution is 

requested. 

SMC is charged with tracking, collecting, and transmitting restitution to victims. When a defendant 

makes partial payments on the total amount of fines, fees, and restitution on a case, SMC policy is to 

apply the money collected first to the outstanding victim restitution amount, then to other fines and 

fees on the case. However, it is important to note that because it can take up to 90 days post-sentencing 

for the victim restitution amount to be set, often money collected has already been applied to 

outstanding fines and fees during those first 90 days before the Court is able to collect victim restitution. 

Victim restitution imposed in a judgment bears interest of 12% from the date of judgment.40  Any 

interest collected on victim restitution is split 50% each between the City of Seattle and State of 

Washington.   

                                                           
38 RCW 9.94A.750 
39 Information obtained from SCAO on 4/4/17. 
40 RCW 10.82.090. 
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If a defendant contacts a victim and pays the restitution amount prior to sentencing, often the charges 

will be resolved as a “compromise of a misdemeanor” and the case will be dismissed, with the victim 

indicating they no longer wish to pursue the case.      

 

Figure 27: Amount of Restitution Conditions Imposed at SMC on Cases Filed between 2011-2015 

Figure 27 above provides the number of cases, individual restitution conditions, average and median 

restitution amounts and the total amount ordered and collected by case filing date.  There is a sizable 

difference between the average and median restitution amounts ordered, suggesting a small number of 

cases with high restitution amounts are skewing the overall average.   

Restitution amounts also vary significantly by type of case. Figure 28 provides a breakdown of average 

and median restitution amounts by case type. Cases with DUI charges average three to four times more 

in total imposed restitution than other case types. Restitution appears to be an uncommon condition in 

domestic violence cases. 
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Figure 28: Amount of Restitution Conditions imposed at SMC by Case Type and Filing Date 

Figure 29 shows the number of cases where SCAO requested a restitution condition and sent out a 

restitution packet to victims, but due to no response from the victim, a restitution amount was never 

imposed and the condition was closed by the Court. Only 35% of cases SCAO identifies for restitution 

have monetary conditions ever imposed on the case. Combining this data with information in Figure 28 

suggests that over a five-year period, there were 1,469 cases where an actual restitution amount was 

imposed and 2,733 cases where SCAO sought restitution but no amount was imposed due to lack of 

victim response.  

 

Figure 29: Cases where SCAO Pursued Restitution but it was Closed due to No Victim Response to Restitution Packet 



39 
 

PREPARED BY RPEG  AUGUST 2017
  

  

 

Figure 30: Median Amount of Imposed Restitution by Defendant Race and Case Type 

Figure 30 shows the median amount of restitution imposed on criminal cases between 2011 and 2015 

by defendant race.  In comparing the two largest defendant groups, Black and White defendants, the 

data indicates Black defendants receive higher median restitution amounts on DUI cases, and White 

defendants receive higher amounts on DV cases. Restitution amounts for Black and White defendants is 

comparable in Non-DV, Non-DUI matters41. 

In cases where the amount of victim restitution is contested, the judge acts as fact finder in a hearing 

between the Seattle City Attorney’s Office and the defendant. The Court hears testimony and examines 

materials presented by the parties regarding the initial restitution amount.  Figure 31 provides the 

number of times a contested restitution hearing was held on cases filed between 2011 and 2015 at SMC.  

Data indicates that 377 of 1,469, or 26%, of the cases where an actual restitution amount was requested 

by SCAO resulted in a contested restitution hearing.42   

                                                           
41 Defendants identifying as Native American / Alaska Native appear to receive restitution amounts lower on Non-

DV, Non-DUI cases and higher on DV and DUI cases. However, due to the small sample size of 2 defendants in each 

of these categories, it would be difficult to reach any conclusion based on this data. 
42 There are 2016 contested restitution hearings in the table because they originate from a criminal case filed in 
2015 or earlier. 
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Figure 31: Number of Held Contested Restitution Hearings by Hearing Date 

Figure 32 details comparative figures on the number of overall cases in this study, the number of cases 

receiving restitution conditions and the number of cases where restitution amounts are contested, to 

provide an overall picture of restitution volume and practices at SMC. 

 

 
Figure 32: Proportion of Criminal Cases Receiving Restitution at SMC, 2011-2015 
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SMC Policies Regarding Use of Contracted Collection Agency 
SMC and the City of Seattle currently contract with AllianceOne, a debt collection agency, to recover 

unpaid criminal and infraction monetary sanctions. This agreement is a no-cost contract for the City of 

Seattle, which means that AllianceOne does not take a cut of the debt; instead, its fees are added to the 

principal amount referred by the court, and it retains the appropriate prorated portion of any amounts 

it collects. The City does not otherwise pay AllianceOne any money for its collection services.  The Court 

retains ownership of the debt and can recall accounts at any time. 

 

AllianceOne's Government Division headquarters is in Gig Harbor, Washington. They have additional 

payment sites at SMC, Tukwila Municipal Court, Kent Municipal Court, and at the Clark County Pay 

Station.  In accordance with City Purchasing policies, AllianceOne assigns a portion of its Court accounts 

under a subcontract to a WMBE (Women and Minority Owned Businesses) collection agency, Payment 

Management Technology (PMT) Solutions, of Bellevue, Washington. 

 

AllianceOne has been the primary contracted debt recovery provider for SMC accounts since 2004. The 

City of Seattle and King County selected AllianceOne from an RFP process for a joint court collection 

services contract in 2009. King County selected a different provider in 2013 and SMC has maintained the 

contract with AllianceOne since that time. 

 

Currently, AllianceOne charges defendants the following fees when collecting aged debt on SMC 

accounts:  

• A $13 demand letter fee that notifies an individual when outstanding infraction or criminal 

obligations will be placed in collections status and steps to pay off the debt.  This fee is $15 for 

parking tickets on out-of-state license plates, which the agency attempts to get owner 

information for.43   

• A one-time collections placement fee equal to 17.1% of the total outstanding debt on account.   

• There is no charge for making payments via credit card. Prior to 2017, AllianceOne charged a 

$10 per credit card payment, which has now been eliminated. 

 

There is also an additional 12% interest rate collected by AllianceOne. However, the money is directed 

to the City of Seattle and State of Washington and not retained by the collection agency.44     

 

Appendix 9 is the pre-collection “demand letter” that AllianceOne sends defendants informing them 

about their debt and the consequences of accounts entering full collection status. 

 

                                                           
43 The fee does not apply to parking tickets on vehicles with Washington State license plates because the Court 
issues a similar notice to the vehicle owner, with information obtained directly from Washington DOL. 
44 Per RCW 3.30.100, except for parking tickets, 32% of the interest collected on fees and fines in collections status 
is directed to the WA State General Fund. The remainder is directed to the City of Seattle General Fund. The City 
retains all interest collected from parking tickets in collection status. 
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The current contract with AllianceOne expires on 12/31/2017. The City and Court recently solicited and 

evaluated proposals for a new 3-year collections contract.45  In July 2017, Seattle Municipal Court and 

the City of Seattle announced an intent to award a new collections contract to Harris & Harris, a 

collections agency headquartered in Chicago, Illinois.    

 

Through the request for proposal process, SMC and the City of Seattle outlined several criteria to be 

considered when evaluating proposals including; fair collection tactics (25%), experience and legal 

history (20%), information technology system capabilities (15%), client testimonials and referrals (15%), 

WMBE inclusion plan (10%), pricing / rates / fees46 (10%), and local business presence (5%).  The 2017 

RFP speaks to the Court’s philosophy regarding debt collection and financial obligation impact on its 

defendants. The following excerpt from the RFP highlights this key point: 

 

“[SMC] seeks a balance between effective debt collection and compassion for debtors who may 

be struggling to meet their financial obligations. The Court is interested in keeping defendants’ 

costs as low as possible; in particular, keeping flat fees—monthly payment plan fees, payment 

card processing fees, etc. -- to a minimum since they most affect those least able to pay. The 

specification and scope of work below, define the Court’s needs as they presently exist. The Court 

welcomes proposals that include ideas or systems that will promote the goals of having 

defendants comply with Court orders and having the information needed to properly identify and 

contact Court debtors and monitor performance of the contract. The Court encourages Proposers 

to propose ideas that may enhance efficacy and efficiency of debt recovery operations. 

The Court firmly believes in a positive approach in dealing with debtors. The Court does not seek 

tactics that may be interpreted as harassment, are demeaning, or reflect poorly on the Court. 

Consistent and fair administration of collection efforts is required. The Proposer must show a 

consistently clear mission and practices that support those philosophies. The Proposer(s) under 

contract will be subject to review of the collection procedures, and the Court may disallow any 

collection enforcement procedure not consistent with the Court’s philosophy.” 

 

SMC Practices Related to Placing Tickets in Collections Status 

If a defendant fails to pay or respond to a ticket issued at SMC, it may be referred to AllianceOne to 

obtain payment.  When a ticket is referred to collections, the additional fees outlined above are applied, 

interest begins to accrue, and typically all contact regarding the ticket is handled by AllianceOne. The 

process for referring tickets to collections status is handled differently depending on whether the debt 

originated as a parking infraction, other infraction type, or a criminal case. 

 

Placing Infraction Tickets in Collections Status 

For parking infractions, registered vehicle owners are given 19 days from the date of ticket issuance to 

either request a hearing, pay the ticket in full, or request a community service or time payment plan. If 

                                                           
45 The proposed contract is for three years, with two 3-year options that will automatically extend the contract 
relationship to a total of nine years, unless either party declines to renew. 
46 The less burdensome the fee structure for individuals, the higher the rating in the RFP on this no-cost contract. 
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an individual does not respond in some fashion within 19 days, SMC adds a $25 default penalty to the 

penalty amount47, and sends a postcard to the registered vehicle owner notifying the individual that he 

or she has an additional 30 days to pay or respond to the ticket before it enters full collection status.48  

The original parking penalty and the default penalty, if collected, are both directed to the City of Seattle 

General Fund. 

 

For non-parking infractions, an individual is given 19 days from date of ticket issuance to either request 

a hearing, pay the ticket in full, or request a community service or time payment plan.  If an individual 

does not respond within 19 days, SMC adds a $52 default penalty to the original penalty amount.49  

After 19 days has passed, AllianceOne sends a demand letter, notifying the defendant of their 

outstanding penalties and allowing them an additional 30 days to pay the ticket in full or enter a time 

payment plan before the debt it transferred to full collections status.  AllianceOne charges $13 or $15 

per letter, as described on page 41. 

 

Placing LFOs from Criminal Cases in Collections Status 

For legal financial obligations stemming from criminal cases, there is no automated process in place that 

moves unpaid obligations into collection status. When a judge imposes legal financial obligations on a 

case, the defendant is directed to report to the SMC Financial Compliance Unit on the first floor of the 

courthouse.  A defendant has the choice of remitting full payment to an SMC cashier or requesting to be 

set on a time payment plan. SMC allows the defendant up to 30 days to contact SMC Financial 

Compliance. If a defendant never contacts Financial Compliance, or sets up a time payment plan but 

does not meet the conditions of that plan, then after 30 days, SMC sends a letter to the defendant.  This 

letter reminds the defendant of the unpaid obligation and notifies them that the debt may be sent to 

collections. If SMC Financial Compliance receives no response to the letter, after an additional 15 days, 

Financial Compliance sends a status report to the sentencing judge on the case detailing the lack of 

progress the defendant has made in resolving the obligations. Judges do not reinstate previously 

suspended jail sentences solely for failure to pay financial obligations. Generally, judges either schedule 

a review hearing to discuss the reasons for financial non-compliance with a defendant, send the 

outstanding monetary obligations to collections, or both.   

   

Recalling Tickets and Other Ways to Assist Defendants with Tickets in Collections 

SMC can recall a ticket from the collection agency at any time. Common ticket recall reasons include if 

the tickets were issued to indigent defendants for expired license plate tab violations or if the tickets are 

                                                           
47 SMC 11.31.120 B. 
48 The process described is for vehicles with Washington state license plates that acquire parking tickets in Seattle.  
This notification process is possible because SMC has a data exchange in place with WA Department of Licensing 
that enables access to contact information (home address) of WA registered vehicle owners. Out-of-state vehicles 
acquiring parking tickets in Seattle go through a slightly different process, with AllianceOne sending the pre-
collections notice 19 days after a registered vehicle owner fails to respond or pay the original parking ticket. Out-
of-state vehicles are subject to the same parking penalties (original and default penalty) as in-state vehicles, but 
also are assessed a $15 pre-collection letter noticing fee, imposed and collected by AllianceOne. 
49 RCW 46.63.110(4) and RCW 3.62.090. 
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associated with moving violations that prohibit an individual from getting his or her license renewed.  

Assisting defendants with relicensing is particularly valuable to both defendants and the Court in limiting 

the issuance of potential future criminal Driving While License Suspended (DWLS) charges. 

 

In addition to offering time payment plans and recalling some obligations from collections, SMC has 

historically worked with other City departments, community partners and internally to limit the burden 

to indigent defendants of legal financial obligations entering collection status. For example, under 

Mayor McGinn’s Administration, Financial Empowerment Centers run by Neighborhood House and El 

Centro de la Raza partnered with SMC Financial Compliance to pull outstanding tickets out of collections 

for individuals who were under financial duress and working with these centers.  Another example 

through the Scofflaw program,50  SMC partners with Seattle Police Department and the Human Services 

Department (HSD) to establish protocols for Parking Enforcement Officers to place outreach information 

and warning notices on cars where it appears someone may be living in their vehicle. This includes 

information on the HSD-funded Road to Housing program,51 which seeks to offer a safe place for 

parking, case management and a pathway to permanent housing for people living in their vehicles.  

In 2009 and 2011, SMC offered collection reduction events aimed at assisting individuals in resolving 

outstanding court financial obligations. All infraction accounts in collections with AllianceOne were 

eligible for reduction. The purpose of these events was to incentivize individuals to pay off outstanding 

penalties by removing all accrued interest and collection fees if they paid the full amount of the 

underlying initial infraction. 

 

One important regulation regarding collection practices is that agencies in Washington are not 

permitted to collect on court debt that is older than 10 years from the date of initial issuance of the 

ticket.52  To ensure SMC and AllianceOne comply with this provision, the Court routinely runs a batch 

process to close out tickets and associated debt from its case management system on tickets that have 

aged beyond the ten-year time frame for eligible collection. 

 

Data on Collections Practices at SMC 

The charts below provide additional data on revenue collected at SMC from collections activity. Figure 

33 displays the total amount of revenue AllianceOne collected on SMC cases between 2013 and 2016.  

Collection amounts are separated by the amount directed to the City of Seattle and the amount retained 

by the collection agency. Not all “City of Seattle Revenue” is remitted to the City’s general fund.  

Depending on the type of underlying violation, some of the amount collected may go to the State of 

Washington.  32% of the non-parking ticket interest collected on penalties in collection status are 

                                                           
50 SMC, SPD and the City of Seattle jointly operate a Scofflaw program that immobilizes vehicles through the 
application of a vehicle immobilization device if the registered owner has four or more parking tickets in 
collections.  More information on the Scofflaw program can be found here:  http://www.seattle.gov/scofflaw-
ordinance/frequently-asked-questions   
51 More information on the HSD-funded Road to Housing Program can be found here: 
http://www.compasshousingalliance.org/what-we-do-top/emergency-shelter/road-to-housing/  
52 RCW 6.17.020, This time-period can be extended an additional ten years at request of judicial officer. 
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directed to the State of Washington.53  The data shows SMC collection activity brings in between $5 to 6 

million dollars for the City and State in recovered debt. 

 

 
Figure 33: Total Amount Recovered from Collections by Revenue Recipient, 2013-2016 

 

Figure 34 illustrates the percentage of total dollars received from collections activity attributable to the 

original violation, applied interest, and additional collection fees.  Over the past four years, between 

71% to 74% of collections revenue was due to the original penalty on the ticket, 16% was due to 

collection company fees, and between 9% and 13% was due to interest accrual. 

 

                                                           
53 RCW 3.50.100 
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Figure 34: Percentage of Collections Revenue by Where Money is Applied, by Year 

 

Figure 35 displays the percentage of revenue collected from different case types in collections.  Parking 

tickets account for between 64% and 74% of the revenue collected between 2013 and 2016. Traffic 

tickets make up between 25% and 36% of this revenue over the same period. Less than 1% of revenue 

collected through collections activity comes from criminal cases at SMC. 
 

 
Figure 35: Percentage of Total Revenue Collected by AllianceOne by Original Violation Type and Year 

Figure 36 on collections practices illustrates the proportion of cases sent to collections compared to the 

overall number of cases filed or tickets issued. For example, approximately 24% of all parking tickets, 

22% of traffic tickets and 5% of criminal cases had unfulfilled monetary obligations sent to collections 

status in 2016. For criminal cases, monetary obligations are not imposed until after the disposition of 

the case. Since some 2016 criminal cases have not yet reached disposition, this could be a reason for a 

lower proportion of 2016 criminal cases sent to collections.  
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Figure 36: Percentage of Cases Sent to Collection Per Year, 2014-2016, by Type 
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Section 2:  Inventory of Criminal Fines and Fees Imposed at SMC 
Before addressing the six research areas that will comprise the “inventory of criminal fines and fees” at 

SMC, it is important to outline the methodology, definitions, and limitations of data in this study. 

 

Methodology and Data Definition 

The sample analyzed in this section of the report includes all SMC criminal cases filed between 2011 and 

2015 where at least one “criminal financial obligation” is imposed. The definition of “criminal financial 

obligation” is provided below. Please note that cases where LFOs are not ordered (many dismissals or 

instances where the City Attorney does not proceed with charges after initial arrest) are excluded from 

the sample analyzed.   

 

Some external studies on LFOs only include cases where convictions were entered54. However, if SMC 

analysts limit data to convictions, many cases that initially enter an alternative or diversionary 

disposition55 with LFOs assessed but where charges are ultimately dismissed, get excluded. Instead, this 

study defines the case sample based on whether LFOs were ever imposed. 

 

A five-year study period is used because it is long enough to show trends over time, however, it is not so 

long that court practices or statutory rules during the study period differ significantly from today. Please 

note the 2015 publication of State vs. Blazina56 did dramatically change practices regarding how LFOs 

are imposed in Washington State Courts. 

 

2016 data is not included for two reasons. First, this study began midyear 2016. Second, LFOs are 

imposed on cases at time of disposition, therefore many cases filed in 2016 are in pre-trial status, 

without an opportunity for LFO imposition.  

 

In addition to the case filing date and whether a criminal LFO is imposed, analysts queried MCIS to 

compile a dataset that includes the LFO type and amount, case and charge information including type of 

violation, case disposition, and associated defendant demographic information (age, race and gender).   

 

The study relies on the following definitions to assist in collecting and analyzing SMC legal financial 

obligation data. 

 
Criminal Legal Financial Obligations:  Any obligation imposed by the Court on a criminal case with a 

monetary assessment. If a criminal LFO is imposed, but either waived due to indigence or suspended in 

full by a judge, the case is included in the analysis. The definition of LFOs in this report does not include 

monetary obligations related to custody status of a defendant, including Bail, Bond or Warrant fees. In 

addition, restitution is not considered a court-generated financial obligation and therefore it is outside 

                                                           
54 Convictions are generally defined as a guilty finding after trial or defendants entering into deferred sentences, 
suspended sentences or guilty findings as part of a negotiated plea. 
55 Defined as deferred prosecution, dispositional continuance, stipulated order of continuance, pre-trial diversion. 
56 http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=16801131650335009437&hl=en&as_sdt=6&as_vis=1&oi=scholarr 
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the scope of the inventory provided in section two of this study. Ultimately there are 15 different 

criminal fines and fees routinely imposed at SMC. They are provided in Figure 37 below.57

                                                           
57 “Routinely imposed” for the purposes of this study is defined as any fee or fine that was ordered more than 40 
times between 2011 – 2015. With approximately 30,000 fees / fines imposed during this period, any fee / fine 
imposed less than 40 times, would make up about 0.13% of all fees / fines imposed. 
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Figure 37: SMC Fee and Fines Imposed on Criminal Cases

MCIS 

Obligation
Fee / Fine Name SMC/RCW Authority Fee Amount

Able to 

Suspend due 

to indigency 

Y/N?

Where $ 

goes
%

BRTH BREATH TEST ASSESSMENT (Alcohol Violators Fee) RCW 46.61.5054 $200 Y City/State 27%/73%

COST COURT COSTS RCW 3.62.060; 3.62.065; 3.62.040
Varies depending on 

service
Unknown City 56%

CCFE CRIMINAL CONVICTION FEE RCW 3.62.085 $43 Y City/State 68%/32%

CRAS CRIMINAL TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT FEE1 RCW 46.64.055 $102.50 Y State 100%

CSFE CSHS FEE - COMMUNITY SERVICE SET UP FEE RCW 9.94A.725 and 10.01.160 $25 Y City 100%

DNAF DNA SAMPLE FEE2 RCW 43.43.7541, See footnote $100 N State 100%

DVOA DOMESTIC VIOLENCE OFFENDER ASSESSMENT RCW 10.99.080 not to exceed $100 Y City 100%

DIAS DUI ASSESSMENT FEE1 RCW 46.64.055 $102.50 Y State 100%

FINE PAY FINE (including PSEA)
RCW 3.62.010 (general Fines or Penalties), 'RCW 46.61.5055 (DUI 

Fines), RCW 3.62.090 (PSEA)

Varies.  For DUIs, often 

$595 but varies by 

criminal history and BAC

Y
City (except 

PSEA)
100%

PSFE PROBATION SUPERVISION FEE RCW 10.64.120 $25/ month Y3 City 100%

12A.10.020 Prostitution $50 Partial City 100%

12A.10.130/RCW 9A.88.120 Indecent Exposure $50 Partial City 100%

12A.10.040 Sexual Exploitation/Patronizing $1,500/$2,500/$5,000 Partial City 100%

12A.10.060 Permitting prostitution $1,500/$2,500/$5,000 Partial City 100%

DFEE PUBLIC DEFENDER FEE RCW 10.01.160 $430 new/$260 review Y City 100%

RCFE RECORDS CHECK FEE RCW 10.64.120 $10/month Y City 100%

12A.10.070 Subsection B/12A 10.040 Sexual Exploitation/Patronizing $1,000 Y City 100%

12A.10.070 Subsection B/12A 10.060 Permitting prostitution $1,000 Y City 100%

STDC STD / HIV COUNSELING SMC 12A.10.110 (patronizing only) $163.50 Y City 100%

WCFE WORK CREW FEE RCW 10.64.120 $25 Y City 100%

1

2 DNA test not ordered if DNA on file but fee is assessed upon conviction on mandatory charges. 

3

DNA testing mandatory for: 12A.06.035 Stalking, 12A.06.040 Harassment, 12A.10.040 Patronizing/Sexual Exploitation, 12A.10.140 Communicating with a Minor Immoral 

SMC Fee & Fines Imposed on Criminal Cases

Can be waived while the probationer is being supervised by another state under RCW 9.94A.745, the interstate compact for adult offender supervision. No specific 

mention of waiver due to indigence is provided in RCW.  Fee is routinely waived due to indigence at Seattle Municipal Court.

