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SUMMARY

The Washington Supreme Court considered a challenge by spouses of Department of Corrections
inmates to RCW 72.09.480, which requires deductions from funds received by inmates for savings,
incarceration costs, and victims' compensation. The court held that the statute does not violate
Washington's tax-uniformity requirement or the Takings Clauses and that the inmate spouses had
standing based on potential community property interests. The court nevertheless held that inmates
were entitled to previously earned interest on their inmate savings accounts.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether spouses of DOC inmates have standing to challenge deductions from funds received by their
incarcerated spouses based on their alleged community-property interests.

2. Whether deductions authorized by RCW 72.09.480 violate the uniformity requirement of article VII,
section 1 of the Washington Constitution.

3. Whether the deductions violate the Takings Clauses of the United States and Washington Constitutions.

4. Whether inmates and their spouses are entitled to interest earned on mandatory inmate savings accounts
under RCW 72.09.111(1)(d).

HOLDINGS

1. The class of spouses has standing because spouses possess a community-property interest in funds
received by inmate spouses, and RCW 72.09.480 does not expressly override Washington's community-
property presumption.

2. The deductions authorized by RCW 72.09.480 are not taxes and therefore do not violate the Washington
Constitution's tax-uniformity requirement.

3. The deductions authorized by RCW 72.09.480 do not violate the Takings Clause of the United States
Constitution; the court declined to decide whether the Washington Takings Clause provides broader
protection.

4. Under RCW 72.09.111(1)(d), inmates and class members are entitled to previously earned interest on
mandatory inmate savings accounts, and the DOC violated the statute by diverting that interest to the
Inmate Betterment Fund.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“If the primary purpose of the charges is to raise revenue, rather than to regulate, then the charges are a tax.
Conversely, if the primary purpose is regulatory, “the charges are properly characterized as ‘tools of
regulation’ rather than taxes.”” (at 27)

“We hold that the DOC violated RCW 72.09.111(1)(d) by failing to provide inmates (and Class members) with
“accumulated interest” on their inmate savings accounts and order that accrued interest be credited to the
accounts of those inmates currently incarcerated and returned to those who have already been released.” (at
36)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Washington law required the DOC to deduct 35 percent of funds received by inmates from outside sources: 5
percent for crime-victim compensation, 10 percent for a personal inmate savings account, and 20 percent toward
incarceration costs and correctional work programs. Suzanne Dean and a class of spouses of DOC inmates
challenged the deductions, asserting community-property interests in funds sent to their incarcerated spouses.
Before February 28, 1997, interest earned on pooled inmate savings accounts was transferred to an Inmate
Betterment Fund rather than credited to the accounts.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Spouses of DOC inmates brought a class action challenging RCW 72.09.480, which required deductions totaling
35 percent of funds received by inmates. On cross-motions for summary judgment, the King County Superior
Court ruled for the class on the Washington Constitution's tax-uniformity requirement, the federal and
Washington Takings Clauses, and entitlement to interest on inmate savings accounts; it ordered the return of
previously seized funds and barred deductions from funds received by married inmates. The DOC appealed, and
the Court of Appeals certified the case to the Supreme Court of Washington.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The trial court's rulings that RCW 72.09.480 was unconstitutional and that previously seized funds must be
returned were reversed. The DOC was ordered to credit accrued interest to accounts of inmates still incarcerated
and return accrued interest to inmates who had been released.
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