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SUMMARY

The Washington Supreme Court held that a Tukwila Municipal Court jury-selection process using
jurors drawn from three ZIP codes that roughly approximated the city substantially complied with
RCW 2.36.050. The court also held that an oral agreement authorized the King County Superior Court
to provide jury-selection services for the municipal court. The court reversed the superior court and
affirmed Garrett's conviction; a dissent would have found the jury-selection process and service
agreement invalid.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether selecting jurors from three ZIP codes that roughly approximated Tukwila's boundaries, but also
included residents outside the city, substantially complied with RCW 2.36.050.

2. Whether the jury-selection process materially departed from statutory requirements so that prejudice
should be presumed, or whether Garrett had to show actual prejudice.

3. Whether an oral agreement between Tukwila Municipal Court and King County Superior Court validly
authorized the superior court to perform jury-management and jury-summons services after the written
agreement expired.

4. Whether the jury-selection process violated Garrett's rights to an impartial jury under article I, section 22
of the Washington Constitution and the Sixth Amendment.

5. Whether Garrett could assert the rights of city residents or prospective jurors who were allegedly
summoned to serve outside their municipality.

HOLDINGS

1. A municipal court jury pool selected from three ZIP codes that roughly approximated the court's
electoral district substantially complied with RCW 2.36.050, even though the ZIP codes included areas
outside the municipality and excluded some residents within the municipality.

2. Because the selection procedure substantially complied with RCW 2.36.050 and did not materially
depart from statutory requirements, prejudice was not presumed; Garrett was required to establish actual
prejudice and failed to do so.

3. An oral agreement between the Tukwila Municipal Court and King County Superior Court validly
authorized the superior court to perform jury-selection and jury-summons services after the written
agreement expired.

4. The jury-selection process did not violate article I, section 22 of the Washington Constitution or the
Sixth Amendment because jurors were drawn from the area served by the municipal court and therefore
from the county and district where the offense was charged.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The purpose of article I, section 22 of the Washington State Constitution is to guarantee a fair and random
selection of jurors from the county in which a crime is alleged to have been committed.” (682)

“The fact that the particular pool from which Mr. Garrett's particular jury was selected included a majority of
jurors from outside Tukwila's boundaries does not invalidate the selection procedure provided the jurors were
randomly selected.” (686)

“Nothing in the statutes requires any particular method for reaching agreement, and certainly no formal
contract requirements are mandated.” (687)



“It is not violated when jurors are drawn from the area covered by three zip codes applying to the City of
Tukwila.” (688)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Garrett was tried and convicted in Tukwila Municipal Court for violating a temporary domestic-violence
protection order. His jury pool was selected from three King County ZIP codes associated with Tukwila,
although the ZIP-code boundaries extended beyond the city and most prospective jurors, including all selected
jurors according to Garrett, lived outside Tukwila. A written agreement under which King County Superior
Court performed jury-management services for Tukwila expired before trial, but court personnel continued the
services under an alleged oral agreement and the superior court invoiced Tukwila for them.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Garrett was convicted in Tukwila Municipal Court of violating a temporary protection order involving domestic
violence. The municipal court denied his postverdict motion to reverse the conviction and dismiss the case,
finding substantial compliance with the jury-selection statute and a valid oral agreement authorizing King
County Superior Court to provide jury services. On appeal, the King County Superior Court reversed,
concluding that the jury pool improperly included persons outside Tukwila and that no valid jury-services
agreement existed. The Washington Supreme Court reversed the superior court and affirmed Garrett's conviction.

DISPOSITION

reversed
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