SEX INDUSTRY VICTIMS FUNDSIVF

CRAS/DIAS may be converted to community service. $102.50 is broken out as ($50 + PSEA1 + PSEA2) = $102.50. PSEA is the Public Safety and Educational Assessment and all goes to the State.

PPIA PROSTITUTION PREVENTION AND INTERVENTION
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Amount Imposed:  The amount a judge requires a defendant to pay. If a fine or fee is waived or 

suspended for any reason, it is excluded from total imposed amount. 

 

For the specific LFO type “Fine”, with limited exception, judges assess the $5,000 fine (for gross 

misdemeanors) or $1,000 (for misdemeanors) and immediately suspend a significant portion or all the 

fine. For the purposes of this study, the difference between the original and immediately suspended 

amount of the Fine obligation is what is defined as “amount imposed”. For example, if a judge assesses a 

$5,000 gross misdemeanor fine and immediately suspends $4,500, the total amount imposed is $500.     

 

Amount Suspended:  The amount a judge suspends or waives from the original fines and fees 

assessment. Typically, these reductions are due to a finding of defendant indigence, but can also be 

closed for other administrative reasons. It is worth noting that the amount waived does not include 

instances where a fine or a fee was never ordered on a case, even if statutorily a specific type of fee was 

supposed to be assessed. Analysts have no way of tracking a judicial decision to not impose a specific 

financial condition on a case. 

 
Demographic Data Limitations:  A primary purpose of the SOCR requested inventory is to examine if 

there are demographic differences in the imposition of fines and fees at SMC. Currently, the Court can 

provide age, race, and gender, however there are limitations to this information. The race field captured 

by MCIS only records five racial identifiers: Asian / Pacific Islander, Black, Native American / Alaska 

Native, White, and Unknown. There is no Hispanic identifier. A more detailed explanation of how race 

data enters the Court’s case management system is provided in Appendix 10 of this report. The Court’s 

racial reporting limitations are primarily driven by the required fields all criminal justice agencies must 

report to the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s National Crime Information Center (NCIC). 

 

A complete inventory of SMC fines and fees addresses the following six research areas:  

1. Define the different fines and fees imposed on criminal cases at SMC. Provide the legislative 

authority, whether the fine or fee is mandatory or discretionary, the associated policy goals of 

the fine or fee, and where revenue generated from the fine or fee is directed. 

2. Document the number and amount of each fine and fee imposed at SMC. 

3. Determine the total, average and median criminal fine and fee amounts assessed. Break out by 

available demographic categories and case types. 

4. Determine the amount and percentage imposed by case and defendant in comparison to the 

maximum amount allowed per legislative authority. This analysis must be completed by case 

type.   

5. Compare LFO imposition rates with available data from other Washington Courts of Limited 

Jurisdiction.  
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Define the different fees and fines imposed on criminal cases at SMC.  Provide the legislative 

authority, whether the fine or fee is mandatory or discretionary, the associated policy goals of fine or 

fee, and where revenue generated from the fine or fee is directed. 

Judges are required or authorized to impose various fines and fees on criminal cases. Each fine or fee 

has different legislative authority and differs on whether the fine or fee is mandatory or discretionary.  

The revenue collected by the Court from each fine or fee is directed to funds within the City of Seattle or 

the State of Washington depending on legislative direction. 

 

Figure 37 on page 50 of this study lists all criminal fines and fees routinely imposed at SMC and the 

associated legislative authority for each fine or fee.58  The table also identifies whether the fine or fee is 

mandatory or can be waived due to indigence and whether the money is directed to the City or State.  

Figure 38 titled SMC Fee and Fines Revenue Purpose provides additional information regarding the 

general purpose or policy goals of the funding, if applicable. 

 

                                                           
58 “Routinely imposed” for the purposes of this study is defined as any fee or fine that was ordered more than 40 
times between 2011 – 2015.  With approximately 30,000 fees / fines imposed during this period, any fee / fine 
imposed less than 40 times, would make up about 0.13% of all fees / fines imposed. 
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Figure 38: SMC Fee and Fines Revenue Purpose 

MCIS 

Obligation
Fee / Fine Name SMC/RCW Authority Fee Amount Revenue/Policy Purpose

BRTH BREATH TEST ASSESSMENT (Alcohol Violators Fee) RCW 46.61.5054 $200 

This fee is for the purpose of funding the Washington state 

toxicology laboratory and the Washington state patrol for 

grants and activities to increase the conviction rate and 

decrease the incidence of persons driving under the 

influence of alcohol or drugs. 

COST COURT COSTS RCW 3.62.060; 3.62.065; 3.62.040
Varies depending on 

service

Clerks of the district courts shall  collect a variety of fees for 

their official services. The fees vary depending on the service. 

See the Fines and Fees Background Information Appendix for 

more on Court Costs. 

CCFE CRIMINAL CONVICTION FEE RCW 3.62.085 $43 For costs associated with prosecution of case.

CRAS CRIMINAL TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT FEE1 RCW 46.64.055 $102.50 Used to increase revenue for traffic assessments

CSFE CSHS FEE - COMMUNITY SERVICE SET UP FEE RCW 9.94A.725 and 10.01.160 $25 Costs for administering community service set up. 

DNAF DNA SAMPLE FEE2 RCW 43.43.7541, See footnote $100 

For purposes of DNA identification analysis. The fee is a 

court-ordered legal financial obligation as defined in RCW 

9.94A.030 and other applicable law.

DVOA DOMESTIC VIOLENCE OFFENDER ASSESSMENT RCW 10.99.080 not to exceed $100

Revenue from the assessment shall be used solely for the 

purposes of establishing and funding domestic violence 

advocacy and domestic violence prevention and prosecution 

programs in the city or county of the court imposing the 

assessment. 

DIAS DUI ASSESSMENT FEE1 RCW 46.64.055 $102.50 Used to increase revenue for traffic assessments

FINE PAY FINE (including PSEA)

RCW 3.62.010 (general Fines or 

Penalties), 'RCW 46.61.5055 (DUI 

Fines), RCW 3.62.090 (PSEA)

$0 and up - See attached 

DUI Fines Assessments 

table

'RCW 3.62.010 (general Fines or Penalties), 'RCW 46.61.5055 

(DUI Fines), RCW 3.62.090 (PSEA)

PSFE PROBATION SUPERVISION FEE RCW 10.64.120
See attached Probation 

Fee Chart

Revenues raised under this section shall be used to fund 

programs for probation services.

12A.10.020 Prostitution $50 

12A.10.130/RCW 9A.88.120 Indecent 

Exposure
$50 

12A.10.040 Sexual 

Exploitation/Patronizing
$1,500/$2,500/$5,000

12A.10.060 Permitting prostitution $1,500/$2,500/$5,000

DFEE PUBLIC DEFENDER FEE RCW 10.01.160 $430 new/$260 review
To reimburse for costs associated with providing a public 

defender.

RCFE RECORDS CHECK FEE RCW 10.64.120 $10/month 

For evaluation or supervision services and for fees related to 

records and background checks. Revenues raised under this 

section shall be used to fund programs for probation 

services.

12A.10.070 Subsection B/12A 10.040 

Sexual Exploitation/Patronizing
$1,000 

12A.10.070 Subsection B/12A 10.060 

Permitting prostitution
$1,000 

STDC STD / HIV COUNSELING SMC 12A.10.110 (patronizing only) $163.50 

To fund the mandatory counseling program for all  persons 

convicted of or entering a non-conviction disposition of 

prostitution or sexual exploitation charge.

WCFE WORK CREW FEE See attached Probation Fee Chart $25 Assessment for Work Crew.

1

2 DNA test not ordered if DNA on file but fee is assessed upon conviction on mandatory charges. 

3 Can be waived while the probationer is being supervised by another state under RCW 9.94A.745, the interstate compact for adult offender supervision. No specific mention of waiver due 

to indigence is provided in RCW.  Fee is routinely waived due to indigence at Seattle Municipal Court.

Several SMC codes. Revenue from the fees must be used for 

local efforts to reduce the commercial sale of sex including, 

but not l imited to, increasing enforcement of commercial sex 

laws. At least 50% must be spent on prevention (education 

for offenders, and rehabilitative services for victims). 

12A.10.070. In 2002, the City Council passed Ordinance 

120907, establishing the Care and Treatment of Sex Industry 

Victims Account, and designated that account to be used to 

pay for services designed to provide care and treatment to 

sex industry workers.  This account has come to be known as 

the “Sex Industry Workers Fund.”  It is funded with a $1000 

fee on those charged with patronizing a prostitute.

SMC Fee & Fines 

Revenue Purpose

SIVF SEX INDUSTRY VICTIMS FUND

CRAS/DIAS may be converted to community service. $102.50 is broken out as ($50 + PSEA1 + PSEA2) = $102.50. PSEA is the Public Safety and Educational Assessment and all goes to the 

DNA testing mandatory for: 12A.06.035 Stalking, 12A.06.040 Harassment, 12A.10.040 Patronizing/Sexual Exploitation, 12A.10.140 Communicating with a Minor Immoral Purposes, 

PPIA PROSTITUTION PREVENTION AND INTERVENTION
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Document the number and amount of each fine and fee imposed at SMC 

The table below provides data on the 15 fines and fees routinely imposed on criminal cases filed at SMC 

between 2011 and 2015. The table shows yearly totals from $1.1 to 1.4 million in criminal fines and fee 

in 2012 to 2015, while the total for 2011 was significantly less at about $700,000. This is because LFOs 

are generally not imposed until time of case disposition and many of the cases filed in 2011 did not incur 

LFOs until years later. Similarly, there is a lower amount of money imposed in 2016 because the study 

sample only includes cases filed before 2016. 

 

State law and municipal code dictate which LFOs a judge can reduce, waive, or suspend. Generally, the 

15 most common criminal LFOs at SMC can be divided into the following categories:  

 
Mandatory LFOs:  Fines and fees that must be imposed as directed by statute or code and cannot be 

waived due to a finding of defendant indigence.  These include:  Criminal Conviction Fee59, DNA Sample 

Fee, Prostitution Prevention and Intervention Account. 

 
The Prostitution Prevention and Intervention Account Fee is partially reducible if indigence is 

established, but $500, $833 or $1,667 (dependent upon criminal history) must be imposed regardless. 

 
Mandatory Unless Indigent LFOs:  Fines and fees that must be imposed as directed by statute or code, 

but may be waived or reduced if defendant indigence is established.  These include: Breath Test 

Assessment, DUI Assessment Fee, DV Offender Assessment, Fine, Sex Industry Victims Fee, STD / HIV 

Counseling. 

 
The Fine obligation is only mandatory on DUI cases, but discretionary on others. In addition, it is only 

mandatory up to a specified amount (dependent upon previous criminal history and level of intoxication 

at time of offense).   

 
Discretionary LFOs:  These fees can be imposed at SMC judicial discretion and are generally used to 

collect user fees for provided services. These include:  Community Service Fee, Court Costs, Probation 

Supervision Fee, Public Defender Fee, Record Checks Fee, Work Crew Fee. 

 
Detailed information on the statutory authority for each fee can be found in the previous table, SMC Fee 

and Fines Imposed on Criminal Cases of this report, in Appendix 11, or by reviewing the associated 

Revised Code of Washington or Seattle Municipal Code. 

 
The following tables provide data on the 15 most common LFOs imposed on criminal cases at SMC. 
   
 

                                                           
59 Many Washington State Courts have determined that the Criminal Conviction Fee, a $43 fee imposed on every 
conviction, cannot be waived.  SMC judges, relying on RCW 35.20.255, do not waive this fee, but routinely suspend 
it if a defendant is indigent. 
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Figure 39: Number and Total Amount of LFOs Imposed at SMC by Obligation Start Date 

Figure 39 lists the number of impositions and the total LFO amount imposed and suspended by year for 

criminal LFOs at SMC. The Fine and the Probation Supervision Fee are the two largest LFOs at SMC in 

terms of total imposition amount.   

 
Figure 40 distills this data further by listing the average and median LFOs imposed at SMC from 2011 – 

2016. 
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Figure 40: Average and Median LFO Amount by Obligation Type at SMC 

On an average or median basis, the sexual exploitation related LFOs are the most expensive criminal LFO 

levied at SMC. Many of these LFOs are statutorily mandatory.  Appendix 12 provides a breakdown of the 

different LFOs required for sexual exploitation cases dependent upon different charge dispositions and 

previous defendant criminal history.   

 
A median Fine amount of $0, which occurred in 2014 – 2016, indicates that at least half of the cases with 

a Fine entered in that year had the full amount of the Fine suspended at time of imposition.   

 
Judges reduce Fines in two ways. One way is to impose the Fine obligation, suspend a portion of the 

Fine, and then immediately waive the suspended portion, typically because a defendant is indigent.  

Data provided in Figure 40 does not account for instances where an LFO is waived by a Judge in this way.   
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The second way judges reduce fines is by imposing the Fine and then immediately suspend the full value 

of the obligation. The obligation remains open, but it does not have a monetary value owed. Figure 40 

does include instances where the full value of the Fine is suspended down to $0. 

 

From a policy perspective, these two types of reductions have the same result as judges do not go back 

and reimpose fines they originally suspended the full value of. However, because the practice of 

suspending the full Fine amount, but leaving the condition open is common at SMC (it happened at least 

50% of the time in 2014, 2015, and 2016), it lowers the median and average Fine values presented.   

 

To account for this, Court analysts examined average and median Fine amounts only for defendants who 

had some amount of initial Fine imposed. The results are in Figure 41 below. This data answers a slightly 

different policy question: For those defendants who received a non-suspended Fine, what was the 

average and median? 

 

 
Figure 41: Average and Median Amount of Fines Where Initial Imposition Was More Than $0 

 
For defendants with some amount of Fine imposed at SMC between 2011 – 2015, the average 

imposition was $715 and the median imposition was $595. This makes sense given the Fine obligation is 

utilized most often in DUI cases, as mandated by Washington State RCW. Current DUI fine assessments 

called for by RCW are listed in Appendix 13 of this report. 

 

A thorough inventory and comparative study of LFOs by defendant demographic groups only makes 

sense if one examines the information by type of case. Comparing the fines and fees imposed on a SMC 

theft case, which carries few mandatory legislative assessments versus a SMC DUI case, which has many, 

holds little illustrative value.   
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Figure 42: Amount and Percent of LFOs by Obligation Type and Case Type on 2011 - 2015 Criminal Cases 

Figure 42 shows the percentage of the 15-common criminal LFOs at SMC that are a result of DUI, DV, or 
Non-DV, Non-DUI cases. The data is sorted by the total amount of money imposed at SMC over the five-
year study period. This figure highlights that DUI cases carry the steepest monetary sanctions of the 
three different criminal case types at SMC. 
 
Figure 43 displays the total amount of criminal LFOs imposed at SMC between 2011 and 2015 broken 
out by whether the LFO is mandatory, mandatory unless indigent, or discretionary.60 

                                                           
60 For the purposes of this figure, the Prostitution Prevention and Intervention Account is categorized as a 
mandatory fee, even though some portion of it is reducible. The Fine is categorized as “mandatory unless 
indigent”, even though some portion of it is discretionary. 
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Figure 43: Percentage of LFOs Imposed at SMC Between 2011-2015 by Mandatory, Discretionary or Mandatory Unless Indigent 

Approximately 56% of the total fees and fines imposed between 2011 and 2015 were from LFOs that 

were mandatory unless indigence is determined. Within this category, the Fine made up 58% and the 

Breath Test Assessment made up 22%, demonstrating that DUI fees are a major contributing factor of 

mandatory LFOs, unless the defendant is found to be indigent.   

 
Discretionary LFOs made up around 35% of all fees and fines imposed between 2011 and 2015, with the 

Probation Supervision Fee accounting for the largest percentage of LFOs within this group. 

 
Mandatory LFOs made up 9% of total fees and fines levied between 2011 and 2015. The Criminal 

Conviction Fee consisted of 52% of these LFOs while the Prostitution Prevention and Intervention 

Account Fee consisted of 44%.  

 
The above charts provide a high-level picture of the amount of monetary sanctions imposed on SMC 

cases, but they do not inform policy questions regarding whether differences in LFOs exist between 

different demographic groups.  To inform these questions, the next section gives greater detail on the 

population of defendants in this study and the types of cases that were adjudicated at SMC.  
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Determine the total, average and median criminal fees and fine amounts assessed.  Break 

out by available demographic categories and case types. 

 
Defendant Demographic Characteristics: 

Before comparing LFO imposition rates across demographic groups, it is important to identify the 

demographic characteristics of the study sample. Figures 44 through 48 provide the demographic 

makeup of all SMC defendants with at least one criminal case filed between 2011 and 2015 and at least 

one LFO imposed on the case. 

 

 
Figure 44:Race of Defendants in Study 

Figure 45: Age of Defendants in Study 

Figure 46: Gender of Defendants in Study 

 
 



61 
 

PREPARED BY RPEG  AUGUST 2017 

 
Figure 47: Race and Gender of Defendants in Study 

Figure 48: Race and Age of Defendants in Study 

When reviewing the race, age, and gender of defendants in the study, it is also important to consider 
the makeup of the community at-large. The 2010 U.S. Census Estimate indicates 69.5% of Seattle’s 
population is White, 13.8% is Asian, 7.9% is Black, 0.8% is American Indian & Alaska Native, 0.4% is 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, 5.1% is two or more races, and 2.4% is “Other” race.   
 
The 2014 U.S. Census Bureau American Community survey indicates that 11% of individuals in King 
County are between the ages of 18 – 24, 21% are between 25 – 34, 19% are between 35 – 44, 18% are 
between 45 – 54, 16% are between 55 – 64, and 15% are over the age of 65. These figures reinforce that 
people of color and people under the age of 35 are disproportionately represented in this study. This 
finding is not surprising given the attention being paid to the larger disproportionality that exists in the 
local and national criminal justice systems. 
 
Total, Average and Median Criminal LFO Imposition by SMC Case Type: 
The primary determinant of the amount of LFOs a defendant is assessed is the type of case for which he 
or she is convicted. Driving Under the Influence cases carry substantially higher mandatory fines and 
fees than Domestic Violence and general Non-DUI, Non-DV cases at SMC. To illustrate this, Figure 49 
shows the total amount of LFOs imposed by case type and Figure 50 provide the average and median 
amounts.61   

                                                           
61 Sexual exploitation cases are generally considered Non-DUI, Non-DV cases, but they are excluded from the Non-
DV, Non-DUI results because they are the only case that carry mandatory and expensive LFOs. In terms of volume, 
SMC does not adjudicate a high percentage of sexual exploitation cases. The LFO results for these specific cases are 
shown separately, in Figure 52.  
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Figure 49: Total and Percentage of Criminal LFOs by Case Type and Filing Date 

Figure 50: Average and Median Criminal LFOs Imposed by Case Type and Filing Date 

There are significant differences in the amount of LFOs imposed depending on type of charges filed on 

the case. For example, in all five years of the study, the median number of fines imposed on individuals 

charged with DUI is never lower than $725, while the median LFOs imposed on Non-DV, Non-DUI cases 

is $0. DUI cases also appear to have a smaller variance on a percentage basis between the average and 

median LFO amount. This suggests average LFOs for DV and Non-DV, Non-DUI are more susceptible to a 

small number of cases with high LFOs skewing the averages.   
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Over the course of the five-year study, the data in Figure 50 suggest that DUI cases have LFOs imposed 

at an amount approximately 4.5 times greater than DV cases and 19 times greater than Non-DV, Non-

DUI cases. 

 

 
Figure 51: Percentage of Defendants Receiving Different LFO Amounts by Case Category 

Figure 51 shows the percentage distribution of defendants that fall within specific LFO imposition 

amount categories by case type. Consistent with previous data, most defendants convicted of charges 

on DV and Non-DV, Non-DUI cases have either $0 or less than $100 imposed on the case.     

 
Figure 52: Average and Median Criminal LFOs Imposed on Sexual Exploitation Cases 
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Figure 52 details average and median LFO amounts for sexual exploitation cases. This specific charge 

related to a violation of SMC 12A.10.040 carries higher LFOs than any other SMC violation. Please note 

the average and median LFO amounts on sexual exploitation cases increased in 2013 after state 

legislation was passed that significantly increased the mandatory fines for the Prostitution Prevention 

and Intervention Account LFO62.    

 
Differences in LFO Imposition Rates by SMC Case Type and Defendant Demographics: 

The next step in this report is to investigate whether race, gender or age differences exist in the amount 

of LFOs being imposed. The wide variance in LFO amounts that exists on different types of misdemeanor 

and gross misdemeanor charges necessitates that we look at each demographic category within each 

case type to conduct this analysis. 

 
Figure 53: Average and Median LFO Amount Imposed by Defendant Race 

Figure 54: Percentage of Defendants Receiving Different LFO Amounts by Case Type and Defendant Race 

                                                           
62 RCW 9A.88.130 



65 
 

PREPARED BY RPEG  AUGUST 2017 

Figure 53 and Figure 54 suggest there is some variation in the amount of LFOs imposed on defendants of 
different races at SMC, but that the differences do not appear large. On average, defendants identifying 
as Native American / Alaska Native or White have the highest DUI-related LFOs imposed in the study.  
For DV cases and Non-DV, Non-DUI cases, Asian / Pacific Islander and White defendants have the 
highest average LFO impositions. Black defendants display the lowest average LFOs for each of the three 
case types. 
 
Analyzing LFOs using the median rather than average narrows the differences between races. For DUI-
related LFOs, there is an $81 difference between the highest median LFO by race (Native American / 
Alaska Native) and the lowest (Black). White and Asian defendants experience slightly higher median 
LFOs for DV cases, and for Non-DV, Non-DUI cases (for Asian defendants only), but the differences do 
not appear large. 
 
Figure 54 provides a percentage distribution of the number of cases that fall within different LFO 
amounts by defendant race. This data suggests that Black and Native American / Alaska Native 
defendants have a higher percentage of LFOs suspended on their cases.  
 
As discussed in the Demographic Data Limitation section on page 51, there are significant limitations to 
Court race data collection. Not a lot can be concluded about the “Unknown” category in the charts 
above. It is possible some of the defendants in this group self-identified or were identified by Seattle 
Police at time of arrest as Hispanic, however, SPD nor SMC currently collect or record this ethnicity in 
their information systems.  
 
Average and Median LFO imposition by race are descriptive statistics that explore a connection between 
race and monetary sanction amounts, but cannot describe a causal effect. There are numerous other 
factors (i.e. personal income, employment, previous criminal history) that impact whether one has the 
means to pay a LFO. To more thoroughly investigate or test hypotheses related to race and monetary 
sanction imposition, one would need a multivariate model, relying on additional data elements, and 
controlling for as many other potential explanatory factors as possible.  
 
Another important factor to consider when analyzing these results is the number of defendants present 
in each race group. This information is provided in the table below. From a statistical perspective, the 
greater the number of defendants that exist in the study sample, the more likely there is a statistically 
significant difference between defendant races, and that the result is not due to chance.   
 
