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SUMMARY

The Washington Supreme Court held that the State may appeal juvenile restitution orders under RCW
13.04.033(1), which permits an appeal by any aggrieved person. It further held that restitution is
mandatory under RCW 13.40.190 and that crime victims’ insurers qualify as persons and victims
entitled to restitution for proven losses. The court affirmed and remanded for entry of restitution orders

consistent with its opinion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the State may appeal juvenile restitution orders under RCW 13.04.033(1).

2. Whether crime victims' insurers are persons and victims entitled to restitution under RCW 13.40.190(1)

and the Juvenile Justice Act.

HOLDINGS

1. RCW 13.04.033(1), which permits any person aggrieved by a final juvenile-court order to appeal,

authorizes the State to appeal an erroneous juvenile restitution order.

2. Crime victims' insurers are persons and victims entitled to restitution for covered losses under RCW
13.40.190(1), subject to sufficient proof of loss.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court of Appeals answered both questions in the affirmative, and so do we.” (51 P.3d at 791)
“The insurance companies are "victims" entitled to restitution.” (51 P.3d at 793)

“Because the Basic Juvenile Court Act provides that "any person aggrieved" may appeal, we hold that the
state may appeal these juvenile restitution orders, and that restitution must be made to "any persons who have
suffered loss."” (51 P.3d at 793)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A.M.R. pleaded guilty to second-degree vehicle prowl and making a false statement to a public servant after
damaging a victim's vehicle. The juvenile court ordered restitution of $100 in out-of-pocket losses but excluded
$393.02 paid by the victim's insurer based on its view that it could consider the juvenile's ability to pay. T.J.Z.
pleaded guilty to taking a motor vehicle without permission and attempting to elude, and the juvenile court
likewise ordered only the victim's out-of-pocket losses, excluding the insurer's payment of $533.28. The State

appealed the exclusion of insurer-paid losses in both cases.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A.M.R. and T.J.Z. pleaded guilty to juvenile offenses. The juvenile courts ordered restitution only for the
victims' out-of-pocket losses and declined to order restitution for losses paid by insurers. The State appealed, the
Court of Appeals consolidated the cases, reversed, and remanded with instructions to enter restitution orders for

the insurers subject to proof of loss. The Supreme Court granted review, affirmed, and remanded.

DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand to the juvenile court to enter restitution orders for the insurers consistent with the opinion, subject to

sufficient proof of loss.
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