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SUMMARY

The Washington Supreme Court considered whether the civil enforcement provisions of Washington’s
Public Disclosure Act, chapter 42.17 RCW, precluded criminal prosecution under RCW 40.16.030 for

knowingly filing or causing the filing of false campaign disclosure reports. The court held that the

statutes could be harmonized, that the Public Disclosure Act expressly preserved other remedies, and

that it did not preclude prosecution under the criminal statute. The court reversed the trial court’s

dismissal, reinstated the charges, and remanded for further proceedings.
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The State appealed a pretrial dismissal of criminal charges entered on
a Knapstad motion. The Washington Supreme Court accepted
certification from the Court of Appeals and reviewed whether chapter
42.17 RCW barred prosecution under RCW 40.16.030 and whether

dismissal was alternatively required on due process grounds.

De novo review applies to a trial court's pretrial dismissal of criminal
charges pursuant to a Knapstad motion and to questions of statutory

construction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether chapter 42.17 RCW, the Public Disclosure Act, precludes prosecution under RCW 40.16.030

for knowingly filing or causing the filing of false campaign-finance instruments.

2. Whether the general-specific rule or implied-repeal principles require the State to proceed exclusively

under the Public Disclosure Act's civil remedies.

3. Whether dismissal was required because the defendants lacked fair notice that the alleged conduct could
be prosecuted under RCW 40.16.030.

HOLDINGS

1. Chapter 42.17 RCW does not preclude prosecution under RCW 40.16.030 for conduct that falls within
both statutes.

2. Absent a very clear legislative indication that a civil statute precludes criminal prosecution, the general-

specific rule does not foreclose prosecution under an existing criminal statute.

3. The alternative due process ground did not support dismissal because the defendants failed to argue that
RCW 40.16.030 itself lacked fair notice or standards against arbitrary enforcement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Absent a very clear indication that the legislature intended that a civil statute preclude prosecution under a
criminal statute, we will not apply the “general-specific” rule to foreclose the exercise of prosecutorial
discretion or to negate the legislature’s determination that the conduct described by the criminal statute is

subject to prosecution as a crime.” (at 814-815)

“We hold that chapter 42.17 RCW is not a specific statute that precludes prosecution under RCW 40.16.030
for conduct that is subject to the penalty provisions of both statutes.” (at 817)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The defendants allegedly arranged for campaign contributions to three Seattle City Council members to be
reimbursed in cash, concealing the true sources of the contributions. The candidates' committees allegedly filed
false campaign disclosure reports during their 2003 reelection campaigns. The alleged contributions were
connected to individuals seeking a favorable zoning decision involving Rick's adult entertainment establishment,

and investigators identified fourteen reimbursed contributors.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The State charged the defendants with conspiracy and with knowingly procuring, offering, or causing false
instruments to be filed in connection with campaign-finance reports. After arraignment and pleas of not guilty,

the defendants moved to dismiss, arguing that the Public Disclosure Act's civil enforcement provisions



preempted RCW 40.16.030 and that prosecution violated due process. The trial court granted dismissal; the State

appealed, and the Washington Supreme Court accepted the Court of Appeals' certification.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Reverse the trial court's dismissal, reinstate the charges, and remand for further proceedings consistent with the

opinion.
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