The impact of a small study sample is seen in the results for Native American / Alaska Native defendants. 
The results in Figure 53 show these defendants have the highest average DUI LFOs at SMC ($953).  
Figure 54 shows that 29% of the Native American / Alaska Natives had LFOs exceeding $2,000 on DUI 
cases. However, when considering this data in conjunction with the information in Figure 55 below, it is 
clear there were only 35 DUI cases where defendants identified as Native American / Alaska Native and 
only 10 instances where these cases received LFOs more than $2,000. With small numbers of cases in 
this defendant race group, it may be difficult to draw strong conclusions between race and LFO 
imposition amounts for Native American / Alaska Native defendants. 
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Figure 55: Number of Cases, Average LFO Imposition and Standard Deviation by Case Category and Race 

One way to gauge the impact of the size of the defendant population is to test for statistical significance.  

Analysts in this study relied on a t-test to measure if the difference in average LFO imposition between 

White defendants and each of the other three defendant race groups is statistically significant.63 For 

each defendant race, the number of cases, average LFOs imposed and standard deviation is listed in 

Figure 55. Additionally, for the nonwhite race groups, information on the average difference in LFOs 

from Whites is listed, along with the p-values describing how statistically significant the results are. In 

statistical terms, one can be 99% certain the exhibited difference in average LFOs is not due to chance if 

the p-value is less than .01. 

 

Figure 55 suggests the following results:  

• For DUI cases, the difference between Asian and White defendants is barely significant. The 

difference between Blacks and Whites is significant and the difference between Native 

Americans and Whites is not significant.  

• For DV cases, the difference between Black and White defendants and the difference between 

Native American and White defendants is significant. 

• For Non-DV, Non-DUI cases, the only statistically significant difference in LFOs is between Black 

and White defendants. 

 

                                                           
63 A t-test is a statistical hypothesis test that determines if two sets of data are significantly different from each 
other. It is most commonly applied when the test statistic is assumed to follow a normal distribution. 

Number of Cases, Average LFO Imposition and Standard Deviation by Case Category and Race

z Race

# of 

Cases

Average 

Imposed

Difference 

from White

Standard 

Deviation P-value**

Asian / Pacific Islander 402 865.48$  (74.99)$         556.05$      0.012

Black 736 834.82$  (105.65)$      672.70$      0.000

Native American / Alaska Native 35 952.71$  12.24$          670.71$      0.916

White 3730 940.47$  n/a 622.35$      n/a

Asian / Pacific Islander 204 266.54$  36.62$          381.64$      0.186

Black 959 149.25$  (80.67)$         235.95$      0.000

Native American / Alaska Native 94 148.54$  (81.38)$         206.71$      0.000

White 1484 229.93$  n/a 270.99$      n/a

Asian / Pacific Islander 616 74.46$     9.65$             172.98$      0.196

Black 4064 37.47$     (27.34)$         154.29$      0.000

Native American / Alaska Native 375 48.35$     (16.46)$         375.68$      0.401

White 6820 64.81$     n/a 219.93$      n/a

DV

DUI

Non-DUI, Non-DV

* Yellow shading indicates difference is statistically significant at the 95% confidence level (p-value < .05).  P-

value indicates how lilkely observed result is due to chance.
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Figure 56: Distribution of LFO Impositions on DUI Cases by Race 

Figure 57: Distribution of LFO Impositions on DV Cases by Race 

Figure 58: Distribution of LFO Impositions on Non-DV, Non-DUI Cases by Race 

An alternative approach to exploring the relationship between case type, race, and LFO imposition is to 
use a boxplot chart. Rather than relying on average LFOs imposed, the boxplot displays how tightly or 
widely dispersed LFO amounts are for each defendant race.  The shaded boxes represent the 
interquartile range, or the area where 25% to 75% of the data fall.  The point at which the shaded region 
changes color is the median LFO value for each race, or the point at which half the data falls above and 
half the data falls below.  
 
Figure 56, Figure 57, and Figure 58 suggest the following results:  
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• For DUI cases, median LFOs imposed are similar between groups, however Whites have less 
variability in the amount imposed than other groups.  

• For DV cases, at least half of the cases for Black and Native American defendants receive no 
LFOs imposed.  

• For Non-DV, Non-DUI cases, median LFOs imposed for all groups except Asian defendants is $0. 
 
Figure 59 reviews the average and median amount of LFOs suspended by judges by defendant race and 
case type.64 
 

 
Figure 59: Average and Median LFO Amount Suspended by Defendant Race 

                                                           
64 This data only includes instances where judges waive or suspend the obligation dude to indigence or other 
administrative process.  It does not include instances where a LFO is reduced to $0, but the obligation remains 
open on MCIS. 
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Similar to LFO imposition rates, there are differences in the rate of LFO suspension between different 

defendant race categories, but the differences are not large. For the Non-DV, Non-DUI cases, the 

median suspension amount is $43, likely due to judges suspending the Criminal Conviction Fee, the only 

common Non-DV, Non-DUI monetary sanction. For DV cases, on an average basis, Blacks have the most 

DV-related LFOs suspended. On average, SMC suspends two times the amount of DV-related LFOs than 

it imposes, irrespective of defendant race. Black and Native American defendants have the greatest 

number of LFOs suspended on DUI cases. 

 

One general finding from the data is Black and Native American defendants receive less LFOs imposed 

on cases filed at SMC between 2011-2015. A possible explanation for this pattern is that these 

defendant groups likely have a higher population of underserved individuals, with less income and 

ability to pay fines and fees, than other defendant groups at the Court.65   

 

In 2015, State v. Blazina established “a trial court has a statutory obligation to make an individualized 

inquiry into a defendant’s current and future ability to pay before imposing LFOs” by holding RCW 

10.01.160(3) as a required duty of the sentencing court. SMC, in its practices to accept waivers of fines 

and fees for indigence and screen individuals for indigence before imposing LFOs, complies with the 

statutes and case law regarding LFO imposition and ability-to-pay inquiry. 

 

Figure 60 and Figure 61 give a little more context around monetary sanctions for defendants of different 

means. While SMC does not systematically collect personal income data for all defendants charged with 

violations, analysts used a proxy for income, by examining if individuals are assigned to a public defense 

agency.   

 

Using defense representation as a proxy for income does have limitations. The most significant is that 

some individuals may be represented by public defense agencies even though they are able to afford 

private counsel. 

 

                                                           
65 Data from City of Seattle’s comprehensive plan indicate that 24% of people of color live below the poverty line in 
Seattle and that the poverty rate for people of color is 2.5x that for whites.  
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/p2580242.pdf 
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Figure 60: Percentage of Defendants Referred to Public Defense by Race 

Figure 61: Median LFO Imposed by Case Type, Race and Type of Public Defense Representation 

Figure 60 shows a difference in the percentage of Black and Native American defendants represented by 

public defenders in comparison to White, Asian and Unknown defendants.   

 
Approximately three out of four White individuals in this study used a public defender on criminal cases 

examined, whereas that figure was more than nine out of ten for Black individuals. Unlike the data 

provided in section one of this report, these defense representation figures only apply to the sample of 

cases in this section of the report.66 

                                                           
66 Cases where charges were dismissed, ultimately never filed or where there was no LFO ever issued are not 
included in this study. 
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Figure 61 suggests that regardless of race or SMC case category, defendants represented by private 

counsel receive larger median LFOs than those represented by public defense agencies. The data also 

suggests that on cases filed between 2011 and 2015, defendants represented by public defenders 

receive some discretionary LFOs, particularly on DUI-related cases. 

 
The next section of this report examines differences in LFO imposition by defendant gender. 
 

 
Figure 62: Number and Percent of Cases by Case Type and Defendant Gender 

Figure 63: Median LFO Amount Imposed by Def. Gender and Race 

Figure 64: Average and Median LFO Amount Imposed by Defendant Gender 

Figures 62 through 64 describe the relationship between gender, race, and LFO imposition on all three 
criminal case types at SMC.  Figure 62 provides the number of cases by case type and defendant gender.  
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Of the three criminal case types, women are most represented in DUI cases where they make up 27% of 
the cases. Women are least represented in DV cases, where they account for 20% of the cases. Except 
for the N/A gender categories, the sample sizes of the other categories are large with no category 
smaller than 573 cases. Analysts used a t-test to test the statistical significance of the difference in 
average LFO imposition between case types and found the male and female differences for each case 
type to be significant.67 
 
Figure 63 explores if there are differences in median LFOs looking at two demographic characteristics of 
defendants. Similar to previous findings, there are differences between gender and race categories but 
the differences are not large. For each racial category except Asian / Pacific Islanders, women generally 
receive less median LFOs imposed. For Asian / Pacific Islanders, this amount is the same for men and 
women. Black women with DUI-related LFOs experience the biggest discrepancy from their male 
counterparts in terms of median LFOs. 
 
Figure 64 shows that women receive on average $74 less LFOs on DUI cases, $53 less LFOs on DV cases, 
and $12 less LFOs on Non-DV, Non-DUI cases. On a percentage basis, it appears the biggest difference is 
with DV cases where women received around 25% less LFOs than men. 
 
The next section of this report examines any differences in LFO imposition by age of defendant at time 
of case filing. 

 
 
Figure 65: Number of Cases by Case Type and Defendant Age 

Figure 66: Percent of Cases Within Case Type by Defendant Age 

                                                           
67 P-value < .02 for DUI, DV and Non-DUI, Non-DV case types. 
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Figure 65 provide the number of defendants within each case type and age group in the study.  Figure 

66 shows the percentage that fall within each age category. There is not much variation in the 

percentage of defendants that fall within each age group for different case types.  At 36%, 25 to 34-year 

old defendants make up a slightly larger proportion of DUI cases than DV (33%) or Non-DV, Non-DUI 

(31%). Younger defendants, regardless of case type, make up a disproportionately high percentage of 

cases in the study compared to the City of Seattle population. 

 
Figure 67: Average and Median LFO Amount Imposed by Def. Age Group 

Figure 67 provides the average and median LFO amounts by defendant age group.  On average, 25 to 

34-year old defendants appear to receive slightly higher LFOs for all case types except Non-DV, Non-DUI 

cases. Defendants older than 65 also appear to have higher average LFOs on DV and Non-DV, Non-DUI 

cases. However, there are very few defendants in this category, so it is hard to draw strong conclusions 

from the data. 

 
The final chart in the demographic comparison section, Figure 68, examines the impact of both age and 

race on median LFOs. For defendants under the age of 25 charged with a DUI case, Black defendants 

have the lowest median LFOs imposed at $731, which is a substantial difference compared to other race 

groups in this age range.  White defendants have median LFOs of $835, Asians have median LFOs of 
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$941 and Native Americans have median LFOs of $94168. The data in Figure 68 shows results similar to 

other demographic findings in this study that White and Asian defendants have slightly higher median 

LFO impositions than defendants in other age or race categories. 

 
Figure 68: Median LFO Amount Imposed by Defendant Age Group and Race 

 

Determine the amount and percentage imposed by case and defendant in comparison to 
the maximum amount allowed per legislative authority.   
 

Judges are required by state and local legislative authorities to impose certain fines and fees in certain 

amounts on criminal cases. As noted in a previous section of this report, the rules governing criminal 

LFOs are complex and fragmented, specifically with regards to what LFOs can be reduced, suspended, 

waived due to indigence or converted to community service. These statutes are sometimes interpreted 

differently by different courts or judges. But generally, for courts of limited jurisdiction in the State of 

Washington, there are statutory minimums and maximum LFOs that should be applied to a case, 

depending on the type of charge. Figure 69 shows the statutory minimum and maximum for each case 

type, along with the average LFO imposition at SMC. 

 

                                                           
68 The sample size (number of cases) for defendants under 25 by race is as follows:  Asian = 100 cases, Blacks = 156 
cases, Native Americans = 1 case, Whites = 731 cases, Unknown = 73 cases. 
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Figure 69: Comparison of SMC Average LFOs by Case Type to WA State Statutory Minimum and Maximum LFOs Allowed 

 
Figure 69 compares SMC fine imposition to the minimum and maximum amounts permitted by state 

statute.69 

 

  

                                                           
69 Statutory Maximum assumes no prior convictions for DUI and sexual exploitation case types. Statutory 

Minimums do not account for whether LFOs can be waived due to indigence, except for sexual exploitation LFOs.  

Statutory Maximum for sexual exploitation includes Sex Industry Victims Fund LFO which only applies to 

alternative dispositions. SMC sexual exploitation cases average is only calculated on cases filed after 2013 to 

account for legislative increase to Prostitution Prevention and Intervention Account LFO. Restitution is not 

included in these calculations. SMC median values are $866 for DUIs, $143 for DVs, $0 for Non-DV, Non-DUI and 

$2,650 for sexual exploitation. 
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Compare LFO imposition rates with available data from other Washington Courts of 

Limited Jurisdiction.  

 
The following section compares LFO imposition practices at SMC to other courts in King County and 

across the country. Obtaining information on the practices in other jurisdictions is critical to evaluating 

internal court practices; however, there are some challenges and limitations to comparing SMC to other 

jurisdictions.   

 
First, there is not much available data to which to compare. For this study, analysts utilized data 

obtained from King County District Court, data from a statewide Probation survey, and data pulled from 

the nonprofit Measures for Justice, but generally there is not a lot of published data on LFO imposition 

in municipal courts.    

 
Second, SMC is the largest municipal court serving the largest city in the State of Washington. The 

volume of cases, the number of judges, and the diversity and needs of defendants at SMC differ 

substantially than most of the 200-plus other municipal courts in Washington. Analysts could use out-of-

state comparable courts of limited jurisdictions, but the difference in court structure between state 

criminal justice systems and the different types of LFOs that are created by individual state legislatures 

make that approach limiting as well. 

 

Criminal Conviction Fee 

To get a better picture on how SMC LFO practices compare to other jurisdictions, analysts contacted 

King County District Court (KCDC) to see if they could provide data on the number of times the most 

common criminal LFO, the criminal conviction fee, is imposed. KCDC might be the most similar court in 

Washington to SMC. It is charged with adjudicating misdemeanor and gross misdemeanor criminal 

matters that originate in unincorporated King County or 12 contracted cities within the county.70  The 

criminal conviction fee is a $43 fee mandated by the legislature that is to be imposed on every 

conviction or plea of guilty.71 

 
KCDC provided data on the number of criminal convictions imposed on cases with a conviction or guilty 

finding in 2015 and 2016. SMC analysts then queried MCIS to determine this same figure for cases with a 

conviction or finding of guilt at SMC in 2015 and 2016. Figure 70 compares the rate of CCFE imposition 

between these two courts over the noted time period. 

 

                                                           
70 As of 2016, these cities include: Beaux Arts, Bellevue, Burien, Carnation, Covington, Duvall, Kenmore, Redmond, 
Sammamish, Shoreline, Skykomish, and Woodinville. 
71 RCW 3.62.085 
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Figure 70: Comparison of CCFE Imposition by Court 

Figure 70 indicates judges at SMC impose the criminal conviction fee on approximately 40% of 

convictions or guilty findings in 2015 and 2016, while at King County District Court this rate is closer to 

80%. This difference is very large given KCDC and SMC are two courts that hear similar case types in the 

same city. It suggests a differing judicial philosophy may exist with regards to how the criminal 

conviction fee is imposed. 

 

Probation Supervision Fee 

The major discretionary LFO SMC imposes on defendants is the Probation Supervision Fee (PSFE). Figure 

43 on page 59 of this study indicates the PSFE accounts for 78% of all discretionary criminal LFOs 

imposed at SMC, and that does not include associated monitoring fees including the records check fee, 

work crew fee or community service fee.   

 

If policy changes are considered to specific LFOs at SMC, the PSFE is the LFO that accounts for the largest 

proportion of revenue that would not require state legislative changes. Currently, SMC assesses the 

PSFE at a rate of $25 per month for active probation monitoring (typically two years) or $600 per case.   

 

For DUI and DV cases, SMC also assesses $10 for non-active probation / records checks, which can last 

up to three years after the conclusion of active probation or $360. Both the PSFE and the non-active 

monitoring fees are waived if defendant indigence is determined. In 2016, the Court collected $288,000 

in monies associated with the PSFE. This money could be associated with cases filed in 2016 or any prior 

year.  

 

SMC analysts do not have access to specific data on how frequently the PSFE is imposed or collected in 

other Washington jurisdictions. However, the court did obtain survey results from the Washington 

Misdemeanant Corrections Association (WMCA) detailing how much each jurisdiction charges for 

probation supervision.72  Figure 71 provides a quick summary of the PSFEs being charged in some of 

Washington State’s larger courts of limited jurisdiction. 

                                                           
72 Complete results from the WMCA survey can be found here:  https://0c274a4d-a-62cb3a1a-s-
sites.googlegroups.com/site/wamcalink/mca-file-cab/Survey-

https://0c274a4d-a-62cb3a1a-s-sites.googlegroups.com/site/wamcalink/mca-file-cab/Survey-ProbaitonFeesandCaseload.pdf?attachauth=ANoY7cr0-aIer_SZxGWxvHVd5qLFQxjLcGydnMd0oUCIH5iWh2jo7xVgTHCzR1_WB9NLhKSdXbd3QdLjt3RSfvmSkqa4dq6P0tq_q1SnQBUehgPZ0efQJbO_Hlb1qA_xIpAjQ-k-C3tpmLb5WO2g1rzBxmEmcPqNNOI6tgcOiti-OLSCHzAw6aefVsQEQlziHDZDQ0bgIQeWbc1lN3aIAxL5KQPumgj_823A4WCW_nCcN1LaOyiaVwmqV-R0ozMj7707OtB3J-FX&attredirects=0
https://0c274a4d-a-62cb3a1a-s-sites.googlegroups.com/site/wamcalink/mca-file-cab/Survey-ProbaitonFeesandCaseload.pdf?attachauth=ANoY7cr0-aIer_SZxGWxvHVd5qLFQxjLcGydnMd0oUCIH5iWh2jo7xVgTHCzR1_WB9NLhKSdXbd3QdLjt3RSfvmSkqa4dq6P0tq_q1SnQBUehgPZ0efQJbO_Hlb1qA_xIpAjQ-k-C3tpmLb5WO2g1rzBxmEmcPqNNOI6tgcOiti-OLSCHzAw6aefVsQEQlziHDZDQ0bgIQeWbc1lN3aIAxL5KQPumgj_823A4WCW_nCcN1LaOyiaVwmqV-R0ozMj7707OtB3J-FX&attredirects=0
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Figure 71: Comparison of PSFEs by Jurisdiction 

This table shows that SMC is on the low end of PSFE imposition, at least for jurisdictions who responded 

to the WMCA survey. The fourth column in the table calculates the percent difference between the 

jurisdiction’s annual PSFE charge and the annual charge at SMC. Courts highlighted in orange charge 

more for probation supervision than SMC and courts in blue charge less. 

 

Measures for Justice Data Portal 

The final piece of comparative data comes from the nonprofit organization Measures for Justice.73  

Measures for Justice (MFJ) was founded in 2011 to develop a data-driven set of performance measures 

to assess and compare the criminal justice process from arrest to post-conviction across the country on 

a county-by-county basis. MFJ currently publishes criminal justice performance measures for six U.S 

states including Florida, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Utah, Wisconsin and Washington. Of these states, 

MFJ reports select county-level court fee and fine data in Pennsylvania, Florida and Washington.     

 

This data can be filtered by race, sex, age, offense severity, offense type, and court type. While the study 

period MFJ uses is different than the one in this report, their results are likely the best comparative 

information available on LFO practices in other jurisdictions.  

 

From the available MFJ data, SMC analysts compiled the table below to offer a comparison of the 

median LFOs imposed on “lower court” defendants in four jurisdictions determined to be most-similar 

                                                           
ProbaitonFeesandCaseload.pdf?attachauth=ANoY7cr0-
aIer_SZxGWxvHVd5qLFQxjLcGydnMd0oUCIH5iWh2jo7xVgTHCzR1_WB9NLhKSdXbd3QdLjt3RSfvmSkqa4dq6P0tq_q
1SnQBUehgPZ0efQJbO_Hlb1qA_xIpAjQ-k-C3tpmLb5WO2g1rzBxmEmcPqNNOI6tgcOiti-
OLSCHzAw6aefVsQEQlziHDZDQ0bgIQeWbc1lN3aIAxL5KQPumgj_823A4WCW_nCcN1LaOyiaVwmqV-
R0ozMj7707OtB3J-FX&attredirects=0 
 
73 https://measuresforjustice.org/ 

https://0c274a4d-a-62cb3a1a-s-sites.googlegroups.com/site/wamcalink/mca-file-cab/Survey-ProbaitonFeesandCaseload.pdf?attachauth=ANoY7cr0-aIer_SZxGWxvHVd5qLFQxjLcGydnMd0oUCIH5iWh2jo7xVgTHCzR1_WB9NLhKSdXbd3QdLjt3RSfvmSkqa4dq6P0tq_q1SnQBUehgPZ0efQJbO_Hlb1qA_xIpAjQ-k-C3tpmLb5WO2g1rzBxmEmcPqNNOI6tgcOiti-OLSCHzAw6aefVsQEQlziHDZDQ0bgIQeWbc1lN3aIAxL5KQPumgj_823A4WCW_nCcN1LaOyiaVwmqV-R0ozMj7707OtB3J-FX&attredirects=0
https://0c274a4d-a-62cb3a1a-s-sites.googlegroups.com/site/wamcalink/mca-file-cab/Survey-ProbaitonFeesandCaseload.pdf?attachauth=ANoY7cr0-aIer_SZxGWxvHVd5qLFQxjLcGydnMd0oUCIH5iWh2jo7xVgTHCzR1_WB9NLhKSdXbd3QdLjt3RSfvmSkqa4dq6P0tq_q1SnQBUehgPZ0efQJbO_Hlb1qA_xIpAjQ-k-C3tpmLb5WO2g1rzBxmEmcPqNNOI6tgcOiti-OLSCHzAw6aefVsQEQlziHDZDQ0bgIQeWbc1lN3aIAxL5KQPumgj_823A4WCW_nCcN1LaOyiaVwmqV-R0ozMj7707OtB3J-FX&attredirects=0
https://0c274a4d-a-62cb3a1a-s-sites.googlegroups.com/site/wamcalink/mca-file-cab/Survey-ProbaitonFeesandCaseload.pdf?attachauth=ANoY7cr0-aIer_SZxGWxvHVd5qLFQxjLcGydnMd0oUCIH5iWh2jo7xVgTHCzR1_WB9NLhKSdXbd3QdLjt3RSfvmSkqa4dq6P0tq_q1SnQBUehgPZ0efQJbO_Hlb1qA_xIpAjQ-k-C3tpmLb5WO2g1rzBxmEmcPqNNOI6tgcOiti-OLSCHzAw6aefVsQEQlziHDZDQ0bgIQeWbc1lN3aIAxL5KQPumgj_823A4WCW_nCcN1LaOyiaVwmqV-R0ozMj7707OtB3J-FX&attredirects=0
https://0c274a4d-a-62cb3a1a-s-sites.googlegroups.com/site/wamcalink/mca-file-cab/Survey-ProbaitonFeesandCaseload.pdf?attachauth=ANoY7cr0-aIer_SZxGWxvHVd5qLFQxjLcGydnMd0oUCIH5iWh2jo7xVgTHCzR1_WB9NLhKSdXbd3QdLjt3RSfvmSkqa4dq6P0tq_q1SnQBUehgPZ0efQJbO_Hlb1qA_xIpAjQ-k-C3tpmLb5WO2g1rzBxmEmcPqNNOI6tgcOiti-OLSCHzAw6aefVsQEQlziHDZDQ0bgIQeWbc1lN3aIAxL5KQPumgj_823A4WCW_nCcN1LaOyiaVwmqV-R0ozMj7707OtB3J-FX&attredirects=0
https://0c274a4d-a-62cb3a1a-s-sites.googlegroups.com/site/wamcalink/mca-file-cab/Survey-ProbaitonFeesandCaseload.pdf?attachauth=ANoY7cr0-aIer_SZxGWxvHVd5qLFQxjLcGydnMd0oUCIH5iWh2jo7xVgTHCzR1_WB9NLhKSdXbd3QdLjt3RSfvmSkqa4dq6P0tq_q1SnQBUehgPZ0efQJbO_Hlb1qA_xIpAjQ-k-C3tpmLb5WO2g1rzBxmEmcPqNNOI6tgcOiti-OLSCHzAw6aefVsQEQlziHDZDQ0bgIQeWbc1lN3aIAxL5KQPumgj_823A4WCW_nCcN1LaOyiaVwmqV-R0ozMj7707OtB3J-FX&attredirects=0
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to Seattle74.  These jurisdictions include the counties with the three largest cities in Pennsylvania and 

Florida for which there is available LFO data and King County, Washington.7576   

 

Figure 72 compares the methodology and results in the MFJ study versus the results at SMC.   

 

Comparison of Measures for Justice and Seattle Municipal Court LFO Data77 

Source Measures for Justice 
Seattle 
Municipal 
Court 

Time Period 2009 - 2013 2011 - 2015 

Sample 

Cases with convictions 

Cases with 
at least one 
LFO 
entered 

Location 

Allegheny 
County 
(Pittsburgh, 
PA) 

Philadelphia 
County, 
(Philadelphia 
PA) 

Hillsborough 
County 
(Tampa, FL) 

King 
County 
(Not 
Seattle) 

City of 
Seattle 

Population78 1,226,933 1,536,704 1,257,913 1,365,907 608,660 

# cases with convictions79 31,546 60,816 53,460 26,458 16,718 

# cases with fee imposed 26,814 59,904 52,765 25,656 8,540 

% of cases with fee imposed 85.0% 98.5% 99% 91.2% 51.1% 

Median of cases w/ fee imposed  $1,614  $616   $315  $593  $391  

Figure 72: Comparison of Measures for Justice and SMC LFO Data 

Data in Figure 72 suggest median LFOs imposed on convictions at SMC between 2011 – 2015 were lower 

than other jurisdictions in King County and Allegheny and Philadelphia Counties, but higher than 

                                                           
74 “Lower courts” is defined by MFJ as courts that do not hear felony cases. In the State of Pennsylvania, MFJ did 
not provide a “lower court” filter, but they did allow data to be filtered by charge severity (misdemeanor / felony).  
For this state, RPEG relied upon median LFOs for misdemeanor cases. 
75 LFO data was not available in the Florida Counties with the two largest cities (Jacksonville and Miami), so 
analysts judged Tampa, FL to be the most similar from Florida jurisdictions for which data was available. 
76 Please note that MFJ relied on Washington AOC data that does not include Seattle Municipal Court when 
compiling King County data. This enables analysts to compare SMC data to other courts in King County (i.e. King 
County District and other independent King County municipal courts). 
77 Measures for Justice (2017). Measures for Justice Data Portal. (Data Release: 1.0.2, Portal: 1.0.54). Retrieved 
from https://www.measuresforjustice.org on 6/8/2017. 
78 Population estimates provided by MFJ based on U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year 
estimate (2013). 
79 A conviction is defined as the final judgment on a case after a verdict or plea of guilty and include deferred 
sentences, suspended sentences and entered findings. 

https://www.measuresforjustice.org/
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Hillsborough County from 2009 – 2013. Compared with all four other jurisdictions, SMC imposes no 

monetary sanctions on a far greater percentage of cases than in any of the other four jurisdictions. 

 

While MFJ data provides the best available comparative fee and fine data, there are some notable 

limitations80 and methodological differences. The limitations include:  

• The study time periods between the SMC and the MFJ datasets are different, so any changes in 

LFO practices over time will not be reflected in this comparison.   

• There are major state differences in court structure, policies and practices that courts follow to 

impose LFOs, and differing legislative requirements that make cross-state comparisons 

challenging.   

• Presenting median LFO amounts without attention to type of case is not as valuable from a 

policy perspective because sanction amounts differ greatly depending on the case type. 

 

Measures for Justice also relies on a slightly different methodology than SMC analysts for calculating 

median fees and fines. MFJ only examines median LFOs on cases where there were convictions, whereas 

for the broader study, SMC identified any case where an LFO is entered, including on cases with 

alternative dispositions, such as deferred prosecutions or stipulated orders of continuance. MFJ also 

does not include cases where a LFO is entered but the amount is waived or suspended in its median 

calculation. Throughout this report, SMC analysts include cases where an LFO is imposed, but the 

monetary sanction is suspended or waived.   

 

To account for these limitations in the Comparison of Measures for Justice and Seattle Municipal Court 

LFO Data, SMC analysts did adjust our methodology, so the $391 median LFO amount only includes 

convictions and does not include cases where LFOs were completely waived or suspended. If SMC did 

not make this adjustment for comparative purposes, the median LFO amount at SMC is $25, regardless 

of case type. This difference is large because judges frequently waive or suspend all fees and fines on 

Non-DV, Non-DUI cases.  

 

As mentioned above, MFJ data can be filtered by defendant race, defendant gender, defendant age, 

charge severity, and type of offense. Below are the median fees and fines imposed broken out by these 

specific variables in King County between 2009 – 201381.   

• The median amount of fees and fines assessed was $593. 

                                                           
80 MFJ’s published disclaimer about data quality states “Measures for Justice (MFJ) works with data extracted from 
administrative case management systems. These data were originally collected by the sources for the purpose of 
tracking the processing of individual cases and not necessarily for the purpose of measurement. Nevertheless, they 
are suitable for measurement provided they are handled correctly. Often, these data are reliable. Just as often, they 
can be entered incorrectly or not at all, may be subject to errors at any stage of the recording and collection 
process, and may not be standardized across counties. MFJ has taken steps to account and adjust for these 
problems but cannot correct entirely for errors in data entry. For these reasons, and because jurisdictions use a 
variety of calculation methods, we encourage examining overall patterns instead of exact percentages. 
81 Measures for Justice (2017). Measures for Justice Data Portal. (Data Release: 1.0.2, Portal: 1.0.54). Retrieved 
from https://www.measuresforjustice.org on 6/8/2017. 

https://www.measuresforjustice.org/
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• The median amount of fees and fines assessed to nonwhite defendants was the same as for 

white defendants. 

• The median amount of fees and fines assessed to female defendants were the same as for male 

defendants. 

• The median amount of fees and fines assessed was $600 for all defendant age groups. 

• The median amount of fees and fines assessed to was $600 for both misdemeanors and gross 

misdemeanors. 

• The median amount of fees and fines assessed was $600 on a property offense, $600 on a public 

order offense, $600 on a “other offense” and $724 on a criminal traffic offense. 

 

King County is probably the jurisdiction most comparable to SMC. The results above are like data 

previously presented in this report; no sizable differences in LFO imposition amounts between different 

demographic characteristics. The median LFO amounts reported by MFJ in King County do appear higher 

than what is reported at SMC between 2011 and 2015. 
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Section 3:  Inventory of Infraction Fines and Fees Imposed at 

SMC 
Infractions accounted for at least 93% of the monies collected at SMC in 2016. The following section 

provides data on the total, average and median amounts of infraction fees and fines imposed, and 

where available, breaks out this information by defendant demographic characteristics. 

 

Methodology and Data Definitions:   

The study sample for this section of the report is all Seattle infractions issued between 2014 and 2016.  

Providing the three most recent full years of data demonstrates trends over time. Unlike the previous 

section, 2016 data is included because infraction cases resolve more quickly than criminal cases as 

prescribed by statute and court rules. At this point, most infraction cases issued in late 2016 have had 

enough time to resolve. 

 

Infractions at SMC consist of traffic and non-traffic infractions, parking infractions, and traffic camera 

infractions. Court analysts queried MCIS to compile a dataset that included financial obligation type and 

amount, case and charge information including type of violation, disposition on case, and defendant 

demographic information (age, race, gender). 

 

The following are definitions for court terms and business processes that relate to the SMC infraction 

adjudication process:  

 

Infractions:  Civil proceedings initiated in a court of limited jurisdiction, like SMC, pursuant to statutory 

authority such as the Seattle Municipal Code and Revised Code of Washington (RCW). In this report, the 

term “infractions” can refer to the broad category of all infractions such as parking, traffic camera, non-

traffic, and traffic infractions. Alternatively, “infractions” could be limited to traffic and non-traffic 

infractions only, which are filed and charged against a well-identified person and distinguished from 

parking and traffic camera. 

 

Traffic Infractions: Infractions in the traffic category are listed in the Seattle Municipal Code’s Title 11 

and RCW Title 46. They typically include matters relating to operating a motor vehicle or rules of the 

road. Traffic infractions are initiated by law enforcement or the city prosecuting authority against a well-

identified person. 

 

Non-Traffic Infractions: Infractions in the non-traffic category are listed throughout the Seattle 

Municipal Code. They involve matters that do not relate to motor vehicles and rules of the road. Non-

traffic infractions are initiated by law enforcement or the city prosecuting authority against a well-

identified person. 

 

Parking Infractions: Infractions in the parking category are specifically listed in the Seattle Municipal 

Code’s Title 11 Part 7 – Stopping, Standing, Parking and Loading. Parking infractions are issued against 
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the vehicle as identified by the parking enforcement officer.82 The vehicle owner, as indicated by 

Department of Licensing records, is presumed to be responsible for parking infractions, but may present 

evidence of non-responsibility to the court. Parking infractions do not carry state assessed fees. 

 

Traffic Camera Infractions: Infractions in the traffic camera category are governed by Seattle Municipal 

Code.83 The City currently uses stationary traffic cameras to enforce red light and school zone speed 

violations. The camera captures electronic images and a Seattle Police officer reviews the images. If the 

officer concludes that a violation was committed, they issue the traffic camera infraction against the 

vehicle. Like parking infractions, the registered owner of the vehicle is presumed to be responsible for 

the infraction. Another similarity to parking infractions is that traffic camera infractions do not carry 

state assessed fees. 

 

Rules that Govern Infraction Process and Procedure: Rules for infraction process and procedure are 

prescribed in the Infraction Rules of Limited Jurisdiction (IRLJ) at the state level and apply to all courts of 

limited jurisdiction in the state of Washington84. SMC Local Infraction Rules (SMCLIR) include local 

infraction procedure as well as penalty schedules for non-traffic and parking violations. For most traffic 

violations, the Court follows the amounts in IRLJ 6.2(d). For non-traffic and parking violations, the Court 

follows the amounts in SMCLIR 6.2(a)85. 

 

Penalty: Unlike criminal financial obligations, there is no judicial process to suspend fees and fines. Each 

violation has a statutorily prescribed penalty amount. The total assessed amount for each infraction 

issued prior to any court adjudication includes the penalty amount plus any fee amounts assessed by 

statute. 

 

Parking Bail: Similar to Penalty, Parking Bail is the penalty amount prescribed by the Seattle Municipal 

Code (SMCLIR 6.2(a)) prior to any court adjudication specific to parking violations. 

 

Fine: Fine, for the purposes of infraction adjudication and as defined in the Court’s case management 

system, is the amount adjusted and imposed from the penalty amount after court adjudication. The 

amount may be the same as the original penalty if the Court finds no reason or justification to mitigate 

the penalty amount. 

 

Infraction Financial Obligation: For this study, a financial obligation (fine or fee) is defined as any 

obligation assessed by the Court on an infraction case with a monetary assessment.  There were 14 

different fees and fines routinely assessed on infractions at SMC. They are provided in Figure 73 on page 

85. 

 

                                                           
82 SMC 11.31.080. 
83 SMC 11.31.090. 
84 http://www.courts.wa.gov/court_rules/?fa=court_rules.list&group=clj&set=IRLJ 
85 http://www.seattle.gov/courts/general/rules.htm 
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Well-Identified Person as Defendant: Traffic and non-traffic infractions are filed and charged against a 

well-identified person. These infractions typically involve a member of law enforcement initiating 

contact with a person, and the person is cited based on identification presented at the request of the 

officer. SMC assigns and maintains a unique identification number to well-identified individuals. Parking 

infractions are not issued to well-identified persons, but are placed on vehicles, and tracked based on 

vehicle’s license plate number. Traffic camera infractions are issued to the registered owner of the 

vehicle photographed by the traffic camera.   
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MCIS 

Obligation
Fee / Fine Name SMC/RCW/IRLJ Authority Fee Amount

Able to 

Suspend due 

to indigency 

Y/N?

Where $ 

goes
%

ACCP Traffic Infraction Accident Fee $51 - IRLJ 6.2(d) State $51 Y State/City 45%/55%

ATPA Auto Theft Prevention Authority RCW 46.63.110(7)(b) $10 N State 100%

CFEE Cancellation Fee SMC 11.20.345, RCW 46.30.020(2) $25 Y State/City 2%/98%

CINT Collection Interest RCW 46.63.110(6)(b) 12% of ticket amount Y State/City 100%

DFAF Deferred Finding Administrative Fee SMC 11.31.050(E) $124 N City 100%

DFLT Default - Failure to Respond Fee RCW 46.63.110(4), SMC 11.31.120(B) $25 / $52 Y State/City 45%/55%

FINE Fine Amount SMC 11.31.120, 11.31.070 Varies Y City 100%

JISF JIS Fee
Supreme Court Order No. 25700-A-712; RCW 2.68.040(1), 

46.63.110
$47 Y State/City 77%/23%

LASS Legislative Assessment RCW 46.63.110(8)(a) $20 Y State/City 62%/38%

PSEA Public Safety Education Assessment RCW 3.62.090 105% of base penalty Y State/City 32%/68%

PRKB Parking Bail SMC 11.31.121 $29 to $250 Y City 100%

PRKD Parking Default Penalty (also applies to TC) RCW 46.63.110(4), SMC 11.31.120(B) $25 Y State/City 45%/55%

PTLY Penalty
RCW 3.50.100, SMC 11.31.115, 11.31.120, IRLJ 6.2(d), 

SMCLIR 6.2(a, b)
Varies by violation Y State/City 32%/68%

TBIA Traumatic Brain Injury Fee RCW 46.63.110(7)(c), 74.31.060 $2 Y State 100%

TCSS Trauma Care System RCW 46.63.110(7)(a), 70.168.040 $5 N State 100%

Table IN1: SMC Fines and Fees Imposed on Infraction Cases

 
Figure 73: Table IN1 - SMC Fines and Fees Imposed on Infraction Cases 
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Infraction Demographic Data Limitations: In addition to the demographic data limitations already 

described in the criminal fee inventory section that involve how the Court captures data on defendant 

race, there are legal and procedural factors that further limit the analysis of demographic data for 

parking and traffic camera infractions. 

 

Figure 74 shows the total number of charges in the three infraction categories filed and processed at 

SMC. There are between 500,000 to 600,000 infraction charges issued each year. However, the Court 

can only collect demographic data on the smaller subset of traffic and non-traffic infractions, which 

make up only 6 to 9% of all infraction types issued at SMC each year. 

 

 
Figure 74: Number of Charges in Parking, Traffic Camera, and Traffic/Non-traffic Infractions at SMC by Year, 2014-2016 

This is because traffic and non-traffic infractions are issued to a well-identified person and as such, 

demographic data is recorded by Seattle Police and tracked by the Court in MCIS. Parking and traffic 

camera infractions, which make up around 90% to 94% of all infractions at SMC, are issued to vehicles 

rather than persons, and as such there is no demographic data associated with these tickets.  
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A complete inventory of SMC infraction fines and fees addresses the following four research areas: 

1. Define the different fees and fines imposed on infraction cases at SMC. Provide the 

legislative authority, whether the fee or fine is mandatory or discretionary, the associated 

policy goals of the fee or fine, and where the revenue generated from the fee or fine is 

directed. 

2. Document the number and amount of each fine or fee imposed at SMC. 

3. Determine the total, average and median infraction fine and fee amounts assessed.  

Examine the number of infractions filed and amounts imposed for available demographic 

groups. 

4. Review the infraction disposition process at SMC and the various paths an infraction goes 

through to result in a legal financial obligation. 

 

Define the different fines and fees imposed on infraction cases at SMC.  Provide the legislative 

authority, whether the fine or fine is mandatory or discretionary, the associated policy goals of the fine 

or fee, and where revenue generated from the fine or fee is directed. 

 
SMC Magistrates are required or authorized to impose a variety of different fees and fines on infraction 

cases. Each fine or fee has different legislative authority with different details regarding whether it is 

mandatory or discretionary. The revenue collected from these legal financial obligations are also 

directed to different State of Washington funds or to the City of Seattle General Fund, depending on 

legislative direction. 

 
Figure 73 of this study lists the 15 infraction fines and fees imposed at SMC and the associated 

legislative authority for each fine or fee. The table also identifies whether the fine is mandatory or can 

be waived due to indigence and whether the money is directed to the State or the City. In terms of 

policy goals, Figure 75 below provides a little more information regarding the general purpose of the 

funding, if applicable. 

 

Table IN2: Infractions Fines and Fees, Revenue Purpose 

MCIS 
Obligation 

Fee / Fine Name Revenue / Policy Purpose 

ACCP Traffic Infraction Accident Fee 
If an accident occurs in conjunction with any rules of the 
road infractions or speed too fast for conditions 
infractions, this amount is added to the infraction. 

ATPA Auto Theft Prevention Authority 

Monies are deposited in the Washington auto theft 
prevention authority account for its use. The agency's 
mission is to prevent and reduce motor vehicle thefts in 
the state. 
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CFEE Cancellation Fee 

The state legislature by enacting HB 1576 (2003) 
allowed the court to assess an administrative fee in 
occasions when the driver cited with failure to provide 
proof of insurance subsequently presents proof that he 
or she was in fact covered by insurance at the time of 
the infraction. The legislation allows for the court to 
recover costs that are incurred when processing such 
dismissals. 

CINT Collection Interest 

RCW 3.50.100 directs 25% of collection interest to be 
deposited in state general fund, 25% in a judicial 
information systems account to fund statewide court 
technology projects, 25% in City’s general fund and 25% 
to City general funds to specifically fund local courts. 

DFAF Deferred Finding Administrative Fee 

Seattle Municipal Code 11.31.050(E), and the state 
statute RCW 46.63.070(5)(a), afford the court the ability 
to offer deferrals and recover administrative costs that 
goes to tracking the defendant's violation activity and 
processing the final result of the infraction deferred. 

DFLT / 
PRKD 

Default - Failure to Respond Fee 

This fee is imposed if a defendant fails to respond 19 
days or more after receiving a citation or fails to appear 
in court after requesting a hearing. The default serves as 
a disincentive to encourage timely response when an 
individual receives a citation. 

FINE Fine Amount 
The fine amount is the penalty or parking bail after 
court adjudication or mitigation. 

JISF JIS Fee 
The money collected from this fee goes to the state's 
Judicial Information System Committee (JISC) account to 
fund statewide court technology projects. 

LASS Legislative Assessment 
The state legislature enacted SB 5309 (2001-02 to 
provide funding for local government criminal justice 
agencies. 

PRKB Parking Bail 

City prescribed penalty for specific violation.  Penalty 
amounts vary by type of violation and serve as the 
monetary disincentive to encourage individuals to park 
legally.  Money goes to City general fund. 

PSEA Public Safety Education Account 

PSEA 1 requires all non-parking infractions to collect an 
assessment equal to 70% of the penalty.  PSEA 2 
requires the collection of an amount equal to 50% of 
PSEA 1.  PSEA 1 funds are split between the City and 
State in the same fashion as the original penalty.  PSEA 
2 goes to the state, with 50% directed to the general 
fund and 50% to a find dedicated to reimbursing judicial 
trial court salaries and funding statewide public defense 
services.    
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PTLY Penalty 
Statutorily prescribed penalty amount for the specific 
violation set by State.  32% of funds go to State general 
fund, 68% go to City general fund. 

TBIA Traumatic Brain Injury Fee 

Monies in the account may be spent and used only to 
support the activities in the statewide traumatic brain 
injury comprehensive plan, to provide a public 
awareness campaign and serves relating to brain injury 
under RCW 74.31.040 and 74.31.050. 

TCSS Trauma Care System 

Monies are used only for the purposes of the state 
trauma care system, including emergency medical 
services, rehabilitative services, and the planning and 
development of related services and for reimbursement 
by the health care authority for trauma care services 
provided by designated trauma centers. 

Figure 75: Table IN2 - Infractions Fines and Fees, Revenue Purpose 
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Document the number and amount of each infraction fine or fee imposed at SMC. 

Figure 76 provides data on the 12 fines and fees imposed on traffic and non-traffic infraction cases filed 

at SMC between 2014 and 2016. 

 

 
Figure 76: Traffic/Non-Traffic Infraction Fines and Fees Imposed at SMC, by Year 2014-2016 

 

For traffic and non-traffic infractions, a single case has several fine and fee obligations that add up to the 

total amount for which a Seattle Police officer writes the ticket. For example, a typical $136-dollar traffic 

infraction has the following six fines and fees adding up to the total amount owed on the ticket86: 

 

 

                                                           
86 Please note that when individuals pay traffic tickets, they are generally unaware of the break out of fine amount 
versus additional state assessments. They are simply issued a ticket in the full amount of $136. 
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Penalty Amount $25 

JIS Fee $47 

Auto Theft Prevention $10 

Legislative Assessment $20 

Trauma Care System $5 

Traumatic Brain Injury Fee $2 

Public Safety Education Account 1 $18 

Public Safety Education Account 2 $9 

Total ticket amount $136 

 

For parking infractions, there are, with limited exception87, no fees and assessments attached to the 

original penalty amount. Figure 77 shows the number of money obligations imposed by type for all 

parking violations issued between 2014 and 2016 and the aggregate amount imposed for each 

obligation. 

 

 
Figure 77: Parking Fines and Fees Imposed at SMC by Year, 2014-2016 

Typically, the Parking Bail amount is the only fine on a parking infraction and there are no other 

assessments. The most common parking ticket amount is $47.00, although parking bail varies by type of 

violation. If a defendant fails to respond to the parking ticket within 19 days of it being issued, a $25.00 

default penalty is added to the ticket amount. Collection interest is added to the bail and default penalty 

amounts if the defendant fails to respond to additional notices and the ticket is sent to collections. SMC 

sends tickets to collections if there is no defendant response 45 days after ticket issuance.  This accounts 

                                                           
87 There are municipal assessments added to handicap placard violations, SMC 11.72.065, the revenue of which is 
directed to a City of Seattle fund that focuses on pedestrian safety infrastructure improvements. 



92 

PREPARED BY RPEG AUGUST 2017 

for the initial 19 days defendants have to respond to the ticket and an additional 26 days where the 

ticket is in pre-collection status. If a vehicle owner chooses to contest or mitigate a ticket at the court, 

the monetary sanction that results from that process is the fine amount, taking the place of the original 

parking bail amount. 

Traffic camera infractions are treated like parking infractions in that the violation is issued against the 

vehicle and registered owner and not the driver. Figure 78 shows the number of money obligations 

imposed by type for all traffic camera tickets issued between 2014 and 2016 and the aggregate amount 

imposed for each obligation. The business rules that govern collection interest, default penalty, bail 

amount and fine amount for parking tickets apply the same way for traffic camera tickets. 

Figure 78: Traffic Camera Fines and Fees Imposed at SMC, by Year, 2014-2016 

Determine the total, average and median infraction fees and fine amounts assessed.  

Examine the number of infractions filed and amounts imposed for available demographic groups. 

Parking Infractions 

In 2016, parking infractions made up over 75% of all infractions issued at SMC. However, approximately 

90% of parking tickets issued are paid or not responded to by vehicle owners without ever requesting a 

court proceeding to contest or mitigate the ticket amount. With a total of between 400,000 and 

460,000 parking infractions each year from 2014 to 2016, only about 44,000 to 50,000 are addressed in 

court. Below, Figure 79 displays total parking infraction filings per year from 2014 to 2016.The bar 

differentiates between the number of parking infractions that were paid with no court proceedings and 

the ones that went through court proceedings. 
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Figure 79: Number of Parking Infractions Filed at SMC, 2014-2016 

 

Figure 80 presents the total average, and median amounts imposed at SMC on parking infraction cases 

filed between 2014 and 2016. This figure accounts for the total monetary value assessed on the ticket or 

in other words, the sum of the individual assessments for each ticket.  The average and median parking 

ticket amounts remained constant throughout the three-year study period. The most common parking 

ticket bail amounts are $44 and $47. The higher average amount per citation is a result of some tickets 

having more costly charges issued, added default penalties and collections interest.88  

 

 
Figure 80: Parking Fines and Fees Imposed at SMC, by Year, 2014-2016 

 

Traffic Camera Infractions 

The filing numbers for traffic camera infractions grew 30% year-over-year from 2014 to 2016.The 

growth is attributable to additional camera installations throughout Seattle in this period. Like parking 

infractions, a large portion of traffic camera infractions are paid without the defendant engaging in court 

proceedings. Figure 81 shows the rate at which individuals adjudicate traffic camera tickets at SMC. 

 

                                                           
88 The three most common parking violations issued at SMC in any given year are: Parking Payment Devices ($44 
bail), Expired / Improper Plates ($47 bail), and Sign Posted Locations ($47). 
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Figure 81: Number of Traffic Camera Infractions Filed at SMC, 2014-2016 

 

As previously discussed, traffic camera infractions are handled similarly to parking infractions in that 

they are charges filed against the vehicle caught on camera and the responsibility is attributed to the 

registered owner of the vehicle. The registered owner is not a well-identified individual like a defendant 

issued a traffic or non-traffic infraction citation.  

 

Figure 82 displays total, average and median ticket amounts for traffic camera infractions issued 

between 2014 and 2016. These amounts are substantially higher than parking infractions because the 

typical traffic camera violations have bail amounts of $124 or $136, more than double the typical $44 or 

$47 parking tickets. The higher average amount per citation is a result of some tickets having more 

costly charges issued, added default penalties and collections interest. 

 

 
Figure 82: Traffic Camera Fines and Fees Imposed at SMC, by Year, 2014-2016 

 

Traffic and Non-Traffic Infractions 

Penalties for traffic and non-traffic infractions are set statutorily by the Washington State legislature.  

Unlike parking tickets, the state legislature mandates many assessments to these types of infractions.  

Individuals receiving tickets are generally unaware of individual infraction assessments, which are not 

broken out on a ticket. Instead, individuals simply see the aggregated full-ticket amount, which is the 

sum of penalties and assessments.   

 

The typical traffic infraction ticket is $136, with the penalty amount consisting of $25 or 18% of the full 

ticket amount. The four most common traffic violations at SMC include speeding, failure to obey traffic 



95 
 

PREPARED BY RPEG  AUGUST 2017 

control devices, driving without vehicle insurance, and inattentive driving.89  Quoted bail amounts can 

vary widely on traffic infractions, particularly for speeding violations, where penalties increase, the 

greater number of miles per hour one is alleged to be over the posted limit.   

 

Compared to other types of infractions, very few non-traffic tickets are issued by SPD every year.  There 

were less than 5,000 issued each of the last three years. Like traffic infractions, Non-traffic infractions 

also vary widely in ticket amounts. The most common issued tickets are $27 for consuming liquor or 

marijuana in public.90  The costliest tickets issued are $1,539 for operating a commercial vehicle without 

an appropriate license. 

 

Figure 83 displays the number of infraction tickets issued by year and case type. On average, over the 

past three years, traffic infractions accounted for about 91% of tickets issued to well-identified 

individuals at SMC. 

 
Figure 83: Traffic vs. Non-Traffic Infraction Cases Filed at SMC 

Figure 84 displays the total, average, and median traffic and non-traffic infractions filed at SMC.  Traffic 

and non-traffic infractions are grouped together.  Average amounts significantly higher than median 

amounts suggest that a smaller number of costly infraction tickets skew the average amount per 

citation.     

 
Figure 84: Traffic/Non-Traffic Infraction Fines and Fees Imposed at SMC, by Year, 2014-2016 

                                                           
89 Data based on sample of all tickets pulled between 1/1/2017 and 6/11/2017. 
90 Data based on sample of all tickets pulled between 1/1/2017 and 6/11/2017. 
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Traffic and non-traffic infractions are issued to individuals and as such, allow for fines and fees 

imposition comparisons between demographic groups. Figure 85 presents enforcement trends in terms 

of the number traffic and non-traffic infraction filings against each race group from 2014 to 2016. 

 

 
Figure 85: Traffic/Non-Traffic Infraction Cases Filed at SMC, by Race 

 

Asian / Pacific Islander defendants received 9% of infractions, Black defendants received 14%, Native 

Americans / Alaska Native defendants received 0.4%, White defendants received 56% and no 

information is known for approximately 20% of individuals receiving traffic and non-traffic infractions.  



97 
 

PREPARED BY RPEG  AUGUST 2017 

These figures differ considerably from the sample of criminal defendants identified in section two of this 

report. Demographic rates by criminal case were 6% for Asian / Pacific Islanders, 28% for Blacks, 2% for 

Native American / Alaska Natives, 59% for Whites and 5% Unknown.  

 

Figure 86 displays the total amount of infraction fines and fees imposed on traffic and non-traffic cases 

broken out by race groups from 2014 to 2016. 

 

 
Figure 86: Traffic/Non-Traffic Fines and Fees Imposed at SMC, 2014-2016, by Race 

 

The amounts imposed for each race group generally correspond to the number of infractions issued for 

each respective race group. Figure 87 compares the rate of infractions filed to the total monetary 

sanctions imposed by defendant race. 

 

 
Figure 87: Comparison of Traffic/Non-Traffic Infractions Issued and Fine and Fee Amounts Imposed by Race 

 

For the Asian / Pacific Islander, Native American / Alaska Native, and the Unknown group, the percent 

difference between the number of charges filed and the amount of fines and fees imposed were within 

1%. This means, for those groups, they were imposed amounts in proportion to the number of charges 

filed against them, and the charges filed against them resulted in ticket amounts near the average 

amount provided in the above Figure 87. 
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Black defendants were charged 16% of all traffic/non-traffic infractions within 2014 and 2016, and were 

imposed 23% of the fines and fees obligations. In the same period, White defendants were charged 55% 

of the traffic/non-traffic infractions and were imposed 49% of the overall penalty amounts. It is difficult 

to say why Black and White defendants experienced this differential, but possible reasons could include 

different rates of response to initial infraction or different types of charges filed with higher- or lower-

than average amounts of penalties within each race group. 

 

Figure 88 displays average and median fines and fees by defendant race.  The table supports the finding 

above that Black defendants receive costlier traffic and non-traffic infractions than other race groups. 

 

 
Figure 88: Traffic/Non-Traffic Infraction Cases, Fine and Fee Amounts, Average, Median at SMC, 2014-2016, by Race 

 

The root cause of this appears to be that Black defendants are issued costlier original violations. Two 

common and expensive infractions at $478 per ticket are Driving Without Motor Vehicle Insurance91 and 

Driving without a Valid License92.  For Asian and White defendants in the study, these violations made 

up about 5% to 6% of all traffic and non-traffic infractions issued. However, for Black defendants this 

percentage nearly tripled to 18%.  

 

The final two charts in this section examine the amount of traffic / non-traffic infractions imposed on 

different genders and ages of defendants at SMC. 

 

Infractions by Defendant Gender 

Figure 89 displays the number, penalties, average and median infractions imposed on traffic and non-

traffic infraction cases by defendant gender. 

 

                                                           
91 SMC 11.20.010(B) 
92 SMC 11.20.340 
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Figure 89: Traffic/Non-Traffic Infractions Cases, Fine and Fee Amounts, Average, Median at SMC, 2014-2016, by Gender 

The average and median fine and fee amounts do not appear to be dramatically different by gender.  

The issuance rates to different genders do vary significantly for criminal cases versus infraction tickets.  

Approximately one out of five defendants in a SMC criminal matter are female, whereas that figure is 

one out of three for traffic and non-traffic infraction violations. 

  

Infractions by Defendant Age 

Before analyzing data on infractions by defendant age, it is important to acknowledge that SMC offers a 

special program for teenage drivers who are charged with their first traffic violation. Seattle Youth 

Traffic Court allows defendants between the ages of 16 – 17 to appear in a Court of their peers and 

potentially have their charges dismissed in exchange for completing community service and / or 

participating as a juror in a future Youth Court proceeding93. 

 

Figure 90 displays the number, penalties, average and median infractions imposed on traffic and non-

traffic infraction cases by defendant age.  

 

 

                                                           
93 More information about Seattle Youth Traffic Court can be found here:  
http://www.seattle.gov/courts/youthcourt/youthcourt.htm 
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Figure 90: Traffic/Non-Traffic Infractions Cases, Fine and Fee Amounts, Average, Median at SMC, 2014-2016, by Age 

Average and median amounts appear to generally decrease as defendant age increases. Defendants 

under the age of 25 have higher average and median amounts imposed on their traffic and non-traffic 

infractions than other defendants. Court analysts looked more closely at the root cause of this trend. 

Like the finding for Black defendants above, it appears younger individuals are issued a higher 

proportion of more costly traffic and non-traffic violations, particularly for the $478 Driving Without a 

License and Driving Without Motor Vehicle Insurance violations. 

 

Review the infraction disposition process at SMC and the various paths an infraction goes 

through to result in legal financial obligations. 

 

The final topic in section three identifies trends and demographic differences in infraction fines and fees, 

based on how an individual chooses to respond to the notice of infraction. As discussed above, upon 

receiving any type of infraction citation, the defendant has 19 days to respond. If the defendant fails to 

respond within the time allowed, the Court assesses a failure to respond (default) penalty and 

eventually engages with a third-party collection agency to collect unpaid amounts. 

 

Payment of Infractions Without Court Proceeding 

Whereas criminal fines and fees are subject to the Court entering a judgment after a finding of the 

defendant’s guilt, infraction fines and fees are immediately payable at the committed finding, or at the 
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end of the statutorily prescribed time for which a defendant can respond. Remitting payment to the 

Court constitutes a plea of committed to the infraction. Below, Figure 91 shows infraction amounts that 

are paid as the defendant’s direct response to the infraction without request for court proceedings. 

 

 
Figure 91: Payment as Response to Infraction - No request for Court Proceedings 

 

If payment cannot be made in full, a defendant may request a time payment plan from Court Payments 

staff without a court hearing. There is a one-time $10 administration fee placed on infraction-related 

time payment plans. 

 

Court Proceedings 

If an individual chooses not to respond to an infraction by paying the amount, he or she has one of three 

options to request a court proceeding.  The individual may dispute the infraction and request a 

contested hearing. The individual may admit to the violation and request the Court schedule a 

mitigation hearing. The individual may seek a deferred finding. Each of these processes is described in 

more detail below. 

 

Contested Process at SMC 

Upon receiving the notice of infraction, a defendant can choose to request a contested hearing to 

dispute the violation. This is viewed as an “all or nothing” approach where an SMC magistrate either 

finds the infraction was committed and the defendant is assessed the full value of the infraction, finds 

the defendant did not commit the infraction based on the facts of the incident, or finds legal or 

procedural issues with how the ticket was issued and dismisses the charges. In instances when the Court 

makes a “not committed” finding or dismisses the charges, fines and fees are not imposed.  

 

Procedurally, before the Court holds a contested hearing, a pre-hearing settlement conference is 

scheduled. The goal of the pre-hearing conference is for the defendant to resolve their case without the 
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formality and expense of a contested hearing. If the pre-hearing settlement is waived by the defendant 

or is held without resolution, the case proceeds to a contested hearing, which is like a criminal bench 

trial, where the judge is both trier of law and of fact. Figure 92 shows the number of cases dismissed 

through the contested hearing process at SMC by type of infraction and stage in the process. 

 

 
Figure 92: Cases Dismissed in the Contested Hearing Process - In Court Hearing vs. Settlement Conference 

 

Traffic and non-traffic infraction cases are dismissed in contested hearings almost as much as, if not 

more than, in pre-hearing settlement.  This differs from parking and traffic camera cases where most 

dismissals occur at the pre-hearing settlement conference.  This is likely due to the complexity of issues 

raised in traffic and non-traffic infractions versus parking and traffic camera violations. 

 

Figure 93 limits the data to traffic and non-traffic infractions so that court analysts can illustrate the 

number and outcome of contested hearings for different defendant races. 
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Figure 93: Dismissal Rate of Traffic/Non-Traffic Cases with Number of Contested Hearing/Pre-Hearing Settlement Held from 
2014-2016 at SMC, by Race 

 

Figure 93 shows two trends. The first trend details the number of defendants who contest hearings by 

defendant race. Comparing this data with the number of traffic and non-traffic tickets issued to 

defendants of different races illustrates that Asians account for 10% of infraction tickets and 9% of all 

contested tickets. Blacks receive 24% of infraction tickets, but only 14% of contested tickets. Whites 

account for 44% of infraction tickets, but 56% of contested tickets. Native American defendants 

accounted for 0.2% of infraction tickets and 0.4% of contested tickets.94   

 

The second trend details what percentage of defendants for each race have tickets dismissed after 

contesting the ticket. There does not appear to be large differences in dismissal rates by defendant race 

with 22% - 24% of defendants, regardless of race, receiving dismissals. 

 

Fines and Fees Mitigation at SMC 

Rather than the “all or nothing” approach of contested hearings, many defendants choose the 

mitigation process. Mitigation hearings may be held in person or in writing via mail. In these cases, 

defendants elect to plead committed to the infraction, but seek leniency from the Court by presenting 

mitigating factors or circumstances as to why they committed the violation. At the mitigation hearing, 

SMC magistrates determine whether the defendants’ explanation of the events justify a reduction of the 

monetary penalty.  

 

Figure 94 displays the total original obligation amounts of traffic/non-traffic infraction cases entering the 

mitigation process, the amounts reduced by the Court on those cases, the remaining amounts, and the 

percentage of reduction for each year from 2014 to 2016. 

                                                           
94 The Unknown defendant race category accounted for 22% of infraction tickets issued and 20% of tickets 
contested.  
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Figure 94: Fees/Fines Mitigation at SMC by Year, 2014-2016 

Isolating Figure 94 to traffic and non-traffic infractions allows analysts to examine any differences in 

mitigated penalty amounts for different defendant demographic groups. Figure 95 identifies the original 

ticket amount, reduction amount, average reduction per ticket and overall percentage reduction by 

defendant race. 

 

 
Figure 95: Traffic/Non-Traffic Infraction Fines and Fees Mitigated at SMC, by Race, 2014-2016 

 

For defendant groups for which there is race information available in MCIS, mitigation reductions 

appear to be between 41% and 49%. Asian / Pacific Islander, Black and White defendants display similar 

mitigation reduction rates of 44%, 42%, and 41% respectively. It is unclear why defendants marked as 

race “unknown” have significantly higher reduction rates.    

  



105 
 

PREPARED BY RPEG  AUGUST 2017 

Deferred Finding 

During either the contested or mitigation process, a defendant who is adjudicating a traffic infraction 

may be offered a deferred finding.  This finding calls for the defendant to pay a $124 administrative 

processing fee and avoid acquiring an additional traffic violation in the following year. One year later, if 

the terms of the deferral are successfully completed, the defendant’s charge is dismissed and not 

reported on his or her driving record.  Defendants are eligible for one deferred finding every seven 

years. 

 

 
Figure 96: Amount and Rate of Traffic/Non-Traffic Infraction Cases Deferred by Race 

Figure 96 shows the number of cases where a deferred finding is entered by defendant race. Data 

suggests that Native American / Alaska Native and Black defendants defer lower percentages of 3% and 

5% respectively, while the Unknown, White and Asian / Pacific Islander groups defer 8% to 10%. 
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Section Four:  How Court LFO Practices Align with Broader 

Policy Goals.  
 
This study provides an inventory of legal financial obligations imposed on criminal and infraction cases 

at SMC. As requested by SOCR, the last section of this report discusses the consistency of SMC LFO 

practices with the Court’s mission and broader policy goals.  

 
SMC’s Mission and Policy Goals 
 
SMC’s mission is to provide a forum to resolve alleged violations of the law in a respectful, independent 

and impartial manner.  

 
The Court works closely with the Seattle Police Department, the Seattle City Attorney’s Office and the 

Defense Bar toward a safe and vital community. SMC tries to do more than simply process lower level 

criminal cases. The Court uses innovative approaches to administer justice, including specialty courts, 

alternatives to confinement, and a Court Resources Center. SMC aims to address the root causes of an 

individuals’ criminal behavior, and provide resources to assist and engage people with complex needs. 

 
Balancing Compliance and Financial Stability 

 

Assessing legal financial obligations requires careful balancing by the Court. On one hand, SMC is bound 

by regulations on fines and fees imposed by the Washington State Legislature and Seattle City Council 

which implement their legislative policy decisions. On the other, we are sensitive to the impact of LFOs 

on marginalized populations. Many SMC defendants’ experience homelessness, mental illness, and 

chemical dependency issues. As they work toward greater stability, they often do not have the means to 

afford LFOs.  

 
Consistent with our mission and broad policy goals, SMC’s priorities regarding imposing LFOs are the 

following:  

 
1. Comply with state and local statues regarding mandatory LFO imposition.   

 
There are a staggering number of regulations mandating the amount, type and situation where LFOs 

should be applied. SMC diligently reviews state and local regulations in order to comply, when imposing 

mandatory LFOs. 

 
2. Make ability- to-pay determinations before the imposition of fines and fees.    

 
State v. Blazina95 reiterates what is an important priority for SMC: making equitable defendant ability-

to-pay decision determinations when imposing costly legal financial obligations. Data in this study 

suggests SMC judges not only make ability-to-pay decisions, but often they use using the results to 

                                                           
95 http://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=16801131650335009437&hl=en&as_sdt=6&as_vis=1&oi=scholarr 
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suspend or waive all fines and fees on a case.  This is particularly true when judges impose LFOs on DV 

and Non-DV, Non-DUI cases.  

 
3. Provide options for individuals to meet legal financial obligations.  

 
To balance statutory requirements to impose LFOs with sensitivity to the financial impact of LFOs on 

marginalized populations, SMC offers a variety of ways for people to satisfy outstanding fines and fees: 

time payment plans, community service options, work crew, and community-based resources.  

 

First, the Court offers time payment plans, and indigent defendants receive more lenient terms. Second, 

the Court forged partnerships with more than 200 community service sites, food banks, shelters, and 

other charitable organizations, allowing defendants to complete service to meet their monetary 

sanctions.  Third, the Court recently allowed work crew as an option to pay off outstanding tickets that 

are preventing relicensing. And fourth, the Court works with community-based organizations (e.g., Road 

to Housing or Neighborhood Financial Empowerment Center) to address individual challenges facing 

certain defendants with LFOs. 

 
4. Hold individuals accountable for infractions and parking violations.   

 

SMC provides an impartial forum for individuals to contest, mitigate, or defer infraction citations. If 

individuals choose not to contest infraction tickets, or are found to have committed the infractions after 

a Magistrate hearing, the Court holds them accountable for these penalties. Monetary penalties are the 

primary way defendants are held accountable for violations of parking and traffic ordinances. As with 

criminal LFOs, time payment plans are available to any defendant. Furthermore, those receiving 

government assistance may work at any of the previously mentioned community service organizations 

instead of paying. If defendants do not resolve their tickets, the Court places their monetary obligations 

in collections. 

 
5. Impose user fees for some court services.   

 
The Court imposes some discretionary user fees on criminal cases because we believe individuals should 

be financially responsible for some portion of the costs associated with the services the Court provides 

them. These discretionary user fees include the probation supervision fee, community service fee, work 

crew fee, and record checks fee. Please note SMC typically waives discretionary LFOs on indigent 

defendants. 

 

SMC uses the five priorities above to impose, monitor and collect fines and fees in an environment that 

is respectful, fair and offers accessible ways for individuals to meet outstanding court-ordered 

obligations.  
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SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL

Legislation Text

600 Fourth Ave. 2nd Floor
Seattle, WA 98104

CITY OF SEATTLE

RESOLUTION _________________

A RESOLUTION recognizing the obstacles faced by previously incarcerated individuals that often result in
recidivism, and the potential to reduce recidivism rates, criminal justice costs, and incarceration’s
negative impacts on individuals, the community, and the City of Seattle; requesting the Mayor to
establish a Prisoner and Community Corrections Re-entry Work Group composed of residents, City
departments, the Seattle Municipal Court, and the Legislative Department to coordinate and strengthen
the City’s efforts to assist prisoner community re-entry.

WHEREAS, in 2015 approximately 2.2 million people were incarcerated nationally - a 500 percent increase in

the last 30 years; and

WHEREAS, in 2015 16,675 adults were incarcerated in Washington State Department of Corrections (DOC)

prisons, with an additional 17,064 under DOC Community Supervision and another 12,618 people on

average per day in local jails, with approximately 2,800 jailed in King County; and

WHEREAS, in 2014 about 20 percent of the almost 8,000 individuals released from DOC were released to

King County; and

WHEREAS, people of color are disproportionately represented among those released in King County; a 2003

reentry study demonstrated that while African-Americans were only six percent of King County’s

population, 41 percent of people released from DOC were African-Americans, and while Latinos were

only six percent of King County’s population, 18 percent of people released from DOC were Latinos;

and

WHEREAS, Seattle is home to a significant number of released prisoners - primarily in the downtown

commercial district and the central residential neighborhoods that extend down through south Seattle

File #: Res 31637, Version: 1
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File #: Res 31637, Version: 1

and the Rainier Valley; and

WHEREAS, national corrections costs exceed $70,000,000,000 per year, with most of the total borne by state

and local governments, DOC spends an average of $46,897 per year for each inmate, and it costs King

County approximately $147 per day to keep a person incarcerated; and

WHEREAS, reducing recidivism is critical to reducing criminal justice costs; and

WHEREAS, costs of incarceration are so high that even modest reductions can produce significant budget

savings; and

WHEREAS, currently there is a danger of overcrowding in Washington prisons and a possible need for prison

expansion in the future; and

WHEREAS, data shows that approximately 30-50 percent of all prisoners who are released will be back in

prison within three years; and

WHEREAS, reducing recidivism rates will reduce incarceration rates, costs, overcrowding, and the pressure for

additional prison space in the future; and

WHEREAS, arrest, conviction, or incarceration can lead to the loss of employment and housing, disrupt family

and social ties, and create a social stigma from a criminal record, all of which interfere with an

individual’s successful reintegration into the community; and

WHEREAS, Seattle has worked to increase the availability and accessibility of employment, housing, public

benefits and government services to all persons, recognizing there are particular obstacles for previously

incarcerated individuals; and

WHEREAS, Seattle passed the 2013 Jobs Assistance Ordinance to remove barriers to employment for qualified

applicants with criminal records; and

WHEREAS, Mayor Murray’s Housing Affordability and Livability Committee recommends that the City

pursue a combination of local legislation, education, and technical assistance to ensure fair access to

Seattle’s housing options for people with criminal records, as studies show that people with stable
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File #: Res 31637, Version: 1

housing are more likely to successfully reintegrate into society and less likely to reoffend; and

WHEREAS, in Seattle’s 2015 State Legislative Agenda, Seattle supported HB 1553, introduced in the

Washington State legislature in 2015, which would create a court process to obtain a Certificate of

Restoration of Opportunity (CROP) that would remove state barriers to occupational licenses and

certifications based on a conviction resulting in increased employment and housing opportunities for

people with criminal convictions; and

WHEREAS, HB 1553 was unanimously passed by the House, received a hearing in the Senate, but did not pass

out of the Senate committee and will be re-introduced in 2016; and

WHEREAS, Seattle recognizes that the continuing negative effects of a criminal record on an individual’s

ability to enjoy the status of an ordinary resident of Seattle should end, and that, after they have paid

their dues to society, individuals with a criminal record should be placed in the same social and legal

position they had prior to conviction; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE, THE MAYOR

CONCURRING, THAT:

Section 1. Seattle’s support for HB 1553, introduced in the Washington State legislature in 2015, will be

included in Seattle’s Legislative Agenda for the 2016 legislative session and will be a prioritized public safety

strategy aligned with its foundation as a Human Rights City.

Section 2. The Mayor is requested to convene a Prisoner and Community Corrections Re-entry Work

Group (Work Group). The goal of the Work Group is to coordinate and strengthen the City’s efforts to assist

prisoner community re-entry. The Work Group will be composed of:

A. Eight residents with knowledge of the criminal justice system

and the Directors, or their designees, of the following departments:

B. Office of Policy and Innovation;

C. Office of Housing;
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D. Seattle Office of Civil Rights;

E. Human Services Department;

F. Seattle Municipal Court; and

G. Legislative Department.

Section 3. Scope of Work. The Prisoner and Community Corrections Re-entry Work Group will:

A. Inventory the City’s current work to help previously incarcerated individuals transition into stable

housing and employment;

B. Inventory and assess the City’s current imposition and collection of fees and fines for criminal

violations and infractions and the impact of such on successful re-entry;

C. Identify areas where the City’s efforts would be strengthened by more effective coordination with

other criminal justice agencies, and define steps needed to effectuate those changes;

D. Develop a set of additional policies, ordinances, strategies, or programs the City of Seattle can

implement to facilitate prisoner re-entry and remove unnecessary barriers to employment, housing and other

benefits. Consideration should be given to:

1. Implementation of the Certificate of Restoration of Opportunity (CROP) if State legislation is

passed in 2016;

2. Development of a local CROP if State legislation is not passed in 2016;

3. Amendment of current laws prohibiting discrimination in housing and employment to include

individuals with a CROP;

4. Coordination with the Housing Affordability and Livability Advisory Committee (HALA)

recommendations; and

5. Consideration of a public education campaign on re-entry issues.

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Printed on 12/19/2015Page 4 of 6

powered by Legistar™

http://www.legistar.com/
CookRW
Highlight

CookRW
Highlight



File #: Res 31637, Version: 1

Section 4. Schedule and Reports to Council. The Work Group is requested to provide a schedule and

anticipated deliverables, to the Council’s Public Safety, Civil Rights and Technology committee, or the

successor council committee with oversight of public safety, by the end of February 2016. The Work Group

schedule should include a schedule of regular reporting dates to the Council and Mayor. The Work Group’s

final report is due September 1, 2016 and should include a fiscal analysis of any recommended changes to city

policies, ordinances, strategies, or programs.

Adopted by the City Council the ____ day of ____________________, 2015, and signed by me in open

session in authentication of its adoption this________ day

of ______________________, 2015.

_________________________________

President ___________of the City Council

The Mayor concurred the _____ day of _______________________, 2015.

_________________________________

Edward B. Murray, Mayor

Filed by me this ____ day of ________________________, 2015.

____________________________________

Monica Martinez Simmons, City Clerk
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Financial Screening Bench Card 

1. Living situation?1

a. Marital Status

b. Total number of dependents (including defendant)

c. If living with spouse, parents, etc, ask for their income and job status (No. 3 below)

d. Who helps with the expenses?

2. Public assistance

a. SSI or Disability?

b. TANF?

c. Food Stamps?

d. Medicaid?

e. Other assistance?

3. Education

a. What is your highest level of education2

b. What degrees do you hold?

c. Do you have any other job or vocational training?

d. Are you planning on going back to school for anything?

i. When?

ii. Expected date of graduation?

iii. Employment expectation upon graduation?

4. Work

a. What is your current job?

b. How much do you make?

c. How long have you been working there?

d. What are your responsibilities?

e. What is your plan for advancement in the future?

f. So you have any other sources of income other than your work?

5. If unemployed:

a. What is the last job you held?

b. How much did you make?

c. How long did you work there?

d. Why are you not working there anymore?

e. Have you looked for similar work in the same field? What has been the result?

6. Household expenses

a. Rent3

b. Food4

7. Assets5

a. Bank account? What is your balance?

b. Stocks, bonds, CDs, etc.

c. Equity in home?

d. Vehicles?

e. Jewelry

1 Used to determine household income, expenses, etc. 
2See attached table of earnings for future earning potential 
3 Median contract rent in 2013 for apartments in King County: $1065. 
4 USDA average cost April 2016 for a moderate food plan: Male age 19-50: $69.60, Female age 19-50: $59.40. Family of 4 kids under age 5: 204.70, kids over age 5: 
244.30. 
5 To be asked if 1-5 do not make the determination clear. 
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Earnings and unemployment rates by educational attainment, 2015 

Education attained Unemployment rate in 2015 (Percent) Median weekly earnings in 2015 

Doctoral degree 1.7 $1,623 

Professional degree 1.5 1,730 

Master's degree 2.4 1,341 

Bachelor's degree 2.8 1,137 

Associate's degree 3.8 798 

Some college, no degree 5.0 738 

High school diploma 5.4 678 

Less than a high school diploma 8.0 493 

All workers 4.3 860 

Note: Data are for persons age 25 and over. Earnings are for full-time wage and salary workers. 
Source: Current Population Survey, U.S. Department of Labor, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 
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Payment Options 
As of January 2017 

PAY IN FULL 

• In-person: 600 Fifth Ave, lobby

• Telephone IVR: 206.233.7000

• Internet: www.seattle.gov/courts

• Drop-box: 600 Fifth Ave, entrance

• Mail: PO Box C34109, Seattle WA 98124-1109 (City Treasury)

DUE DATE EXTENSIONS 
30 day extension to pay in full, or make first payment 

• without a hearing, or

• after an in-person hearing
No extension for AdMail beyond the 30 days indicated in the decision letter. 
Extend from the current Due Date, not from the date of contact/request. 

If the defendant doesn’t have the first payment, you should set up a time payment plan with a future 
first payment date rather than an extension. Exceptions include relicensing/adjudication and 
extensions to return with proof of assistance. (But DSHS rep in the Resource Center may be able to 
provide proof of assistance.) 

TIME PAYMENT OPTIONS 

A $10 administrative fee (TFEE) is imposed on any plan that includes a non-criminal case/citation. (No 
TFEE on criminal-only plans!) 

Regular Time Payment 

• Minimum debt amount: $50  (Less than $50, required to pay in full within 30 days)

• First payment is the same amount as the monthly payment
o Add $10 TFEE before calculating monthly payment (Apply $10 to TFEE obligation from first

payment)

• minimum $50 monthly payment; therefore if debt < $600, $50 monthly payments

• If debt is $600 or more but less than $1200,
o standard plan period is 12 months (so payment < $100/month). If defendant is unable to

pay the resulting monthly payment, try 18 months. If still too high, 24 months.
o No plans < $1200 longer than 24 months unless directed by judge or approved by

supervisor or manager.

• If debt is $1200 or more:
o standard plan period is 24 months. If defendant is unable to pay the resulting monthly

payment, try 30 months. If still too high, 36 months. (Of course, if a defendant wants to pay
off a debt > $1200 in less than 24 months, that’s fine.)

o No plans longer than 36 months unless directed by judge or approved by supervisor or
manager.
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• First payment is due no more than 30 days after the agreement is created. (Generally, if the 
defendant isn’t paying the first payment at setup, you should set the first payment due date out 30 
days.) 

• Apply first $10 of first payment to TFEE obligation (automatic in time pay app) 

• A case or ticket may be set up for time payments two times, but will only be recalled from 
collections if it is causing a suspended driver’s license. 

Time payment or community service plans for Court employees must be approved by a manager, 
director, or judicial officer. 
 
Low-income Time Payment  

• Minimum debt amount: none 

• Defendant must prove s/he is receiving poverty assistance, or complete a financial screen – if falls 
below Federal and State Poverty Guidelines then eligible for an Indigent time pay 

 

• If debt is $75 or less, $10 minimum monthly payment is allowed 

• If debt is $300 or more, but less than $600,  
o Minimum $25 monthly payment 
o standard plan period is 12 months (so monthly payment is $25-$50). If defendant is unable 

to pay the resulting monthly payment, try 18 months. If still too high, 24 months. 
o  No plans < $600 longer than 24 months ($25/month) unless directed by judge or approved 

by supervisor or manager. 

• If debt is $600 or more: 
o Minimum $25 monthly payment 
o standard plan period is 24 months. If defendant is unable to pay the resulting monthly 

payment, try 30 months. If still too high, 36 months.  
o  No plans longer than 36 months unless directed by judge or approved by supervisor or 

manager. 
 

• Down payment required, same amount as monthly payment 
o Add $10 TFEE before calculating payments  

• Apply first $10 of down payment to TFEE obligation 

• A case or ticket may be set up for time payments two times, but will only be recalled from 
collections if it is causing a suspended driver’s license. Indigent time pay policies (lower down and 
monthly payments) are available either/both times if defendant is indigent. 

 
Adding matters to current time payment plans 

• Must be in compliance with current plan; no additional payment required 

• Add $10 TFEE before calculating new monthly payment amount and/or generating new plan 
document 

 
Community Service in lieu of infraction fine 

• Conversion rate is $15/hour. 

• No minimum obligation amount; minimum assignment is 3 hours. 

• Defendant must prove s/he is receiving poverty assistance, or complete a financial screen – if falls 
below Federal and State Poverty Guidelines then eligible. 

• 5 hours a week or 25 hours a month until hours are completed in full, plus one week (to allow a 
week to locate/apply/screen) 
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• CSHS only allowed at Probation-approved sites (list provided to defendant) 

• A defendant may convert only 10 citations to community service in a rolling 12-month period. 

• If there is a failure to comply with community service agreement, defendant may be made 
ineligible for community service for up to 1 year. 

General rule: accept completed (and verified) hours even if completed or turned in late. Add 
default penalty if appropriate, and allow CS for default penalty. 

 
NOTE: Community service ordered by a judge/magistrate for a disabled parking violation must be for 
an agency that is focused on serving the disabled community. 
 
Recalling tickets from collections 

• Relicensing: infractions suspending a driver’s license 
o Allowed two times (but OK to recall later for PIF) 
o Third time OK upon verification from Financial Empowerment Center 

• Expired tabs parking: Allowed one time for indigent defendants 

• Default penalties remain 

• Community service OK (if income-eligible) 
 
Adjudication policies 

• Adjudicate infraction and parking citations when the first payment is received, or first five (5) 
community service hours reported. (To enable this policy, do not set up payment plans for 
relicensing/adjudication until the first payment is made.) 

• If defendant fails to complete payment or community service plan… 
o Infractions: Report to DOL  
o Parking: Use DOL Parking Adjudication Form (SharePoint) to report two or more parking 

tickets to reinstate the registration hold. Use the “Failure to pay” checkbox and record the * 
date in the “Date Paid” column.  

 
Impound fees and charges 

• Time payment only if ordered by a magistrate/judge 

• Defendant must sign a promissory note (This requirement is awaiting development of the 
promissory note form.) 

• 25% down in order to initiate time pay on towing and administrative fees (unless waived by 
magistrate/judge) 

• Down payment to be received prior to sending release to the tow company 

• Work with defendant to set up time pay for matter that led to scofflaw 

• Community service not allowed for impound fees 
 
Probation fee (PSFE) and records check fee (RCFE) 

• $10 TFEE applies to both time payment plans for PSFE and RCFE even if there are no other fines or 
fees; due at first appearance or in 30 days.  

• Probation fee obligation (PSFE) is calculated and entered by the Court Clerk as a lump sum 
obligation @ $25/month; if there are no other fines/fees except RCFE, you can set up as time 
payment at $25/month, rather than a normal $50 minimum.  

• Records check fee obligation (RCFE) is calculated and entered by the Court Clerk as a lump sum 
obligation @ $10/month; if no other fines/fees you can set up as time payment at $10/month, 
rather than the normal $50 minimum. First monthly payment is due 30 days after first appearance.  



AMT*

ABLE TO 

SUSPEND 

due to 

indigency

CONVERTED  TO 

COMMUNITY 

SERVICE

% to City
Effective 

Date

* M CCFE CRIMINAL CONVICTION FEE (RCW 3.62.085) $43 Y** N 68% July 24, 2005

* M BRTH BREATH TEST ASSESSMENT-Alcohol Violators Fee (RCW 46.61.5054 ) $200 Y 27% July 22, 2011

* M CRAS/ 

DIAS
CRIMINAL JUSTICE FUNDING ( RCW 46.64.055 ) $102.50 Y Y 0% July 22, 2001

* M DNAF DNA FEE*** $100 N 0% June 13, 2002

* M STDC Sex Education Fee (SMC 12A.10.110) (patronizing only) $169.50 Y 100% Sept.16, 2012

* M SIVF SEX INDUSTRY VICTIMS FUND (statutory non-statutory diversions PTD, dispo cont)

12A 10.040 patronizing/Sexual Exploitation $1,000 Y 100% Oct. 29, 2008

12A 10.060 permitting prostitution $1,000 Y 100% Oct. 29, 2008

* M PPIA**** PROSTITUTION PREVENTION AND INTERVENTION (for convictions, DP, PTD

 or dispo cont)

12A 10.020 prostitution $50 Partial 100% June 6, 1996

12A 10.040 Sexual Exploitation/Patronizing a prostitute $1,500/$2,500/$5,000*** Partial 100% Sept 16, 2012

12A 10.060 Permitting prostitution $1,500/$2,500/$5,000*** Partial 100% Sept 16, 2012

SMC 12A.10.130 /RCW 9A.88.120 (Indecent Exposure) $50 Partial 0% Nov. 1 , 2013

* M DVPA DV PREV ACCT SURCHARGE (vio protection order) 26.50.110(1)(b)(ii) $15 N July 24, 2015

* D CLAF CRIME LAB ANALYSIS FEE (RCW  43.43.690) $100 Y 5% June 11, 1992

* D COST COURT COSTS (actual expenses RCW 3.62.060: 3.62.065; 3.62.040 ) 56%

* D DVOA DV ADVOCACY/PREVENTION (RCW 10.99.080) not to exceed $100 Y 100% June 10, 2004

* D DVPA DV PREV ACCT SURCHARGE (DV related conviction 10.99.080) $15 Y July 24, 2015

* D PSFE PROBATION SUPERVISION FEE RCW 10.64.120 (See Probation Monitoring 

Fee & Assessment Table Attachment)

* D PTDF PRE-TRIAL DIVERSION FEE (local) Y 8 hrs CS

* D REST RESTITUTION  (to be determined) N/A

* D TRA TRANSFER OFFENDER FEE (RCW 9.94A.745) ($60 DOC and $40 to City) $100 N N July 1, 2005

* D BFEE BOND EXONERATION FEE ($100) RCW 10.19.140 $100 N N 100% July 27, 2003

* D INCA INCARCERATION FEE (RCW 10.01.160 not to exceed  $100 day on PTH) $175 100% July 24, 2005

* D DFEE PUBLIC DEFENDER FEE ($430 new/ $260 review) 100%

* D WFEE WARRANT FEE Maximum of $100 RCW 10.01.160(2) 100% June 9, 1994

* D WTNF WITNESS FEES ( RCW 10.01.160 excludes costs guaranteed by rt to jury tria l) 100%

**See RCW 35.20.255

730-008  Assessment and Fees March 2017

**** PPIA Fee (Patronizing & Permiting Prostitution) $500/$833/$1,667 cannot be reduced waived or suspended

State Local Assessments Revised March 2017

*** DNA test not ordered if DNA on file, but fee is assessed upon conviction on mandatory charges:

DNA testing mandatory for: 12A.06.035-Stalking;   12A.06.040-Harassment; 12A.10.040-Patronizing/Sexual Exploitation; 

12A.10.140 - Communicating w/Minor Immoral Purposes; 12A.060.010B - Assault - Sexual Motivation;  12A.06.180 A - Only  for Violating Sexual Assault Order

* M=Mandatory

* D=Discretionary  PAYMENT REFERENCE

100%
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Auburn Food Bank

930 18th Pl NE 

Auburn, WA  98002

Bellevue Skate Park

14224 Bel Red Rd 

Bellevue, WA  98007

Hopelink of Bellevue

14812 Main Street 

Bellevue, WA  98007

Bonney Lake Food Bank

18409 Veterans Memorial Drive E

Bonney Lake, WA 98391

Burien St. Vincent de Paul

13445 1st Ave S 

Burien, WA  98168

Highline Food Bank

18300 4th Avenue S 

Burien, WA 98148

Weed Warriors

13257 5th Ave SW

Burien, WA 98146

Hopelink of Sno-Valley

31957 E Commercial St 

Carnation, WA 98014

Ballard Northwest Senior Center

5429 32nd Ave NW 

Ballard, WA  98107

Boys & Girls Club of Ballard

1767 NW 64th St 

Seattle, WA  98107

St. Luke's Episcopal Church 5710 22nd Ave NW  Seattle, WA 98107

Atlantic Street Center

2103 S Atlantic St 

Seattle, WA  98144

Bloodworks Northwest

921 Terry Avenue 

Seattle, WA 98104

CASA Latina

317 17th Ave S 

Seattle, WA  98144

Center for Wooden Boats

1010 Valley Rd 

Seattle, WA  98109

Centerstone  Food Bank

722 18th Ave 

Seattle, WA  98122

Chinese Information & Service Center

611 S Lane St 

Seattle, WA 98104

Community Lunch on Capitol Hill

1710 11th Ave 

Seattle, WA 98122

Daybreak Star Indian Cultural Center

3801 West Government Way 

Seattle, WA  98199

Eritrean Community Center 

2402 E Spruce St 

Seattle, WA 98122

Gondar Mutual Association

1223 E Spruce St 

Seattle, WA 98122

Metropolitan Improvement District

423 Stewart St 

Seattle, WA  98101

CARNATION

COMMUNITY SERVICE SITES
AUBURN 

BELLEVUE 

BONNEY LAKE

BURIEN 

BALLARD (SEATTLE)

CENTRAL/DOWNTOWN SEATTLE
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Millionaire Club

2515 Western Ave 

Seattle, WA  98121

Pike Market Food Bank

1531 Western Ave  Ste P 

Seattle, WA  98101

Plymouth Housing Group

2113 3rd Ave

Seattle, WA 98121

Post-Prison Education Program

810 3rd Ave Suite 180 

Seattle, WA 98104

PSKS - Peace for the Streets by Kids from the 

Street

1609 19th Ave #100

Seattle, WA 98122

Puget Sound Labor Agency Food Bank

2800 1st Ave #126 

Seattle, WA 98121

Recovery Café

2022 Boren Ave 

Seattle, WA 99121

RecTech

917 E Yesler Way

Seattle, WA 98122

Salvation Army Food Bank and 

Women's Shelter

1101 Pike Street

Seattle, WA  98101

Seattle Area Support Group

115 15th Ave E, Suite 202

Seattle, WA 98112

Seattle Indian Center

1265 S Main St. Ste 105

Seattle, WA 98144

Sound Generations

2208 2nd Ave Ste 100

Seattle, WA  98121

The Cathedral Kitchen

804 9th Ave

Seattle, WA 98104

Union Gospel - Genesis

318 2nd Ave Ext S 

Seattle, WA  98104

Urban ArtWorks

815 Seattle Blvd S Suite B-7 

Seattle, WA  98134

Urban League of Metropolitan Seattle

105 14th Ave Ste #180

Seattle, WA 98122 

Urban Reststop

1924 9th Ave

Seattle, WA 98101

VERA Project

305 Harrison St 

Seattle, WA  98109

Washington Talking Book & Braille Library

2021 9th Ave 

Seattle, WA  98121

Washington Trails Association 705 2nd Ave                     Seattle, WA 98104

Des Moines Area Food Bank

22225 9th Ave S 

Des Moines, WA  98198

Everett Gospel Mission

3711 Smith Ave 

Everett, WA  98201

Federal Way Food Bank

1200 S 336th St 

Federal Way, WA  98003

Sunshine Physically Challenged Foundation

33442 1st Way S Suite 102

Federal Way, WA 98003

Rabbit Meadows

8030 Bothell Way NE 

Kenmore, WA  98028

DES MOINES

EVERETT

FEDERAL WAY 

KENMORE

http://www.bing.com/local?lid=YN926x400993661&id=YN926x400993661&q=Washington+Trails+Association&name=Washington+Trails+Association&cp=47.6030349731445%7e-122.333595275879&ppois=47.6030349731445_-122.333595275879_Washington+Trails+Association&FORM=SNAPST


Kent Food Bank

515 W Harrison St #107

Kent, WA  98032

Kent Youth & Family Services

232 2nd Ave S Ste 201 

Kent, WA  98032

New Connection in Kent

 422 W Titus St 

Kent, WA 98032

Pregnancy Aid of Kent

1209 Central Ave S #204 

Kent, WA 98032

Hopelink of Kirkland/Northshore

11011 120th Ave NE 

Kirkland, WA 98033

Kirkland Arts Center

620 Market Street 

Kirkland, WA 98033

Boys & Girls Clubs of Kirkland

10805 124th Avenue NE 

Kirkland, WA  98033

Emergency Food Network

3318 92nd Street S 

Lakewood, WA 98499

La Esperanza Counseling Services

20815 67th Ave W 

Lynnwood, WA 98036

Lynnwood Food Bank

5320 176th St SW 

Lynnwood, WA 98037

Maple Valley Food Bank

21415 SE Renton Maple Valley Rd 

Maple Valley, WA  98038

Concern for Neighbors

4700 228th St SW 

Mountlake Terrace, WA 98043

Coal Creek Family YMCA

13750 Newcastle Golf Club Rd

Newcastle, WA 98059

Books to Prisoners 4731 15th Ave NE 

Seattle, WA 98105 

Elizabeth Gregory Home 1604 NE 50th St 

Seattle, WA 98105

Family Works Food Bank

1501 N 45th St

Seattle, WA  98103

North Helpline Food Bank

12736 33rd Ave NE 

Seattle, WA 98125

Phinney Center

6532 Phinney Ave N 

Seattle, WA 98103

Sanctuary Art Center

1604 NE 50th St 

Seattle, WA 98105

Seattle Tilth

4649 Sunnyside Ave N

Seattle, WA  98103

Sojourner Place

5701 8th Ave NE

Seattle, WA 98105

Street Youth Ministries

4540 15th Avenue NE

Seattle, WA  98105

LYNNWOOD

MAPLE VALLEY

MOUNTLAKE TERRACE

NEW CASTLE

NORTH SEATTLE/U-DISTRICT

KENT

KIRKLAND

LAKEWOOD 



University District Food Bank

5017 Roosevelt Way NE

 Seattle WA 98105

University District YMCA

5003 12th Avenue NE

Seattle, WA  98105

Friends of Youth

16225 NE 87th St 

Redmond, WA  98052

Hopelink of Redmond

16725 Cleveland St

Redmond, WA 98052

Old Redmond Firehouse Teen Center

16510 NE 79th St 

Redmond, WA  98052

YWCA of Seattle/King/Snohomish County

16601 NE 80th St

Redmond, WA  98052

Emergency Feeding Program of Seattle & King 

County

851 Houser Way N 

Renton, WA  98057

Salvation Army of Renton

206 S Tobin St

Renton WA 98057

AARP Foundation Fraud Fighter Center

18000 International Blvd #315

Seatac, WA  98188

Highline SeaTac Botanical Garden  

13735 24th Ave S 

SeaTac, WA 98168

Somali Youth & Family Club (SYFC) 

19550 International Blvd, Suite 106

SeaTac, WA 98188

Center For Human Services 14803 15th Ave NE             Seattle, WA 98155   

Hopelink of Shoreline 17839 Aurora Ave N  Shoreline, WA 98133

Shoreline and Lake Forest Park Senior Center

18560 1st Ave NE

Shoreline, WA  98155

Asian Counseling & Referral Service

3639 Martin Luther King Jr Way S 

Seattle, WA  98144

Bible Study Outreach Ministries

12421 Renton Ave S 

Seattle, WA  98178

Central Area Senior Center

500 30th Ave S 

Seattle, WA  98144

Consejo Counseling 

3808 S Angeline St 

 Seattle, WA 98118

East African Community Development Council 

and

Refugee Federation Service Center

7101 Martin Luther King Jr Way S 

Seattle, WA 98118

El Centro de la Raza

2524 16th Ave S 

Seattle, WA  98144

Eritrean Association in Greater Seattle

1528 S Valentine Pl S 

Seattle, WA 98144

Ethiopian Community Mutual Assoc.

8323 Rainier Ave S 

Seattle, WA 98118

Filipino Community Center

5740 Martin Luther King Jr Way S 

Seattle, WA 98118

Georgetown Food Bank

5972 4th Ave S 

Seattle, WA  98108

SOUTH SEATTLE

REDMOND

RENTON

SEATAC

SHORELINE



Legacy of Equality, Leadership & Organizing 

(LELO)

3720 Airport Way S 

Seattle, WA  98134

Lifelong Aids Alliance

210 S Lucile St

Seattle, WA 98108

Miracle Food Bank

7418 S 126th St 

Seattle, WA 98178

Pacific Asian Empowerment Program

270 S Hanford St Ste 204 

Seattle, WA  98134

POCAAN (People Of Color Against Aids  

Network)

4437 Rainier Ave S 

Seattle, WA 98118

Providence Regina House

8201 10th Avenue S #6

Seattle, WA  98108

Rainier Chamber of Commerce

5290 Rainier Avenue South 

Seattle, WA  98118

Rainier Valley Food Bank

4205 Rainier Avenue South 

Seattle, WA  98118

Seadrunar Recycling

28 S Brandon St 

Seattle, WA 98134

Seattle Marathon Association

411 S Dawson St. Suite D

Seattle, WA 98108

Seattle's Union Gospel Mission

3800 S Othello St

Seattle, WA 98118

Society of St. Vincent de Paul

5950 4th Ave S 

Seattle, WA  98108

The Food Bank at Saint Mary's

611 20th Ave S

Seattle, WA  98144

The Tenants Union

5425 Rainier Ave S Ste B

Seattle, WA 98118

Volunteers Chore Services

100 23rd Ave S

Seattle, WA 98144

Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) 

300 West Mission Ave

Spokane, WA  99202

Tacoma Rescue Mission

425 S Tacoma Way

Tacoma, WA 98402

The Food Connection

1323 S Yakima Ave

Tacoma, WA 98405

Tukwila Pantry - Food Bank

3118 S 140th Street 

Tukwila, WA 98168

ArtsWest Playhouse and Gallery

4711 California Ave SW 

Seattle, WA  98116

Camp Fire USA Central Puget Sound

2414 SW Andover St, Ste D-105

Seattle, WA 98106

Disabled American Veterans

4857 Delridge Way SW 

Seattle, WA 98106

Service Board and

Nature Consortium

4408 Delridge Way SW

Seattle, WA 98106

Safe Futures Youth Center

6337 35th Ave SW 

Seattle, WA  98126

SPOKANE

TACOMA   

TUKWILA

WEST SEATTLE



Seattle Housing Authority

6558 35th Ave SW 

Seattle, WA 98126

Southwest Athletic Complex (Site 632)

2801 SW Thistle St

Seattle, WA 98126

Village of Hope

9421 18th Ave SW

Seattle, WA 98106

West Seattle Food Bank

3419 SW Morgan St

Seattle, WA  98126

West Seattle Senior Center

4217 SW Oregon Street 

Seattle, WA  98116

West Seattle YMCA

4515 36th SW

Seattle, WA  98126           

White Center Food Bank

10829 8th Ave SW

Seattle, WA  98146



VICTIM IMPACT STATEMENT 

Defendant Name:  SMC Case #: 

VICTIM IMPACT STATEMENT:   Only you can tell us how you have been affected by this crime. If there are things you 
would like to express, please complete the enclosed form and forward it to our office within 30 days. If the 
defendant is convicted, the judge will read your statement prior to imposing a sentence. A copy of the 
statement will be included in the court file and made publicly available in the Seattle Municipal Court Portal. It 
will also be provided to the defense attorney and to the defendant so you may decide not to include your 
address or telephone number. If you need additional space, you may attach a separate sheet or use the back.  

1. Please describe the physical, emotional and/or psychological impact this crime had on you.

2. Please describe anything about the crime or the incident that you want the Judge to consider in deciding
what sentence to impose on the defendant.

Printed Name: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Signature:   ___  Date: _ 

If you are submitting this form on behalf of someone else, please print your name below: 

________________________________________________  Date:  

You may mail, fax or email this form to: 
Seattle City Attorney’s Office, Criminal Division 

Attention:  

701 5th Avenue, Suite 2050 
Seattle, WA 98104-7097 

Phone:                               Email: 
  FAX: (206) 684-4648  
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RESTITUTION FOR PROPERTY DAMAGE 

SUSPECT NAME:  

SPD INCIDENT#:   

CHARGE(S):  DATE OF INCIDENT:  

[NAME AND ADDRESS2] 

PHONE NUMBERS:  Home (     )   Work (      )  

EMAIL ADDRESS:   

PART I: Property Loss or Damage 

1. List each lost and/or damaged item and   its value 

$ 

$ 

2. For each item, include receipts indicating payment or copies of cashed checks (front and back)

3. If your car was damaged, please provide 2 (two) estimates for each repair.  If items were taken or

destroyed, please submit estimate/cost from a business.

TOTAL or estimated amount of ALL your property losses $ 

TOTAL amount paid by YOUR insurance $ 

TOTAL amount paid by YOU $ 

TOTAL amount paid by DEFENDANT or his/her insurance $ 

TOTAL of your losses NOT paid for $ 

***The Court cannot order restitution for loss of wages, punitive damages, the value of your time or the time of 

others or anything not related to your personal injury or property damage.  

PART II: Insurance -COMPLETE ONLY IF NOT PROVIDED ON ATTACHED DOCUMENTS 

NAME OF INSURANCE COMPANY: 

ADDRESS: 

CLAIM NUMBER:   POLICY NUMBER: 

Please sign and date below- your restitution request cannot be processed without your signature. 

The above information is accurate and correct to the best of my knowledge. 

     SIGNATURE                                DATE 

If you would like to request restitution, please return this form within 30 days.  You may mail, fax or email it to: 

Seattle City Attorney’s Office, Criminal Division 

Attention:  

701 5th Avenue, Suite 2050 

Seattle, WA 98104-7097 

Phone:  Email: 

  FAX: (206) 684-4648  
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RESTITUTION FOR MEDICAL EXPENSES 

 

You may complete and return this form with your current information even if the final amount of your medical 

expenses are not known at this time.  You may provide any additional expenses at a later date, if necessary. 

 

SUSPECT NAME:  

SPD INCIDENT#:   

CHARGE(S):  DATE OF INCIDENT:   

 

[NAME AND ADDRESS3] 

 

PHONE NUMBERS:  Home (     )        Work (      )       

EMAIL ADDRESS:                                                     

 

PART I:  Medical Expenses 

 

TOTAL amount of ALL your medical expenses   $      

TOTAL amount paid by YOUR insurance   $      

TOTAL amount paid by YOU      $_________________________ 

TOTAL amount paid by DEFENDANT or his/her insurance $      

TOTAL of your medical expenses NOT paid for   $      

You must provide copies of itemized medical bills for personal injuries caused by the crime. 

 

Will there be medical expenses in the future?  Yes  No  

If so, please explain:              

               

***The Court cannot order restitution for loss of wages, punitive damages, the value of your time or the time of 

others or anything not related to your personal injury or property damage.  

 

PART II: Insurance Coverage 
 

NAME OF INSURANCE COMPANY:            

 

ADDRESS:               

 

CLAIM NUMBER:         POLICY NUMBER:       

 

Please sign and date below- your restitution request cannot be processed without your signature. 

 

The above information is accurate and correct to the best of my knowledge. 

 

                                               

     SIGNATURE                                DATE 

 

If you would like to request restitution, please return this form within 30 days.  You may mail, fax or email it to: 

 

Seattle City Attorney’s Office, Criminal Division 

Attention:  

701 5th Avenue, Suite 2050 

Seattle, WA 98104-7097 

Phone:                          Email:   

  FAX: (206) 684-4648   



" Detach Bottom Portion And Return With Payment "

Daytime Phone #__________________ Evening Phone #__________________ 

*AH*
PO BOX 510267
LIVONIA MI 48151-6267
RETURN SERVICE REQUESTED

DEFENDANT NAME
DEFENDANY ADDRESS

ALLIANCEONE RECEIVABLES MANAGEMENT INC.
PO BOX 1849
GIG HARBOR WA 98335

YOU MUST TAKE ACTION WITHIN 30 DAYS OF THIS LETTER

Your account with SEATTLE MUNICIPAL COURT is delinquent, and has now been placed with AllianceOne for
immediate collection efforts. Because of your failure to pay the full amount owed to the Court, an additional $13.00
administrative fee has been added pursuant to RCW 3.02.045 (5). This $13.00 assessment is included in the amount
due as shown below.

If payment in full or no charge time payment arrangements are not made within 30 days of this notice, the following
additional actions will occur:

1. On the 31st day from the date of this notice, an additional collection fee of 17.1% will be assessed, and
your account will accrue interest at 12%.

2. Your salary may be garnished and/or your property attached.
3. The renewal of your license may be held.

TO AVOID THE ABOVE SANCTIONS YOU SHOULD:

1. Send payment in full along with the stub below to the address shown below.
2. Call our office at (800) 874-1958 to set up TIME PAYMENTS. Monthly payment may vary depending on the

amount you owe, and may not exceed one year with a minimum of $25.00 per month. Failure to keep your
time payment arrangements will result in an additional collection fee.

3. Your license may not be renewed until balance is paid in full.

This communication is from a debt collector. This is an attempt to collect a debt, and any information obtained will be
used for that purpose.

6565 KIMBALL DRIVE SUITE 200
GIG HARBOR WA 98335

Telephone : 1-253-620-2239 / 1-800-874-1958 
[DATE]

A C C O U N T I N F O R M A T I O N
Post Assigned Interest Other Fees or Charges Payments ReceivedAssigned 

Amount

Assigned Interest

- $ 13.00 -

TOTAL BALANCE 
DUE

Please send all correspondence and make check
or money order payable to the above address:

AmountAccount Number 
xxxxxxxxx

To contact us regarding your account, call:  
1-253-620-2239 / 1-800-874-1958

If you wish to pay by VISA or MasterCard,
fill in the information below and return.  

Credit Card Number Check One:    Visa         MasterCard

Card Holder Name_______________________________   (Last 3 numbers on back of card)

Signature of Card Holder ________________________________ Date__________

Payment Amt: $ Exp. Date:  / CVV #:

- - -

Name: 
Account Number : PIN : 

Court Case Number : See the reverse side of this letter or 
attached detail page
Client : See the reverse side of this letter

 Mail return address only; send no letters
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Race Data in MCIS 

SMC Types of Cases

Sector 
Traffic 

Infraction

Paper 
Infraction

Criminal 
Booked

Criminal Out 
of Custody

MCIS 
Race Codes:
W = White
B = Black

I = American Indian/
Alaskan Native

A = Asian/
Pacific Islander

U = Unkown

SMC does not collect Race Information on parking tickets1

Race data goes into MCIS from Sector (SPD)2

Race data from Jail Booking goes into MCIS via SeaJIS 
from the eSuperform (KCDAJD)3

Race data on Out of Custody defendants goes into MCIS from City 
Attorney’s Office4

SMC Race Codes Overview

Reporting 
Requirements

NCIC5

Parking

Race data entered into MCIS by SMC Staff from tickets.

1Includes traffic camera tickets. Reviewing parking tickets for requested race demographics is not recommended 
as parking tickets are associated with a car and not a person so there is no demographic data on a parking ticket. 
The only way possible demographic information is available is if a hearing is requested by a defendant who has 
an existing MCIS defendant record with race data entered from a previous infraction or criminal case. However, 
using race data in this way would be biased based on whether an individual requests a hearing. 

2DOL does not provide race data (i.e. Race is not listed on a Driver’s License). We are concluding that when a 
police officer issues a traffic infraction/citation and lists race this is based on the police officer’s observation. 
Race is a required field for Citations. Sector includes all of the same race codes as MCIS but also includes H for 
Hispanic. If Sector changes or adds codes the code gets mapped to null (blank) until SMC IT changes the upload 
to MCIS. Hispanic currently gets mapped to Null. 

3Jail Booking race codes are the same as MCIS. SPD records defendants information directly into King County 
Booking and Referral System (BARS) eSuperform, which then comes into MCIS. eSuperform does not record H for 
Hispanic. 

4City Attorney’s Office race codes are the same as MCIS but also include H for Hispanic . SPD records defendant 
race and records it in its own RMS, that gets passed to CAO’s DAMIEN.

5The races codes used in MCIS follow the reporting requirements that have been standardized by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation in the NCIC code manual. According to the NCIC reporting requirements Hispanics should 
be entered with the race code most clearly representing the individual.

SMC Race Codes Notes:

SMC LFO REPORT: APPENDIX 10
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Fines and Fees Background 

Case Types 

DV Cases: 

DVPA – Domestic Violence Prevention Account Surcharge (Violation 

Protection Order) – RCW 26.50.110(1)(b)(ii) 

Who pays: Any adult offender who has violation of a domestic violence protection order issued 

under this chapter, and in addition to any other penalties provided by law. 

Amount: $15, in addition to any penalty or fine imposed. 

Fee purpose: For the domestic violence prevention account. 

Where the money goes: 100% to the State Treasury. 

Can it be waived/suspended?: No 

DVOA – Domestic Violence Offender Assessment – RCW 10.99.080 

Who pays:  Any (person) adult offender convicted of a crime involving domestic violence. 

Amount: Penalty assessment not to exceed $100. The assessment shall be in addition to, and 

shall not supersede, any other penalty, restitution, fines, or costs provided by law. 

Fee purpose: Revenue from the assessment shall be used solely for the purposes of establishing 

and funding domestic violence advocacy and domestic violence prevention and prosecution 

programs in the city or county of the court imposing the assessment. If the city or county does 

not have domestic violence advocacy or domestic violence prevention and prosecution 

programs, cities and counties may use the revenue collected from the assessment to contract 

with recognized community-based domestic violence program providers. 

Where the money goes: 100% to the City of Seattle 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, due to indigency 

SMC LFO REPORT: APPENDIX 11
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DVPA – Domestic Violence Prevention Account Surcharge (Domestic Violence 

Related Conviction) – RCW 10.99.080 

Who pays: Any adult offender with a Domestic Violence related conviction (RCW 10.99.080)  

Amount: $15, in addition to any penalty or fine imposed. 

Fee purpose: For the domestic violence prevention account. 

Where the money goes: 100% to State Treasury 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, due to indigency 

 

Prostitution Cases: 

STDC – Sex Education Fee – SMC 12A.10.110 (patronizing only) 

Who Pays: Defendants who have been convicted or received a non-conviction disposition of 

prostitution or sexual exploitation charge.  

Amount: Currently $163.50; Effective in 2009 the amount of the charge was set to $150, set to 

increase annually beginning in 2010 consistent with the rate of increase in the Seattle-Tacoma 

CPI, rounded to the nearest $0.50. Every three years, the Director of the Human Services 

Department may recommend a further change of the fee based upon evaluation of program 

costs and revenues.  

Fee Purpose: To fund the mandatory counseling program for all persons convicted of or 

entering a non-conviction disposition of prostitution or sexual exploitation charge. 

Where the money goes: 100% to the City; Funds shall be collected by the Seattle Municipal 

Court and deposited in the General Subfund; and an allocation equal to the program costs as 

projected in the current year adopted budget shall be made annually to the Human Services 

Operating Fund.  

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, due to indigency 
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SIVF – Sex Industry Victims Fund – SMC 12A. 10. 0701  

Who pays: A person who is charged with a violation of Section 12A.10.040 Sexual 

Exploitation/Patronizing or 12A.10.060 Permitting Prostitution and who enters into a statutory 

or nonstatutory diversion agreement. 

Amount: $1000 

Fee Purpose: A large majority of sex industry workers are victims of sexual abuse who believe 
that they have few or no alternatives and have complex problems that require comprehensive 
services.  In 2002, the City Council passed Ordinance 120907, establishing the Care and 
Treatment of Sex Industry Victims Account, and designated that account to be used to pay for 
services designed to provide care and treatment to sex industry workers.  This account has 
come to be known as the “Sex Industry Workers Fund.”  It is funded with a $1000 fee on those 
charged with patronizing a prostitute. 

Where the money goes: Money shall be deposited in the Sex Industry Victims Fund, 100% to 

the City. 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, all or partial due to indigency. 

 

PPIA – Prostitution Prevention and Intervention Fund – SMC multiple codes 

listed below 

Who Pays: A person who is either convicted, given a deferred sentence, given a deferred 

prosecution, or has entered into a statutory or nonstatutory diversion agreement as a result of 

an arrest for violating Sections listed below. 

Amount: 

12A.10.020 Prostitution $50  

12A.10.130/RCW 9A.88.120 Indecent Exposure $50  

12A.10.040 Sexual Exploitation/Patronizing $1,500/$2,500/$5,000 

12A.10.060 Permitting prostitution $1,500/$2,500/$5,000 

 

Fee Purpose: Revenue from the fees must be used for local efforts to reduce the commercial 

sale of sex including, but not limited to, increasing enforcement of commercial sex laws. At 

                                                           
1 Note: The Sex Industry Victims’ Fund also receives money from 12A.10.115 – Impoundment of vehicle used in 
sexual exploitation ($500 fee), however that is handled by the police, not the court, so I have not included it.  
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least 50% must be spent on prevention (education for offenders, and rehabilitative services for 

victims)2 

Where the money goes: Use and distribution guided by RCW 9A.88.120. Money is collected by 

the court clerk and given to the county treasurer where the offense occurred. The money is 

then deposited in the county general fund, except in the case where the offense occurred in a 

city or town that provides for its own law enforcement, in which case they should go to the city 

or town treasurer for deposit in their general fund. 2% shall be remitted quarterly to the 

department of commerce, together with a report detailing the fees assesses, revenue received, 

and how the revenue was spent. 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, partial due to indigency. If determined cannot pay then can 

reduce up to 2/3rds of maximum allowable fee.  

 

DNAF – DNA Sample Fee RCW 43.43.7541 

Who Pays: DNA test not ordered if DNA on file but fee is assessed upon conviction of 

mandatory charges. DNA testing is mandatory for every person convicted of the following: 

12A.06.035 Stalking, 12A.06.040 Harassment, 12A.10.040 Patronizing/Sexual Exploitation, 

12A.10.140 Communicating with a Minor for Immoral Purposes, 12A.060.010B Assault Sexual 

Motivation, 12A.06.180A Only for Violating a Sexual Assault Order as provided in RCW 

43.43.754.  

Amount: $100 as provided in RCW 43.43.7541 

Fee Purpose: For purposes of DNA identification analysis. The fee is a court-ordered legal 

financial obligation as defined in RCW 9.94A.030 and other applicable law. This fee shall not be 

imposed on juvenile offenders if the state has previously collected the juvenile offenders DNA 

as a result of a prior conviction.  

Where the money goes: The clerk of the court shall transmit eighty percent of the fee collected 

to the state treasurer for deposit in the state DNA database account created under RCW 

43.43.7532, and shall transmit twenty percent of the fee collected to the agency responsible for 

collection of a biological sample from the offender as required under RCW 43.43.754. 

Can it be waived/suspended?: No  

 

                                                           
2 https://www.courts.wa.gov/JisLink/index.cfm?fa=jislink.codeview&dir=clj_manual&file=costfee says the split is 
98-2 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=9.94A.030
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=43.43.7532
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=43.43.754
https://www.courts.wa.gov/JisLink/index.cfm?fa=jislink.codeview&dir=clj_manual&file=costfee
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DUI Cases 

PAY FINE – RCW 46.61.5055  

Who pays: Alcohol and drug violators; person who is convicted of a violation of RCW 46.61.502 

(Driving Under the Influence) or 46.61.504 (Physical control of a vehicle while under the 

influence), except as provided in subsection 6.  

Amount: Varies depending on prior offenses and alcohol concentration amounts. See table 

below:

 

Fee Purpose: Varies by penalty 

Where the money goes: 100% to the City  

Can it be waived?/suspended: Yes, due to indigency.  

 

BRTH – Breath Test Assessment – Alcohol Violators Fee – RCW 46.61.5054  

Who Pays: In addition to penalties set forth in RCW 46.61.5051 through 46.61.5053 until 

September 1, 1995, and RCW 46.61.5055 thereafter, a two hundred dollar fee shall be assessed 

to a person who is either convicted, sentenced to a lesser charge, or given deferred 

prosecution, as a result of an arrest for violating RCW 46.61.502, 46.61.504, 46.61.520, or 

46.61.522. 

 

Amount: $200  

 

DUI Reference 

Minimum* Amount*

Able to 

Suspend 

*

DUI 1st 

/Alcohol 

concentratio

n <.15 or no 

test results

DUI 1st 

/Alcohol 

concentration 

.15or more or 

test refusal

DUI w/one 

prior last 7 

years 

Alcohol 

concentratio

n <.15 or no 

test results

DUI w/one 

prior last 7 

years 

Alcohol 

concentratio

n .15 or more 

or test 

refusal

DUI w/two+ 

prior last 7 

years 

Alcohol 

concentratio

n <.15 or no 

test results

DUI w/two+ 

prior last 7 

years Alcohol 

concentration 

.15 or more or 

test refusal

1st <.15 $5,000 $4,405.00 $595.00

1st  .15 or >.15 $5,000 $4,150.00 $850.00

1 previous w 

7/yrs <.15 $5,000 $4,150.00 $850.001 previous 

w/7yrs .15 or 

>.15 $5,000 $3,725.00 $1,275.00

two+ w/7yrs 

<.15 $5,000 $3,300.00 $1,700.00

two+ w/7yrs .15 

or>.15 $5,000 $2,450.00 $2,550.00

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=46.61.5051
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=46.61.5053
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=46.61.5055
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=46.61.502
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=46.61.504
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=46.61.520
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=46.61.522
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Fee Purpose: This fee is for funding the Washington state toxicology laboratory and the 

Washington state patrol for grants and activities to increase the conviction rate and decrease 

the incidence of persons driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs. 

 

Where the money goes:  27% to the City, 73% to the State. Of the $200 collected, $175 is to be 

distributed to the following: 

- 40%: subject to distribution under RCW 3.46.120, 3.50.100, 35.20.220, 3.62.020, 

3.62.040, or 10.82.070 

o 60%: given to the state treasurer who shall use: 

▪ 15% in the death investigations account to be used solely for funding the 

state toxicology lab blood or breath testing programs 

▪ 85% to state patrol highway account to fund activities to increase the 

conviction rate and decrease the incidence of persons driving under the 

influence 

- $25 must be distributed to highway safety fund to be used solely for funding 

Washington traffic safety commission grants to reduce statewide collisions caused by 

persons driving under the influence 

o Grants can be awarded from this money to fund: DUI courts, implementation of 

victim panel registries, etc. 

 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, may suspend all or part due to indigency. 

 

 

DIAS/CRAS: DUI Assessment Fee and Criminal Traffic Assessment Fee – RCW 

46.64.055 

Who pays: In addition to any other penalties imposed for conviction of a violation of this title 

(motor vehicles) that is a misdemeanor, gross misdemeanor, or felony, the court shall impose 

an additional penalty of fifty dollars ($50). 

Amount: $102.50 is broken out as ($50 + PSEA1 + PSEA2) = $102.50. PSEA is the Public Safety 

and Educational Assessment and all goes to the State. 

Fee Purpose: Used to increase revenue for traffic assessments.  

Where the money goes: Money remitted under this section to the state treasurer must be 

deposited in the state general fund. The balance of the revenue received by the county or city 

treasurer under this section must be deposited into the county or city current expense fund.  
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Can it be waived/suspended?: CRAS/DIAS may be converted to community service. The court 

may not reduce, waive, or suspend the additional penalty unless the court finds the offender to 

be indigent. If a community restitution program for offenders is available in the jurisdiction, the 

court shall allow offenders to offset all or a part of the penalty due under this section by 

participation in the community restitution program.

 

PSEA – Public Safety and Educational Assessments –  RCW 3.62.090 

Who pays: Applies to all criminal fines, forfeitures, and penalties.  

Amount:  PSEA 1: 70 % of other imposed fines, forfeitures, and penalties; PSEA 2: 50% of PSEA 1  

Fee Purpose: PSEA 1 shall be assessed and collected in addition to fines, forfeitures or penalties, 

other than for parking infractions. PSEA 2 shall be assessed with the exception being DUI-

related offenses under RCW 46.61.5055 or parking infractions. It’s used to increase revenue for 

public safety and education.  

Where the money goes: Public safety education fund/general fund (State). 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Neither shall be suspended or waived by the court. 

 

CCFE – Criminal Conviction Fee – RCW 3.62.085 
Who pays:  Levied upon a defendant upon conviction or a plea of guilty in a criminal case. 

Amount: $43 

 

Fee purpose: For costs associated with prosecution of case. 

 

Where the money goes:  

- 68% of non-interest retained by the city and deposited as provided by law 

- 32% of non-interest money to state treasurer goes to the general fund; other than if 

otherwise designated to reimburse the city/state/town for costs associated with 

prosecution of case 

- May accrue interest at a rate of 12% per annum, upon assignment to a collection 

agency. Interest may accrue only when in collection status. 

- Interest retained by the court shall be split 25% to the state treasurer for deposit in the 

state general fund, 25% to state treasurer for deposit in the judicial information system 

account, 25% to the city general fund and 25% to the general fund to fund local courts. 

[see RCW 3.50.100] 
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Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, due to indigency. 

 

CLAF – Crime Lab Analysis Fee – RCW 43.43.690 

Who pays: Adult Offender who has been judged guilty of violating any criminal statute of 

Washington and a crime laboratory analysis was performed by a state crime laboratory 

Amount: $100 for each offense the person has been convicted of. 

Fee Purpose: To reimburse crime laboratory analysis costs. 

Where the money goes: Court Clerk  State general fund to be used only for crime laboratories 

except $5 to be kept by the clerk to defray costs of collecting the fees. 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, due to indigency. 

COST – Court Costs 

RCW 3.62.060  District Court costs 

RCW 3.62.065  Applies costs from RCW 3.62.060 to Limited Jurisdiction Courts 

RCW 3.62.040  Where the money goes 

 

Who pays, Amounts, and Fee Purpose listed in table below. Clerks of the courts shall collect the 

following fees for their official services: 

Circumstance/Work Performed Who Pays Amount 

Filing Fee: When any civil action 
is commenced before or 
transferred to a LJC 

Plaintiff  
+ 
Any party filing a 
counterclaim, cross-claim, or 
third-party claim 

$43 + any surcharge 
authorized by RCW 7.75.035 

For issuing or filing a writ of 
garnishment 

 $12 

For filing a supplemental 
proceeding  

 $20 

For demanding a jury in a civil 
case 

Person demanding the jury3 $125 

For preparing a transcript of a 
judgement 

 $20 

For certifying any document on 
file or of record in the clerk’s 
office 

 $5 

                                                           
3 Exception – when trial by jury is guaranteed. 
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The court may collect the following: 

Circumstance/Work Performed Amount 

For preparing a certified copy of an 
instrument on file or of record in the clerk's 
office 

1st page: $5 
Each additional page: $1 

For authenticating or exemplifying an 
instrument 

$2 per seal affixed 

For preparing a copy of an instrument on file 
or of record in the clerk's office without a seal 

$0.50 per page 

copying a document without a seal or file that 
is in an electronic format 

$0.25/page 

For copies made on a compact disc $20 per compact disk 

For preparing the record of a case for appeal 
to superior court 

$40 including any costs of tape duplication 

(Optional) for clerk's services such as 
processing ex parte orders, performing 
historical searches, compiling statistical 
reports, and conducting exceptional record 
searches 

Fee not to exceed $20 per hour or per portion 
of an hour. 

For duplication of part or all the electronic 
recording of a proceeding 

$10 per tape or other electronic storage 
medium 

For filing any abstract of judgment or 
transcript of judgment from a municipal court 
or municipal department of a district court 
organized under the laws of this state 

$43 

(Optional) for receiving faxed documents, 
pursuant to Washington state rules of court, 
general rule 17. 

Up to $3 for first page 
$1 for each additional page 

 

Surcharge: Until July 1, 2017, in addition to the fees required to be collected under this section, 

clerks of the courts must collect a surcharge of thirty dollars on all fees required to be 

collected under subsection (1)(a) (The Filing Fee) of this section. 

Surcharge Distribution: 

- 75% must be remitted to the state treasurer to be deposited in the judicial stabilization 

trust account 

- 25% must be retained by the county 

Fee Distribution: The fees or charges imposed under this section shall be allowed as court costs 

whenever a judgment for costs is awarded. 
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Where the money goes: 

- Balance of non-interest money kept by the city where the violation occurred 

- 12% interest per annum, upon assignment to collections 

- Interest retained by the court on costs shall be split: 

o 25% to the state treasurer for deposit in the state general fund 

o 25% to the state for JIS account 

o 25% to city general fund 

o 25% to city general fund to fund local courts 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Unknown 

PSFE – Probation Supervision Fee – RCW 10.64.120 

Who Pays: Probationer 

Amount: Not to exceed $100 (monthly)4 

Fee Purpose: For services provided whenever a person is referred by the court to the 

misdemeanant probation department for evaluation or supervision services. Fund programs for 

probation services. 

Where the money goes: General fund of the city or county treasury (100%) 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, while the probationer is being supervised by another state 

under RCW 9.94A.745, the interstate compact for adult offender supervision. No specific 

mention of indigency in this RCW. 

PTDF – Pre-Trial Diversion Fee – RCW 10.01.160 

Who Pays:  Defendant. 

Amount: May not exceed $250 for deferred prosecution, May not exceed $150 for 

administering a pretrial supervision (other than a pretrial electronic alcohol monitoring 

program, drug monitoring program, or 24.7 sobriety program) 

Costs shall be limited to expenses specially incurred by the state in prosecuting the defendant 

or in administering the deferred prosecution program under chapter 10.05 RCW or pretrial 

supervision.  

Fee purpose: Costs imposed constitute a judgment against a defendant and survive a dismissal 

of the underlying action against the defendant. However, if the defendant is acquitted on the 

underlying action, the costs for preparing and serving a warrant for failure to appear do not 

                                                           
4 See attached Probation Monitoring Fee & Assessment Table. 
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survive the acquittal, and the judgment that such costs would otherwise constitute shall be 

vacated. 

Where the money goes: 100% to City 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, due to indigency.   

 

REST – Restitution – RCW 9.94A.753 

Who Pays: Restitution shall be ordered whenever the offender is convicted of an offense which 

results in injury to any person or damage to or loss of property unless extraordinary 

circumstances exist which make restitution inappropriate in the court's judgment and the court 

sets forth such circumstances in the record. In addition, restitution shall be ordered to pay for 

an injury, loss, or damage if the offender pleads guilty to a lesser offense or fewer offenses and 

agrees with the prosecutor's recommendation that the offender be required to pay restitution 

to a victim of an offense or offenses which are not prosecuted pursuant to a plea agreement. 

Amount: Varies; When restitution is ordered, the court shall determine the amount of 

restitution due at the sentencing hearing or within one hundred eighty days except as provided 

in subsection (7) of this section. The court may continue the hearing beyond the one hundred 

eighty days for good cause. The court shall then set a minimum monthly payment that the 

offender is required to make towards the restitution that is ordered. The court should take into 

consideration the total amount of the restitution owed, the offender's present, past, and future 

ability to pay, as well as any assets that the offender may have. 

Fee Purpose: Compensation to the victim, to provide restitution for injury to person or 

property. 

Where the money goes: 100% to City; Court Current Expenses – to be held in trust and payable 

to a restitution recipient.5  

Can it be waived/suspended?: No, Restitution is Mandatory unless courts find compelling 

reason not to. 

 

TRAF – Transfer Offender Fee6 - RCW 9.94A.745 

Who Pays: Offender requesting the transfer. 

                                                           
5 https://www.courts.wa.gov/JisLink/index.cfm?fa=jislink.codeview&dir=clj_manual&file=costfee 
6 The RCW does not state a specific amount for the transfer application fee. 
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Amount: (Not listed in RCW – “The department shall adopt a rule prescribing the amount of the 

interstate transfer application fee.” The amount charged should be a “reasonable fee.”)7 

Fee Purpose: For processing the application for interstate transfer pursuant to RCW 9.94A.745 

Where the money goes: 100% to City 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Unknown 

 

BFEE – Bond Exoneration Fee – RCW 10.19.140 

Who pays: Defendant. 

Amount: The full amount of the bond, less any and all costs determined by the court to have 

been incurred by law enforcement in transporting, locating, apprehending, or processing the 

return of the person to the jurisdiction of the court 

Fee Purpose: If a forfeiture has been entered against a person in a criminal case and the person 

is returned to custody or produced in court within twelve months from the forfeiture 

Where the money goes: 100% to City  

Can it be waived/suspended?:  No 

See RCW 10.19.090 for severability exception. 

INCA – Incarceration Fee – RCW 10.01.160 

Who Pays: Costs may be imposed only upon a convicted defendant. 

Costs imposed constitute a judgment against a defendant and survive a dismissal of the 

underlying action against the defendant. However, if the defendant is acquitted on the 

underlying action, the costs for preparing and serving a warrant for failure to appear do not 

survive the acquittal, and the judgment that such costs would otherwise constitute shall be 

vacated.  

Amount:  Costs of incarceration imposed on a defendant convicted of a misdemeanor or a gross 

misdemeanor may not exceed the actual cost of incarceration. In no case may the court require 

the offender to pay more than one hundred dollars per day for the cost of incarceration. 

                                                           
7 Found more specifics as to exact costs here - 
https://www.courts.wa.gov/JisLink/index.cfm?fa=jislink.codeview&dir=clj_manual&file=costfee 
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Payment of other court-ordered financial obligations, including all legal financial obligations and 

costs of supervision take precedence over the payment of the cost of incarceration ordered by 

the court.  

Fee Purpose: All funds (100%) received from defendants for the cost of incarceration in the 

county or city jail must be remitted for criminal justice purposes to the county or city that is 

responsible for the defendant's jail costs. 

Where the money goes: 100% to City 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, due to indigency. 

 

DFEE – Public Defender Fee – RCW 10.01.1608 

Who Pays: Convicted defendant who is determined to be “indigent and able to contribute.” 

Once determined to be indigent and able to contribute, the defendant should be informed of 

repayment conditions. 

“All persons determined to be indigent and able to contribute, shall be required to execute a 

promissory note at the time counsel is appointed. The person shall be informed whether 

payment shall be made in the form of a lump sum payment or periodic payments. The payment 

and payment schedule must be set forth in writing. The person receiving the appointment of 

counsel shall also sign an affidavit swearing under penalty of perjury that all income and assets 

reported are complete and accurate. In addition, the person must swear in the affidavit to 

immediately report any change in financial status to the court.” (RCW 10.101.020(5)) 

Amount: $0 and up (variable) 

Legal justification – because it “is tailored to impose an obligation only upon those with a 

foreseeable ability to meet it, and to enforce that obligation only against those who actually 

become able to meet it without hardship.” Fuller v. Oregon, 417 U.S. 40, 54 (1974). 

Fee Purpose: To reimburse for costs associated with providing a public defender. 

Where the money goes: $430 new/$260 review 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes – The amount and schedule of repayment is designed to not 

cause undue hardship to the defendant. If financial circumstances change, the court can be 

informed and the amount adjusted. 

                                                           
8 Note – there also appears to be a public defender application fee, but it is separate to the public defender 
recoupment fee 
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WFEE – Warrant Fees – RCW 10.01.160 

Who Pays: Convicted defendant 

Costs imposed constitute a judgment against a defendant and survive a dismissal of the 

underlying action against the defendant. However, if the defendant is acquitted on the 

underlying action, the costs for preparing and serving a warrant for failure to appear do not 

survive the acquittal, and the judgment that such costs would otherwise constitute shall be 

vacated. 

Amount: Not to exceed $100; for preparing and serving a warrant for failure to appear. 

Fee Purpose: Reimburse costs associated with preparing and serving a warrant for failure to 

appear. 

Where the money goes: 100% to City – There is no mention in the RCW of the split, but the 

www.courts.wa.gov table shows it following a 98.25% to current expenses and 1.75% to CV. 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, due to indigency.  

 

WTNF – Witness Fees – RCW 10.01.160 

Who Pays: Convicted defendant in criminal case 

Amount: Varies 

Fee Purpose: To compensate costs associated with attendance of witness(es) for the 

prosecution. 

Where the money goes: 100% to City 

RCW 10.01.160 defines the types of costs a court may impose on a convicted defendant. The 

State Auditor's BARS Manual for Cities and Counties gives guidelines for distributing revenues 

from cost recoupment situations. Costs recouped from a convicted defendant in a criminal case 

must be directly related to payments the city or county has made to a third party. These costs 

are retained by the local jurisdiction and are not shared with the state (i.e., there is no PSEA 

portion of the revenue distribution). Assessment of general costs not related to specific 

payments that the local jurisdiction has made are recorded as "Other Costs" for the appropriate 

case type (see OCD thru OC9).9 

Can it be waived/suspended?: Yes, due to indigency. 

                                                           
9 https://www.courts.wa.gov/JisLink/index.cfm?fa=jislink.codeview&dir=clj_manual&file=costfee 
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CSFE – CSHS/Community Service Set up Fee – RCW 9.94A.725 and 10.01.160 

Who pays: Defendants who are ordered Community Service (CSHS) as a condition of their 

sentence. 

Amount: A one-time $25 fee. 

Fee Purpose: Costs for administering community service set up.  

Where the money goes: 100% to City 

Can it be waived/suspended: Yes, due to indigency. 

 

RCFE – Records Check Fee – RCW 10.64.120 

Who pays:  For matters without a probation obligation where record checks only are ordered. 

Can be assessed at sentencing (with no probation obligation) or noted on a Judgment and 

Sentence that it may be imposed if probation is stricken. 

Amount: $10 monthly assessment; Order amount based on length of required records check 

status (e.g. 1 year = $120, 2 years = $240 etc.) 

Fee Purpose: For evaluation or supervision services and for fees related to records and 

background checks. Revenues raised under this section shall be used to fund programs for 

probation services. 

Where the money goes: 100% to City. 

Can it be waived/suspended: Yes, due to indigency. 

WCFE – Work Crew Fee 

Who pays: Defendant’s ordered to Work Crew 

Amount: One time $25 fee 

Fee Purpose: Assessment for Work Crew 

Where the money goes: 100% to City 

Can it be waived/suspended: Yes, due to indigency. 

 



Pre-Trial

Diversion/

Dispositional

Continuance

Deferred

Prosecution

PPIA - $1,500 (no

priors)/$2,500 (one

prior)/$5,000 (2 or more

priors)

(12A.10.070(A)(2)) 
(only waive to $500/

$833/$1,667 minimum 
if deft. proves indigency 

with documentation) 
SIVF - $1,000

(12A.10.070(B)) (only 
waive in full/part if deft. 
proves indigency with 

documentation) 
STDC - $169.50

(12A.10.110) (waive if 
eligible for public 

defense)

PPIA - $1,500 (no priors)/$2,500

(one prior)/$5,000 (2 or more

priors) (12A.10.070(A)(2)) (only 
waive to $500/$833/$1,667 

minimum if deft. proves indigency 
with documentation)

SIVF - $1,000 (12A.10.070(B)) 
(only waive in full/part if deft. 

proves indigency with 
documentation)

STDC - $169.50 SSEX Class fee

(12A.10.110)(waive if eligible for 
public defense)

Other Required Non-Cost
Obligations:

SSEX – Class Requirement

(12A.10.110)
SOAP – Stay Out of

Prostitution Areas

Requirement (12A.10.040

(B)) (“unless this 
requirement would interfere 
with the person's legitimate 
employment or residence or 

otherwise be infeasible”)
NCLV – No New Criminal

Law Violations (patronizing 
and commercial sex abuse 

of a minor only)

(12A.10.040(B))

Other Possible Non-Cost Obligations:

HIVT – HIV Test Requirement

CSH – Community Service Hours

Conviction/

Deferred

Sentence

PPIA - $1,500 (no priors)/

$2,500 (one prior)/$5,000 (2

or more priors)

(12A.10.070(A)(2)) (only 
waive to $500/$833/$1,667 

minimum if deft. proves 
indigency with 
documentation)

STDC -$169.50 SSEX Class

fee(12A.10.110)(waive if 
eligible for public defense) 
DNAF - $100 (12A.10.040)

Other Required Non-Cost
Obligations:

SSEX – Class Requirement

(12A.10.110)
SOAP – Stay Out of Prostitution

Areas Requirement (12A.10.040

(B)) (“unless this requirement 
would interfere with the person's 

legitimate employment or 
residence or otherwise be 

infeasible”)
DNAS – DNA Sample

(12A.10.040 (B) and RCW

43.43.754)

NCLV – No New Criminal Law

Violations (patronizing and 
commercial sex abuse of a minor 

only) (12A.10.040(B))

HIVT – HIV Test (RCW

70.24.340)

Revised October 2012

Other Required Non-
Cost Obligations:

SSEX – Class

Requirement

(12A.10.110)

SMC LFO REPORT: APPENDIX 12



DUI Reference Minimum* Amount*

Able to 

Suspend *

DUI 1st 

/Alcohol 

concentration 

<.15 or no test 

results

DUI 1st 

/Alcohol 

concentration 

.15or more or 

test refusal

DUI 

w/one 

prior last 

7 years 

Alcohol 

concentr

ation <.15 

or no test 

results

DUI 

w/one 

prior last 

7 years 

Alcohol 

concentr

ation .15 

or more 

or test 

refusal

DUI 

w/two+ 

prior last 

7 years 

Alcohol 

concentr

ation <.15 

or no test 

results

DUI 

w/two+ 

prior last 

7 years 

Alcohol 

concentr

ation .15 

or more 

or test 

refusal

1st <.15 $5,000 $4,405 $595.00

1st  .15 or >.15 $5,000 $4,150 $850.00

1 previous w 7/yrs .<.15 $5,000 $4,150 $850.00

1 previous w/7yrs .15 or >.15 $5,000 $3,725 $1,275.00

two+ w/7yrs <.15 $5,000 $3,300 $1,700.00

two+ w/7yrs .15 or>.15 $5,000 $2,450 $2,550.00

BRTH**
$200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00

DIAS/CRAS*** $102.50 $102.50 $102.50 $102.50 $102.50 $102.50

CCFE $43.00 $43.00 $43.00 $43.00 $43.00 $43.00

$1,000.00 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $1,000.00

*FINE may be suspended due to indigency

**BRTH may be suspended due to indigency

***DIAS/CRAS may be converted to community service

730-008 DUI Fines

If Passenger under 16

DUI Fines Assessments

Revised April 2017

FINE 

(Including 

PSEA)*

BREATH TEST ASSESSMENT-Alcohol Violators Fee (RCW 

46.61.5054 )

Criminal Justice Funding (RCW 46.64.055)

$940.50MIN. LFO TOTAL* $2,895.50$2,045.50$1,620.50$1,195.50$1,195.50

CRIMINAL CONVICTION FEE (RCW 3.62.085)
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